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Abstract

This thesis offers a comparative analysis of platform regulation between 2016 and
2025 across three advanced democracies: Germany, the United Kingdom, and the United
States. It foregrounds the power dynamics between two powerful regulatory actors: nation
states as traditional loci of geopolitical power and giant technology platforms as increasingly
influential private actors.

The research adopts a decisional and interpretive approach to examine how and why
platform regulation emerges, what roles states and platforms assume in regulatory processes,
and how power is negotiated between them. While existing scholarship often focuses on
formalised laws and institutional arrangements, this thesis conceptualises regulation as a
relational process between regulator (the state) and regulatee (the platform) which is enacted

through the mobilisation of regulatory resources.

To that end, the research develops a framework of four regulatory resources —
information, authority, treasure, and organised expertise — as inputs to regulatory capacity and
analytically useful indicators of regulatory power. Both states and platforms command these
resources, though their distribution is often asymmetric, with platforms holding structural
advantages. Such asymmetries introduce tensions into regulatory processes and risk weakening
the state’s capacity to exercise effective and independent regulatory power.

Drawing on interpretive policy analysis and a comparative case study design, the
dissertation investigates the evolving regulatory landscape of tech regulation through 93 elite
interviews, document analysis of an archive of 103 policy texts, and process tracing. The
German case illustrates how the state, in response to perceived corporate inaction, asserted
power by compelling platforms to enforce speech laws. In the UK case, resource constraints
hindered regulatory development and posed risks of capture; these gaps were addressed by
enrolling platform-held resources into formal regulatory arrangements. The US case reveals
not an absence of regulation, but a fragmented federal system in which state and platform

power have become entangled, hollowing out the state’s capacity to regulate.

The thesis proposes a resource-based, relational perspective on regulatory power,
offering a new account of how and why state—platform relationships shape regulation in
practice. Across cases, it shows that the capacity to mobilise resources determines regulatory
outcomes. While states hold formal regulatory authority, they often lack the resources to
regulate resource-rich platforms unilaterally. This creates a structural reliance on platform
resources and platform involvement in regulation. In this relationship, the state retains
regulatory power only where clear rules exist and it can enforce them.

Keywords: comparative case study, digital governance, interpretive policy analysis, online
safety, platform regulation, regulatory capacity, regulatory power, regulatory resources,
technology policy
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Chapter 1:  Introduction

1.1  Opening

“Technology is a useful servant but a dangerous
master.” — Christian Lange (1921), in his Nobel
Prize lecture

1.1.1  States, Meet Y our Match

As giant technology platforms have attained extraordinary scale and wealth, they are often
compared to nation states — a framing that positions them at eye level with governments
(Cohen, 2019; Gorwa, 2024; Lehdonvirta, 2024; Suzor, 2019). Indeed, these platforms enact
power in ways that resemble key functions of the state: their revenues rival the gross domestic
product (GDP) of nation states, they manage critical infrastructure, they create binding rules
that mirror statutory laws, and their user bases surpass the populations of most countries
(Baccardax, 2025; Poushter et al., 2024). But platforms are not only likened to powerful state
actors; they are increasingly treated as such by states themselves. Platform actors take seats at
major policy forums, regularly associate with heads of states, and shape international policy

agendas (Gillespie, 2018a; Wynn-Williams, 2025).

In the United States, seated in the front row at President Donald Trump’s second
inauguration in 2025 were not the president’s family, former presidents, or honoured elected
officials — for whom these seats are usually held — but big tech executives: Alphabet CEO
Sundar Pichai, Apple CEO Tim Cook, Amazon founder Jeff Bezos, Meta CEO Mark
Zuckerberg, and Tesla and X CEO Elon Musk (Helmore, 2025). Soon after, Musk assumed a
role as a special government employee, briefly leading the Department of Government
Efficiency (DOGE), a new initiative to modernise information technology created at his

behest. While this moment marked a new level of closeness between the US government and
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tech platforms, this was not a Trump-era phenomenon. Under President Joe Biden, former
Google CEO Eric Schmidt heavily funded and influenced hiring decisions at the Office of
Science and Technology Policy (Thompson, 2022). And during the Obama administration,
President Barack Obama cultivated close ties with tech executives and hosted some now

infamous dinner parties (O’Mara, 2019). Even after leaving office, Obama has continued to

socialise with major tech figures.

In the United Kingdom, similar ideas have gained traction. In 2024, Britain’s Secretary of
State for Science, Innovation and Technology, Peter Kyle, called for tech companies to be
treated like nation states, urging policymakers to approach them with a “sense of humility”
and the use of “statecraft” (as quoted by Wright, 2024, para. 1) — effectively positioning
platforms as diplomatic peers. Notably, Kyle is not the only senior political figure to suggest
that the affairs of the state and those of platforms converge. The parallelism is clearly
demonstrated in the fact that Nick Clegg, former UK Deputy Prime Minister, served as
Meta’s President of Global Affairs from 2018-2025. And UK governments themselves have
engaged with platforms in ways that signal recognition of their influence as major global
actors. Prime Minister Rishi Sunak hosted a major Al safety summit in 2023, bringing to the
same negotiating table world leaders and platform executives from Facebook (owned by
Meta), Google (owned by Alphabet), and OpenAl, in which Microsoft is a major investor, to
negotiate a collaborative approach to Al safety. Under Prime Minister Keir Starmer, the
Labour government has faced criticism over frequent meetings between senior officials and
tech lobbyists, as well as over appointments seen as overly tech-friendly (Amin & Geoghegan,
2025). In 2024, Starmer controversially made a public promise to Eric Schmidt to “make sure
that every regulator ... takes growth ... seriously” (Field & Titcomb, 2024, para. 3) in the

information technology sector.
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In Germany, government engagement with the private sector has been historically more
reserved, yet the overall state—platform relationship is unusually close compared to other
industries. While Chancellor Angela Merkel was overheard challenging Mark Zuckerberg on
hate speech during a United Nations summit in 2015, the German government’s approach
seemed to soften in subsequent years. In 2019, Merkel’s Minister of State for Digitalisation,
Dorothee Bir, posted a video of herself arm in arm and smiling with Zuckerberg — calling for
mutual trust and understanding between the German government and platforms (Alvarez,
2019; “Zuckerberg spricht mit Merkel tiber Hasskommentare’, 2019). The post attracted
widespread criticism for its apparent informal friendliness, which Germans considered
inappropriate for an interaction between a state official and the private sector. However,
following this, Chancellor Olaf Scholz’s government maintained its distance from platform
actors, despite signs of engagement. He delivered an inaugural speech at the opening of
Tesla’s gigafactory in Germany in 2022 and endorsed major investments by Amazon and
Microsoft, yet simultaneously championed European tech sovereignty (Macron & Scholz,
2024). When Elon Musk endorsed the far-right Alternative fiir Deutschland (AfD) party
in 2024, Scholz condemned his involvement in German politics as highly problematic and
pushed back against the influence of tech billionaires in politics more broadly (‘Kanzler
Scholz zu Musk-Attacken’, 2025). Under Chancellor Friedrich Merz, government engagement
with platforms and giant technology companies more broadly has intensified. Merz has
actively positioned platform companies as critical partners and within his first 100 days in
office had met with Nvidia CEO Jensen Huang, which political commentators interpreted as

a signal of the elevated political status of the digital technology sector (Fokuhl et al., 2025).
1.1.2  Goliath and Goliath: States Regulating Tech Giants

Advanced democracies and platforms — both global powerhouses in their own respect — have

become indispensable allies. Yet while platforms may increasingly look, act, and be treated like
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states, they are not governed by the public interest. In recent years, it has become increasingly
clear — and consequential — that platform priorities do not align with those of democratic
states. When dominant platforms undercut markets and form monopolies, circumvent labour
or housing laws, erode journalistic freedoms, avoid taxation, or roll out products with
significant public safety risks, the state is expected to intervene, including through regulatory

measures.

Platform regulation poses an unprecedented regulatory challenge: as advanced
democracies confront tech giants that rival them in scale, clout, and geopolitical leverage, are
the usual tools of the state still equipped for the digital age? Today’s platform companies are
among the largest and wealthiest entities in human history. They build technologies so
complex, and which change so quickly, that even their operators cannot explain their inner
workings. These firms are engines of economic growth, provide essential infrastructure, and
drive technical innovation. They deliver access to news and information, maintain the
undersea cables that are the backbone of the global internet, and develop frontier AI models
that promise unprecedented productivity gains. At the same time, they deploy some of the
most well-resourced lobby groups worldwide, consistently ranking among the top political
spenders in the US and Europe. As platforms underpin core aspects of contemporary public
life, platform regulation has become a power struggle between states and platforms for which

the rules are only just being written.

And this power struggle is now playing out in one of the most pressing arenas of

regulatory concern: public safety.

This is exactly the regulatory challenge that Germany, the UK, and the US have faced over
the past decade. Since 20106, a series of high-profile platform scandals has triggered growing
scrutiny over platforms’ failures to protect their users from harm. Foreign interference in

the 2016 US presidential election, the misuse of personal data in the Cambridge Analytica
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scandal in 2018, the Covid-19 infodemic, and the January 6 Capitol attack in 2021 brought to
the forefront the real-life harms linked to platforms. A wide range of safety threats have come
into focus: algorithmic bias, deepfakes, the viral spread of illegal and harmful content, rogue
Al systems, opaque political campaigning, and the fragmentation and polarisation of public

discourse (Dommett et al., 2024; Howard, 2020; Schroeder, 2025).

There has been mounting pressure for states to intervene. Institutions like the G7, the
United Nations, and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) have issued warnings about platform safety risks and called for new guidelines
including in the form of regulation (G7 Italy, 2024; OECD, 2025; UNESCO, 2023). Even
platform executives like Mark Zuckerberg have publicly pleaded for “new rules for the
internet” (Zuckerberg, 2019, para. 1). Since 2016, governments around the world have begun
to introduce new regulatory frameworks aimed at mitigating safety risks online, but whether

these measures are effective remains contested (Bradshaw et al., 2018; Yadav et al., 2021).

Within this evolving landscape, Germany, the UK, and the US offer three cases of
addressing the regulatory challenges and power struggles inherent in platform regulation.
Germany moved early and introduced regulation with the Network Enforcement Act
(NetzDG) in 2017, compelling platforms to enforce national speech laws — becoming the first
country to implement platform regulation. The UK adopted a wide-ranging regime in 2023
with the Online Safety Act (OSA), which imposes statutory duties of care on platforms to
perform risk assessments and mitigate safety harms on their networks. In the US, as of 2025,
there is no comprehensive regulatory regime, despite sustained momentum across party lines.
Instead, regulation has taken the form of a patchwork of fragmented federal and state-level
initiatives.

Globally, what has emerged is not a unified regulatory model for platform regulation, but

a rapidly evolving field of regulatory practice, which remains poorly understood. Despite its
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growing prominence in academic inquiry, important gaps persist in platform regulation
research. Predominantly, research has focused on the formal outcomes of regulation — laws,
institutions, and corporate policy arrangements — rather than the processes, relationships, and
power dynamics shaping regulation in practice (Flew, 2021; Gillespie, 2018a; Kaye, 2019;
Papaevangelou, 2023; Suzor, 2019). Even as platforms are increasingly studied as state-like
actors with immense “platform power” (Chan & Kwok, 2022; Culpepper & Thelen, 2020;
Flew & Gillett, 2021; Nieborg et al., 2024), in this literature their power is often treated as
embedded and self-evident rather than analysed as something that fundamentally shapes
platform regulation in practice. Yet the power dynamic between states as regulators and

platforms as regulatees is at the centre of regulation in a digital age.
1.1.3 Platform Regulation as a Power Play

At the heart of my thesis lies a fundamental puzzle: how can democratic states regulate actors

that may, in some respects, be just as powerful or even more powerful than they are?

This is not just a question about the application of laws and the design of institutions. It is
a question of power: who has it and how does it become enacted, and what happens when
regulation takes place between advanced democratic states and giant technology platforms —

with immense geopolitical influence, distinct goals, and intertwined interests.

In this thesis, I propose a fundamental shift in perspective. Rather than viewing platform
regulation through laws, institutions, and governance arrangements, I understand regulation as
a power dynamic between states and platforms. This power plays out through both formal
and informal relationships, is shaped by diverging interests, and is contested by actors on the
ground. I adopt an interpretive perspective to examine how regulation is constructed through

the interpretations of the regulatory actors directly involved in it.

What makes this regulatory power struggle at the heart of my inquiry particularly

consequential is both who is involved and what is at stake. On one side are the advanced
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democracies, facing growing pressure to act on safety risks while depending on platforms for
digital infrastructure, innovation, and connectivity. On the other side are the giant technology
platforms, with vast resources, regulatory leverage, and geopolitical influence. What is at stake
is not just effective regulation, but the ability of democratic states to uphold the public interest

in the face of unprecedented corporate platform power.

To make sense of this relationship, I develop a framework of regulatory power based on
four resources — information, authority, treasure, and organised expertise — and apply it to the
empirical study of platform regulation in Germany, the UK, and the US from 2016 to 2025.
Across 93 in-depth interviews with regulatory experts and practitioners, document analysis of
103 policy texts, and detailed process tracing across three cases, my research shows how
power emerges not just from who holds resources, but from how these resources are
mobilised and interpreted in relationships between states and regulators. By doing so, this
thesis reveals decisional insights into how and why platform regulation takes shape in practice

— placing power at the centre of my inquiry.

The findings show that platforms do wield substantial power and frequently use it to
contest regulation — and often command more resources than even the most advanced
democracies. Yet states are not powerless. Even under resource constraints, they need not
bow to platform power as a structural inevitability. They can use regulation to shift the
balance of power in their favour and strategically harness platform resources in ways that

serve the public good.

Regulation, my thesis argues, is a power play — and when states play it well, they can
ensure that technology platforms remain a servant to regulatory goals, not their master.
1.2 Research Obijectives and Focus

At its core, this research seeks to understand platform regulation as a complex power dynamic

between states and platforms. I pursue a decisional analysis by asking how and why states
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regulate platforms, and what shapes regulation in practice — making power dynamics the focus
of the inquiry. I follow three overarching research objectives. First, to explore how platform
regulation takes shape across evolving regulatory contexts. Second, to investigate the nature of
regulatory relationships between state and platform actors, and to reveal the factors that shape
the power dynamics between them. And third, to offer a broader understanding of
contemporary platform regulation, and in particular whether and how it differs from

established regulation in its actors, approaches, and strategies.

To address these objectives through a focused inquiry, I have made several deliberate
scoping decisions. To begin with, in this thesis regulation is broadly understood as the
“sustained and focused attempt to alter the behaviour of others according to defined
standards or purposes with the intention of producing a broadly identified outcome or
outcomes” (Black, 2002a, p. 20). This definition accommodates the focus of my research:
understanding regulation as a regulatory process and relationship through which states seek to
regulate platforms and to a lesser extent their formalised outcomes — such as laws, orders, and

corporate policies.

Two actors are at the centre of my inquiry: states as regulators and platforms as regulatees.
When it comes to states, the focus is on advanced democracies with functioning rule of law,
public administrations, and democratic representation. Three relevant cases have been
selected: Germany, where regulation was eatly, as the first country to implement specifically
platform-aimed regulation; the UK, where regulation was delayed but which eventually
established one of the most comprehensive regimes for platform safety; and the US, where
regulation is fragmented, but which is home to many of the platform companies at the centre
of regulation worldwide. The term ‘state’ is used to refer to the enduring set of institutions

and structures that govern within a defined territory. By contrast, I use the term ‘government’
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to refer to the temporary, elected leadership of the state including its executive offices and

political representatives.

As for platforms, they are broadly understood as networked systems that connect
different types of users and facilitate interactions and transactions between them. They are
typically operated by for-profit corporations that develop the technology and set the rules that
govern activities on their services. This broad understanding spans platforms in social media
and search, but also extends to e-commerce, gig work, or shared economy platforms. In this
research there is a particular emphasis on giant technology platforms, so-called big tech
companies and very large firms, as these are the target of safety regulations. They are typically
platforms with substantial user bases or control over markets within their respective
jurisdictions. Many of these platforms are owned and operated by big tech companies, a
loosely defined group of dominant technology firms characterised by their massive market

capitalisation and market power.

Thus platform regulation in this research focuses on the regulation of tech giants,
primarily big tech and other very large platforms, as regulatees by state regulators in Germany,
the UK, and the US. While platform regulation spans a wide range of domains including
competition and markets, labour rights, and media and journalism, this research is centred on
platform safety regulation. This focus reflects both the urgency posed by real-life safety
concerns and the emergent regulatory practice, which frequently features safety issues. In my
thesis, platform safety regulation refers to platform-aimed regulation that aims to reduce risks
and protect public safety. These regulations address a variety of harms including algorithmic

bias, harmful and illegal content, online abuse, and harms related to platform design.

Power is a central pillar of my research. While I develop a more detailed theoretical
conception of power in the literature review in Chapter 2, this research foregrounds power in

the relationship between states and platforms. It views power not as a fixed legal mandate but
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as a dynamic relationship shaped by how actors access, mobilise, and interpret four regulatory
resources — information, authority, treasure, and organised expertise. Conversely, my research
does not focus on formal authority in legal frameworks and institutional remits but instead
makes visible how power emerges through regulatory resources mobilised in dynamic

relationships.

1.3 Research Questions and Rationale

To operationalise these objectives and accommodate the focus of this work, my thesis is

guided by three overarching research questions (RQs):

RQ1: What regulatory approaches and relationships characterise platform regulation in
Germany, the United Kingdom, and the United States, and what factors explain

similarities and differences across cases?

RQ2: What roles do public and private actors hold in platform regulation, and how do

their relationship dynamics shape regulatory power?

RQ3: In what ways does emergent platform regulatory practice challenge established

models of regulation?

To answer these questions, I make several empirical, theoretical, and methodological choices.
While these will be developed in greater detail in the subsequent chapters, key choices are

outlined here.

Theoretically, this research develops a resource- and relationship-based framework of
regulatory power in platform regulation. Rather than treating power as a fixed formal mandate
or legal authority, I focus on how power is enacted through dynamic interactions between
state and platform actors. To conceptualise and make visible these dynamics on a theoretical

level, I develop a framework of four regulatory resources — information, authority, treasure,
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and organised expertise — that are mobilised in regulatory relationships between states and

platforms.

These resources are not merely functional inputs to regulatory capacity; they provide a
structured framework for making tractable where power sits, how it is enacted, and how it
shapes and is shaped by state—platform interactions. In a rapidly evolving regulatory
environment shaped by complex power dynamics, the framework offers a structured way to

theorise regulatory power and make it analytically approachable.

Methodologically, I draw on interpretive policy analysis (IPA), which places at its centre
how regulatory actors interpret and make sense of regulation, and how these meanings shape
regulatory processes. IPA moves away from the solely legal and institutional perspectives
which are dominant in platform regulation research; instead, it approaches regulation as a
process shaped by the dynamics between regulators and regulatees, who interpret, construct,
and attribute meaning to regulatory practice. The interpretive orientation informs the
methodological choices made throughout the study. It underpins the selection of data
collection and analysis methods — in-depth elite interviews, document analysis, and process
tracing — the coding strategy, and the use of triangulation and reflexivity within a comparative

case study research design.

Empirically, this research employs a comparative case study design examining platform
regulation in three advanced democracies: Germany, the UK, and the US. The analysis is
grounded in a uniquely rich empirical data set that captures a decade of regulatory
development (2016-2025) in an emerging regulatory field. It draws on 93 in-depth elite
interviews with senior policymakers, regulators, platform representatives, and civil society
experts who have actively shaped platform regulation from within; a document analysis of an
archive of 103 policy texts including laws, policy papers, official statements, and transcripts

from hearings and plenary sessions; as well as process tracing across these data to reconstruct
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sequences and identify causal relationships in regulatory processes. Together, this data set
offers the first interpretive, comparative account of emergent platform regulation in practice —
linking practitioner accounts, formal policy stances, and the unfolding of regulatory events

over time across three distinct contexts.

In addressing these research questions, my research will: first, reveal empirically grounded
accounts of emerging approaches across three cases; second, examine how regulatory power is
enacted within state—platform relationships, showing how power is asserted, negotiated, or
entangled in regulatory processes in Germany, the UK, and the US; and third, contribute to
understanding platform regulation as a form of regulation that necessarily involves platform
actors, while showing that the terms of this involvement shape how regulatory power is

enacted.

1.4 Relevance

This thesis makes contributions that are both practically and academically relevant. Practically,
it speaks to one of the most urgent and wide-reaching regulatory challenges of the past
decade: how can democratic states effectively regulate transnational digital platforms? What
began as an abstract policy ambition has evolved into a major site of regulatory action on a
global scale over the span of only a few years — and it is likely to only increase in importance

as digital technologies remain prolific.

Since 2016 a succession of “public shocks” (Ananny & Gillespie, 2016) has brought
pressing safety threats surrounding platforms into focus. Such threats are unlikely to disappear
and may constitute persistent features of platform environments. Research shows that
platforms routinely prioritise scale, speed, and revenue over user safety (Howard, 2020;
Zuboff, 2019). Even when companies introduce comprehensive safety measures, unintended
consequences continue to emerge. Given the scale of tech giants, even marginal risks can

result in significant real-world harms (Gillespie, 2020).
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Looking ahead, these risks are likely to become further amplified. Against the backdrop of
growing competitive pressure, including from Chinese firms, platforms innovate rapidly,
rolling out new features or adjustments to existing ones on a daily basis. These changes are
often introduced without rigorous safety testing or safeguards, which increases the likelihood
of harms. What is more, as platforms expand into majority world and Global South markets —
often by virtue of proprietary internet infrastructure that they provide — differences in access

modalities, use cases, and digital literacy heighten safety risks.

Most significantly, these dynamics intersect with the rapid and transformative adoption of
complex Al systems. This shift is being accompanied by immense geopolitical pressure for the
West to ‘win the Al race’ against China. As Al systems become adopted at scale and
integrated across virtually all digital technologies, their workings and outcomes have remained
opaque. Critically, many of the most advanced Al models are operated by the same handful of
tech giants that dominate the platform landscape, further underscoring the relevance of both

this research and emergent regulation.

My research offers a starting point for making regulation more effective. It highlights how
and why states struggle to regulate platforms, shows that contemporary governments
frequently lack access to technical information and digital expertise, and develops strategies

for countering risks of capture and state overreach in platform regulation.

Academically, my thesis addresses several gaps in existing research on platform regulation.
While existing studies offer grounded accounts of regulation, they often remain descriptive
and focus on formal outcomes — laws, institutional competences, and corporate policies —
frequently set in the domain of content moderation (Gillespie, 2018a; Kaye, 2019; Suzor,
2019). While existing work features comparative accounts, national variations are commonly
attributed to regulatory cultures, legal systems, or political events — risking an overemphasis of

static background conditions or exceptional, case-specific triggers (Flew, 2021; Gorwa, 2024).
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And although ideas of platform power have been articulated in this literature, they are
commonly framed in terms of market dominance, gatekeeping control over information
flows, or platforms’ capacity to set and enforce corporate policies (Klinger et al., 2023; Moore

& Tambini, 2018; Nielsen & Ganter, 2022).

My thesis directly addresses these gaps by advancing a decisional understanding of
platform regulation, centred on how power dynamics between state and platform actors shape
regulatory practice and outcomes. Departing from dominant accounts of laws, institutions,
and corporate governance arrangements, I assume an interpretive perspective, a
methodological viewpoint rarely taken in platform regulation research. This lens brings into
focus the situated meanings, relationships, and everyday power struggles that shape regulation

in practice.

To theoretically conceptualise these dynamics, the thesis builds on seminal literature in
policy and regulation studies to develop a framework whereby regulatory power emerges from
four resources — information, authority, treasure, and organised expertise — and in particular
from how actors mobilise and interpret these resources (Black, 2002b; Hood, 1983, 2008).
This framework offers a mid-level theory for understanding how regulatory power operates
within and across cases to shape platform regulation in practice. Instead of relying on overly
abstract theory or case-sensitive narratives, I offer a focused conceptual tool for analysing

how regulatory power emerges in practice and why it varies across contexts.

Taken together, these contributions enable a theoretically and empirically grounded
understanding of contemporary platform regulation, both as a practical challenge for
policymakers and as a subject of academic inquiry. By applying the framework of regulatory
power across three national cases, the thesis generates insights relevant for practitioners

seeking to develop effective regulatory approaches, while also offering empirical,
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methodological, and theoretical anchor points for scholars studying regulatory power and

platform regulation.

1.5 Approaching the Field as an Insider

At the start of this thesis, I want to acknowledge and reflect on my positionality in the context
of this interpretive research. I approached the field in a dual role: as a part-time doctoral
researcher at the Oxford Internet Institute; but also as a full-time researcher and research
manager at the Programme on Democracy and Technology at the University of Oxford, and

later on as the co-founder of a university spin-off company focused on technology safety.

In this dual role, I have been an insider in the world of platform regulation. In my
professional capacity, I have frequently presented at academic or policy conferences; briefed
senior officials in the US, the UK, and Germany, and within the EU more broadly;
contributed evidence to legislative consultations; testified as an expert in front of

parliamentary committees; and provided expert media commentary.

This proximity has afforded me what I believe to be extraordinary and privileged access to
the field of platform regulation. Going into the field as a researcher, I had already developed a
strong professional network, including with several of the actors featured in this research. In
recruiting participants, I was often able to build on my existing professional relationships to
reach typically hard-to-access interviewees, such as senior policymakers, platform personnel,

and internationally recognised experts.

However, entering as a doctoral researcher the already familiar field that I was part of
myself has also posed challenges. I was acquainted with several of the individuals and issues at
the centre of this study, which raises the risk of projecting my own views onto the field. My
professional affiliations also create ethical concerns and potential conflicts of interest. To
mitigate such risks, I have actively employed reflexivity and positionality throughout the

research process, used triangulation across data sources, and followed best practices for
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informed consent and transparency. A detailed discussion of these strategies is offered in the

methods chapter, Chapter 3.

Ultimately, I view my position as an insider not merely as a risk in need of mitigation, but
as one of the key contributions of this research: it has enabled an embedded, practice-
informed perspective on how platform regulation unfolds between regulatory actors in

practice.

1.6 Chapter Overview

My thesis consists of seven chapters, beginning with this introduction, followed by a review of
the literature and the development of an original framework of regulatory power, a chapter
outlining the interpretive methodological approach, and then its application in three national
case studies. I conclude with a comparative synthesis. Here I offer a chapter-by-chapter

overview.
Chapter 1: Introduction

This introduction has presented platform regulation as the subject of this research. It opened
by outlining the fundamental power dynamic that is at the heart of my inquiry: the tension
between states seeking to regulate giant technology platforms — despite their own vested
interests in platform systems — and the platforms themselves, which rank among the largest
and most valuable corporate entities in history, and whose interests often diverge from those
of the state. I have set out the research objectives and focus, explained how these are
operationalised through research questions, and then discussed the relevance of the research
against the backdrop of key gaps and main contributions. Finally, the introduction provides

this chapter-by-chapter overview of the thesis.



Lisa-Maria Neudert 34

Chapter 2: Literature Review

This chapter reviews the key scholarship in the growing body of literature on platform
regulation in political communication and policy and regulation studies. It lays the conceptual
foundation for the broader decisional analysis developed throughout this thesis. It first
introduces the key concepts and terms used in this research — platforms, tech giants, platform
regulation — situating them in the literature and clarifying their use in this research. To
contextualise the analysis of regulation from 2016 to 2025, it offers a brief historical account
of internet and platform regulation. Next, the chapter reviews the literature on states as
regulator and platforms as regulatees, the central actors of this thesis. Finally, it integrates
existing theories of resources, capacity, and power in regulation, to develop an original
framework of regulatory power. This framework is applied in the case study chapters to trace

how and why power dynamics shape platform regulation in practice.
Chapter 3: Methodology

This chapter outlines the methodological approach of the thesis. I begin by introducing the
use of IPA. This IPA is adopted through a comparative case study research design. I combine
in-depth within-case analysis and comparative conclusions to explore platform regulation in
three advanced democracies: Germany, the UK, and the US. The chapter explains the criteria
for case selection and provides a brief overview of the three cases. It then sets out the data
collection and analysis methods, detailing how I apply elite interviews, document analysis, and
process tracing in triangulation. The chapter also addresses ethical considerations and features
my reflections on positionality. Limitations and mitigation strategies are discussed within the

relevant sections.
Case Studies (Chapters 4 to 6)

These chapters present the three empirical case studies of platform regulation in Germany, in

the UK, and in the US. In each chapter, I apply the framework of regulatory resources to
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reveal decisional perspectives on how and why regulatory power is enacted in platform
regulation within its respective context. All three chapters draw from elite interviews,
document analysis, and process tracing. As this is an integrated thesis, each chapter functions
as a stand-alone research contribution, complete with its own literature review, methods
section, discussion, and conclusion, as well as case-specific research questions that are shown
in Table 1. A version of the chapter on Germany was published in the Journal of Information
Policy Neudert, 2024), and a version of the UK chapter appeared in Internet Policy Review
(Neudert, 2023). The US chapter is currently under review. The version that was published or
submitted has been broadly retained here, including the original titles, with only limited
adjustments made for their inclusion in this thesis; and the chapters are presented in the order
in which the papers were published. While this approach preserves the integrity of the
individual papers, it also results in some repetition between the integrated literature review
and methods chapters and the corresponding sections within the published manuscripts.

Where this is the case, I point it out.
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Table 1: Overview of case study chapters, case-specific research questions, and data.

36

Chapter Case-specific research questions Data
Chapter 4:  Ch.4-RQ1: How does the regulatory capacity of state actors compare to that 33 interviews
United of platform actors in developing platform-focused regulation, and how do with 34
Kingdom the resources available to each inform the United Kingdom’s regulatory participants;
approach? 30 documents;
process data
Ch.4-RQ2: How do resoutce-based dynamics between state and platform
actors shape regulatory relationships within an emergent system of platform
regulation?
Ch.4-RQ3: What regulatory measures — considering in particular those
outlined in the Online Safety Act — are required to address resource
challenges in the regulation of platforms, and how likely are they to achieve
the intended goals?
Chapter 5 Ch.5-RQ1: In what ways did problem recognition, policy proposals, and 20 interviews;
Germany political contexts converge, and how did this convergence promote the 30 documents;
adoption of NetzDG as a regulatory approach? process data
Ch.5-RQ2: How did the relationship of state and platform actors shape
platform regulation in Germany, and what does this reveal about the
dynamics of regulatory power in digital regulation?
Chapter 6: Ch.6-RQ1: In the apparent absence of comprehensive federal regulation, 33 interviews;
United what regulatory approaches have emerged in the United States in platform 43 documents;
States safety regulation? process data

Ch.6-RQ2: How is regulatory power enacted through the mobilisation of
resources between state and platform actors?

Chapter 4: Regulatory Capacity Capture: The United Kingdom’s Online Safety

Regime [power dynamic: enrolment]

The UK case investigates the development of the OSA. Developing a framework of four

regulatory resources, it traces configurations of these resources in state—platform interplay.
gulatory > g p play

The analysis finds persistent resource asymmetries between state and platform actors, which

policymakers identify as a key reason for delays in the bill’s formulation and for risks of

capture. The OSA responds directly to these asymmetries by enrolling platform-held

resources through safety duties and enhanced information powers, exercised under regulatory

oversight. The UK case exemplifies a regulated self-regulation model, in which platforms

retain discretion over how to mobilise proprietary resources while working to comply with

expectations for outcomes defined and enforced by the regulator.
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Chapter 5: Reclaiming Digital Sovereignty: Policy and Power Dynamics behind

Germany’s NetzDG [power dynamic: assertion]

This chapter examines the German case, focusing on NetzDG as an early mover in platform
regulation. The chapter develops a power-integrated view of John Kingdon’s (1995) seminal
multiple streams approach (MSA) which analyses how and why a specific policy becomes
adopted. The analysis shows that policymakers’ frustration with platforms’ refusal to allocate
sufficient resources to address speech harms during a hate speech crisis ultimately catalysed
the adoption of the law — channelled through the idea of more effectively enforcing existing
speech laws in online environments. The German case illustrates an interventionist regulatory
approach, where the state seeks to assert power over platforms by obligating platforms to use

their resources towards regulatory goals through strict and detailed legal requirements.

Chapter 6: A Fragmented Landscape, an Entangled Relationship: Platform Safety

Regulation in the United States (2016—2025) [power dynamic: entanglement]

This chapter investigates the US case, where no comprehensive platform safety regime has
been adopted. It traces how regulation nonetheless emerges across the executive, legislative,
and judicial branches of the federal government. Rather than revealing an absence of
regulation, the analysis finds an active but fragmented regulatory landscape that is heavily
politicised, is institutionally dispersed, and lacks cohesion. Within this landscape, state and
platform actors have become structurally entangled: they are mutually interdependent;
persistent resource asymmetries allow platforms to outmatch the federal government; and
state actors repeatedly enrol platform resources, without a clear mandate and, at times, in
constitutionally constrained areas such as speech regulation. The US case illustrates a
fragmented regulatory approach, where regulatory resources are entangled between state and
platform actors, prompting risks of regulatory inertia, capture, and state overreach — blunting

regulatory power and rendering effective regulation unlikely.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion

The final chapter concludes my thesis by bringing together the findings from across the three
case studies. I start by summarising the within-case findings. Next, I present a comparative
synthesis and offer overarching findings. I detail the empirical, theoretical, and
methodological contributions brought forward by my research, particularly the value of the
framework of regulatory power for understanding platform regulation as a power dynamic. I
consider implications for future research and regulatory practice, emphasising the need for
regulatory approaches that can both accommodate and actively enrol platform power. The
chapter concludes with an outlook on the future relevance of this work, set against the
backdrop of heightened regulatory challenges in digital technology — particularly in the

domain of Al

Across these seven chapters, this thesis is about power — about how power is expressed
between states and platforms, how it is enacted in platform regulation, and how and why it
shapes regulatory decisions in practice. The chapters that follow develop a conceptual
framework and methodological approach for making this power tractable, apply them in in-
depth empirical analyses across three national cases, and reflect on the broader empirical,

theoretical, and methodological contributions and practical implications of the research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

2.1 Positioning the Literature Review

In this literature review I situate my thesis within the growing, multidisciplinary literature on
the regulation of digital platforms. I draw on perspectives from policy and regulation studies,
political communication, and media and communication research and bring into dialogue
evolving accounts of platform regulation with established theories and conceptions of

regulatory resources, capacity, and power.

Rather than attempting an exhaustive coverage of the field, this review is strategically
focused on the scholarly literatures that are most relevant to the core objective of my thesis:
understanding platform regulation as a power dynamic process between advanced
democracies and giant technology platforms, set within emergent regulatory contexts in

Germany, the UK, and the US.

Therefore, this literature review deliberately adopts a focused scope in several respects. It
does not examine perspectives on platform regulation in the majority world in detail,
prioritising research on the German, UK, and US contexts, as well as on those of other
advanced democracies. In line with the thesis’s focus on platform safety regulation, I do not
engage extensively with research on regulatory developments in antitrust and competition law,
Al safety, or labour regulation. Scholarly work on small, medium, and niche platforms is in
fact quite limited; but in any case, this review focuses specifically on tech giants. Finally, as the
thesis adopts an interpretive view of platform regulation, legal, institutional, and governance
perspectives are introduced as important foundations for this research but are not explored in

depth.



Lisa-Maria Neudert 40

This chapter begins by reviewing relevant literature on the key concepts and topics of my
research — platforms, tech giants, and platform regulation — and outlines how I use these
terms throughout the thesis. It then offers a historical overview of platform regulation, tracing
key events and regulatory developments in Germany, the UK, and the US to situate the
subsequent empirical case analysis within a broader regulatory trajectory. Next, I examine the
roles of states and platforms as regulatory actors, discussing distinct challenges and strategies
and specific subgroups of actors involved in platform regulation across the case contexts. I
also introduce different approaches to regulation based on the relational constellations
between regulators and regulatees. Finally, the chapter connects the nascent literature on
platform power to established theories of resources, capacity, and power in regulation. I
integrate this literature to develop an original framework for conceptualising regulatory power
as resource-based, relational, and interpretively enacted — guiding this thesis across its

chapters.

Through the review of the literature, I identify three gaps that my thesis purposefully

seeks to address:

e Conceptual ambiguity: In the literature, distinct forms of (platform) governance and
regulation are often conflated, with a lack of conceptual clarity. This thesis offers a
clear definition of platform regulation and develops a theoretical framework for
analysing regulatory power as a relational, resource-based dynamic between state and
platform actors.

e Methodological and empirical narrowness: While platform regulation is
increasingly studied, research commonly focuses on legal frameworks, institutional
competences, and corporate governance mechanisms foregrounding formalised, static
arrangements of regulation. Much of the scholarship remains narrowly focused on

content-based harms, leaving other dimensions of platform safety and emergent
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regulatory practice unaddressed. This thesis assumes an interpretive perspective of
regulation as a dynamic process and grounds it in a comparative-empirical analysis of
platform safety regulation in Germany, the UK, and the US.

¢ Under-theorisation of power: Power between states and platforms has
predominantly been treated as self-evident or embedded, rather than examined
directly. Few studies attempt to theorise power between state and platform actors. The

original framework of regulatory power developed in this thesis seeks to address this

gap-

2.2 Key Concepts and Terminology

This section outlines the key concepts and associated literature that inform this thesis. For
each concept, I review the relevant literature, highlight points of consensus and debate, and
explain how the concept is understood in this thesis. The aim is to establish a consistent

vocabulary to guide the analysis in the chapters that follow.
2.2.1  Platforms

Platforms have become a defining feature of the digital age. They encompass a wide range of
digital technologies — including social media, search, e-commerce, cloud computing, and
generative Al — that mediate the digital experiences of billions of daily users worldwide. Their
services and products underpin contemporary public life spanning areas such as

communication, commerce, and cultural production.

Scholars have described the expansion of digital platforms as a sweeping
“platformisation” (Poell et al., 2019). Kenney and Zysman (20106) characterise this as a shift
whereby “today’s changes are organised around these digital platforms” (p. 61), much like the
industrial era was organised around the factory. This transformation has been examined under

various labels including “the platform economy” (Kenney & Zysman, 20106), “the platform



Lisa-Maria Neudert 42

society” (van Dijck et al., 2018), “the politics of platforms” (Gillespie, 2010), and “platform
capitalism” (Srnicek, 2017). Poell et al. (2019) define platformisation as the penetration of
digital platforms in infrastructures, economic processes, governance, and everyday cultural
practices, which aligns broadly with the different conceptualisations of platforms brought

forward in this research.

Yet despite their prevalence, the definition of ‘platforms’ remains elusive. They are
described variously as businesses, infrastructure, gatekeepers, publishers, and governors — and
often all of these things at once. This lack of conceptual precision resonates in regulatory
debates. Without clarity as to what platforms are, it remains difficult to assess who should

regulate them and how.

Rather than seeking a single definition, this section reviews four influential
conceptualisations of platforms — as markets, technologies, sociotechnical systems, and
infrastructure — that shape how platforms are studied. I then outline how the term ‘platform’

is operationalised in this research.
2.2.1.1  Platforms as Markets

An early perspective, pioneered by Rochet and Tirole (2003), defines platforms as multi-sided
markets that mediate transactions between interdependent user groups — such as buyers and
sellers, or consumers and businesses. This marked a shift in thinking about economic
organisations. While “traditional firms create value within the boundaries of a company or a
supply chain” (Hein et al., 2020, p. 87), platforms generate value by enabling third-party
transactions within an ecosystem they control. Rather than selling goods or services, platforms
act as marketplaces that create “value by reducing distribution, transaction, and search costs”

(Pagani, 2013, p. 625).

Platforms capitalise on their intermediary role, leveraging their position to collect and

monetise user data. Revenue is typically generated through fees on targeted advertising,
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transactions, and subscriptions — a business model that Zuboff influentially described as

“surveillance capitalism” (2019).

Central to platform markets are network effects: the more users that join, the more
valuable the platform becomes, driving further growth. Within user groups, the presence of
users becomes a draw for others to join; for example, on social media, users join a network
because their peers are already there. Across user groups, growth on one side of the market
(e.g., buyers) increases the platform’s value for the other side (e.g., sellers). As a result,
platform operators are heavily incentivised to pursue growth, which can prompt

anticompetitive practices.

Indeed, there is ongoing debate about the role of platforms in competitive markets. While
growth can benefit users and generate efficiencies, it also raises concerns about market
concentration. However, the ability to multithome — using multiple platforms at the same time
at marginal cost — the success of niche platforms such as Etsy or Vinted, and disruptive new
entrants such as TikTok or OpenAl complicate the assumption that platform markets

naturally tend towards monopoly or oligopoly (Moore & Tambini, 2018; Srnicek, 2017).
2.2.1.2  Platforms as Technology

Technical conceptions view platforms as modular, programmable systems that enable third
parties — developers, businesses, and users — to create services and applications (Tiwana, 2014;
Poell et al., 2019). Platforms offer a stable “foundation upon which complementary products,
technologies, or services can be developed” (Spagnoletti et al., 2015, p. 364), while
maintaining control over core components. This strain of research is often referred to as

“platform studies” (Plantin et al., 2018; Poell et al., 2019).

Modularity is a key feature of platform technologies: third parties can integrate new

components without disrupting the underlying technical architecture. This flexibility relies on
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standardised interfaces, plug-ins, and application programming interfaces (APIs), which

enable developers to build without requiring deep system-level access (Hein et al., 2020).
2.2.1.3  Platforms as Sociotechnical Systems

Another body of literature conceptualises platforms as sociotechnical systems, where
technology and sociality are intertwined, mutually shaping and being shaped by one another
(Johnson, 1988). Platforms are not passive tools; they embed social, economic, and political

assumptions which shape user interactions and social life more broadly.

Sociotechnical shaping by platforms has been explored across domains, including in
research on areas like everyday life, political participation, and platform content moderation
(Bucher, 2018; Roberts, 2019). This literature views platforms not as neutral intermediaries,
but as active agents that shape and are shaped by the sociality they mediate (Gillespie, 2010;

van Dijck et al., 2018; Yeung, 2018).

Sociotechnical shaping occurs on multiple levels. Technological affordances, such as
interfaces, ranking systems, and algorithms, shape what users see and do. Additionally,
platforms embed implicit norms, for example through default privacy settings, behavioural
nudges, and friction patterns. There are also explicit rules, such as terms of service, content

moderation policies, and community guidelines, which formally define permissible behaviour.
2.2.1.4  Platforms as Infrastructure

Another line of scholarship conceptualises platforms as essential infrastructure that undergirds
public life. This scholarship argues that platforms provide critical resources, facilities, and
systems — drawing comparisons to public utilities traditionally provided by the state.
“Platform]s]-as-infrastructure” (Helmond et al., 2019, p. 123) are essential to individual users,
businesses, public institutions, and society more broadly — serving as gatekeepers to essential

goods and services and structuring participation in public life (Constantinides et al., 2018).
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Unlike conventional public utilities, platforms are privately owned and are not subject to
the regulatory frameworks typically applied to public utility companies. They operate through
“social and economic processes that are hidden inside algorithms, business models, and data
flows which are not open to democratic control” (van Dijck et al., 2018, p. 29). Platforms do
not merely provide infrastructure, they actively shape the conditions of participation,
determining who engages, under what terms, and whether viable alternatives exist. In doing
so, they govern the distribution of fundamental quasi-public goods and services, raising
questions about access, reliability, and control (Plantin et al., 2018; Plantin & Punathambekar,

2019).

A related line of literature conceptualises platforms as gatekeepers. Like infrastructure
accounts, this literature holds that platforms control access to core goods and services.
However, it assumes a wider scope: platforms not only guard access to utility-like
infrastructure but also control access to digital services like search, social media networking,
or app downloads (Napoli, 2015; Schroeder, 2025; Zittrain, 2005). The EU Digital Markets

Act (DMA) uses this framing in its regulations to define market power.
2.2.1.5  Platforms in This Research

The conceptualisations introduced above highlight central dimensions of what platforms are
and do. Market-based accounts emphasise economic processes and incentives. Technical
perspectives highlight platforms’ modularity alongside their capacity to enable third-party
development. Sociotechnical accounts foreground the mutual shaping of technology and
sociality. Infrastructure-based approaches discuss platforms as gatekeepers of critical services,

products, and contemporary public life more broadly.

It is clear that there is no single conceptualisation or catch-all definition which captures

the full complexity of platforms. Rather than attempting an exhaustive definition, this
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research adopts a simple but flexible conception of platforms: as heuristic assemblages that

span five core components.

e Users: Platforms connect distinct groups of users — including private individuals,
businesses, and public actors — whose participation generates value and co-constructs
platforms.

e Operators: Platforms are operated by for-profit companies or other organisations
that provide technology, enforce rules, and extract rents.

e Technology: Platforms comprise networked, modular software and hardware that
enable interaction and third-party innovation.

¢ Rules: Platforms operate through a mix of formal and informal, technical and non-

technical rules that coordinate interactions, access, and behaviout.

e Data: Platforms collect, analyse, and monetise large amounts of data.

This heuristic definition is intentionally flexible and tailored to accommodate the focus of this
research on regulatory practice. It is broad enough to reflect the varying legal definitions of
platforms in Germany, the UK, and the US, while foregrounding core components of

platforms.
2.2.2  From Big Tech’ to Tech Giants’

The term ‘big tech’ has emerged as a popular buzzword to describe a range of digital software
and hardware firms, but definitions of which kind of company the term refers to vary. The
term borrows from labels like ‘big oil’, ‘big tobacco’, and ‘big pharma’. This framing carries a
dual connotation. It describes the most dominant firms in a sector but is also used pejoratively

to critique the resulting concentrations of power.

Given this conceptual ambiguity, my thesis adopts the term ‘tech giants’ to refer

collectively to big tech and other very large platforms that are typically at the centre of
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regulatory measures in Germany, the UK, and the US. This section reviews existing
definitions, examines tech giants as platforms, and explains why I use the term ‘tech giants’ in

this thesis.
2.2.2.1  Popular Use

The first documented use of the term ‘big tech’ was a 1998 newspaper article in the Australian
Financial Review discussing internet regulation (‘Big Tech’, 1998). Yet the term only gained
traction after the 2013 Edward Snowden leaks, when revelations of government surveillance
implicated major US tech firms such as Google, Facebook, and Microsoft. At the time, public
concerns over corporate data-harvesting converged with growing scrutiny of market
concentration in the tech sector, prompting the adoption of the term in expert discourse
(Hayward, 2021; Oremus, 2017). By the late 2010s, a series of scandals involving social media
platforms propelled the term into broader popular discourse. In 2021, it was formally added
to the Oxford English Dictionary (Oxtord University Press, n.d.-a). As of 2025, the Oxford English
Dictionary recorded ‘big tech’ as appearing approximately twice in every one million words,

reflecting its status as an established term (Oxford University Press, n.d.-a).

The term has also gained traction in policy discourse, where it has been applied to a range
of digital companies. References to ‘big tech’ have appeared in official government reports
and legislative debates in Germany, the UK, and the US (Bundeskartellamt, 2021;
Congtressional Research Service, 2023; House of Commons Digital, Culture, Media and Sport
Committee, 2019). Political figures have invoked the term across the case study contexts —
among them European Commission President Ursula von der Leyen, German Federal
President Frank-Walter Steinmeier, and UK Prime Minister Keir Starmer, as well as US
President Donald Trump (Steinmeier, 2021; Trump, 2021; Vernalls, 2023; von der Leyen,

2019b).
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2.2.2.2  Market-Based Definitions

Market-based definitions use the term ‘big tech’ to refer to the world’s largest technology
companies in terms of size, typically measured by market capitalisation." Common groupings
include the ‘Big Five’ — Alphabet (which owns Google), Amazon, Apple, Meta (formerly

Facebook), and Microsoft — and the ‘Magnificent Seven’, which add Nvidia and Tesla.

Acronyms such as GAFA (Google, Apple, Facebook, Amazon) and FAANG (Facebook,
Apple, Amazon, Netflix, Google) are widely used in media and finance discourse. BATX
(Baidu, Alibaba, Tencent, Xiaomi) denotes Chinese big tech companies. However, the
composition of these acronyms is somewhat arbitrary and tends to evolve with market

performance and industry trends (Galloway, 2017).
2.2.2.3  Scholarly Definitions

Academic definitions of ‘big tech’ are tied to conceptions of power and dominance. They
emphasise the capacity of firms to control digital ecosystems, exert influence, and accumulate
structural advantages. Inherent to these definitions are ideas of power that extend beyond

market share, encompassing broad structural influence across economic, political, and social

life.

Birch and Cochrane (2021) define ‘big tech’ as companies that exert “techno-economic
power” (p. 44), by controlling digital ecosystems, setting rules for participation, and extracting
economic rents — often through monopolistic practices. Similatly, Fernandez et al. (2020)
define ‘big tech’ as multinational corporations that dominate the digital economy, leveraging
network effects to scale. Moore and Tambini (2018) focus on “digital dominance” (p. 0),
defining ‘big tech’ as companies that hold significant influence over global economies, politics,

and society through their control of digital markets and infrastructure.

1 Market capitalisation equals the current share price multiplied by the number of outstanding shares.
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2.2.24  Tech Giants as Regulated Platforms

Platform regulation commonly targets very large platforms, with legal definitions using user
numbers and revenue as size indicators. Large platforms are typically subject to stricter
obligations, based on the assumption that they pose greater systemic risks. Meanwhile, smaller
companies are often granted exemptions or lighter obligations to reduce compliance burdens

and strengthen competitiveness.

For example, the German Network Enforcement Act (NetzDG) applies only to platforms
with more than 2 million users in Germany. The UK’s Online Safety Act (OSA) sets out more
stringent regulations for so-called Category 1 user-to-user services based on size and risk, to
be defined in secondary legislation. The EU Digital Services Act (IDSA) imposes additional
restrictions on very large online platforms and search engines (VLOPs and VLOSEzs,

respectively), defined as being those with more than 45 million users in the EU.

These size-based definitions capture a wide range of platforms and almost always include
big tech firms, which operate some of the world’s largest platforms. Table 2 lists key
platforms operated by the Big Five, which are typically core to their business model, market
positioning, or revenue. For Apple, whose core revenue comes from physical products,

platforms are mainly complementary or strategic.

Table 2: Selected platforms of the Big Five.

Category Big tech companies and platforms

Al development Alphabet (Vertex Al, Gemini API), Meta (LLaMA API), Microsoft (OpenAI API)
App development  Alphabet (Android, Google Play), Apple (iOS, App Store)

Clond computing Alphabet (Google Cloud), Amazon (AWS), Microsoft (Azure)

Messaging Apple (iMessage), Meta (Messenger, WhatsApp), Microsoft (Teams)

Marketplaces Amazon (Amazon Marketplace), Meta (Facebook Marketplace)

Payments Alphabet (Google Pay), Amazon (Amazon Pay), Apple (Apple Pay)

Search Alphabet (Google), Microsoft (Bing)

Social media Alphabet (YouTube), Meta (Facebook, Instagram, Threads), Microsoft (LinkedIn)

Source: Author’s own compilation based on publicly available company information.
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At the same time, other very large companies often fall within regulatory thresholds, but
are not commonly labelled as big tech companies. For example, Airbnb, booking.com, X, and
Zalando run very large platforms, but are not typically referred to as big tech. Nonetheless

these very large companies typically hold substantial market power and societal influence.
2.2.25  ‘Tech Giants’ in This Research

In this research, I use the term ‘tech giants’ to span both big tech platforms and other very
large platforms, loosely conceptualised as those companies with very large user bases that are
targeted with regulation in Germany, the UK, and the US. I conceptualise ‘tech giants’ as a
heuristic based on three interrelated characteristics that closely trace emergent regulatory

practice:

e Size: Platforms with significant user numbers. In regulation, size is commonly used as
a proxy for market reach, societal influence, and systemic reach.

¢ Digital services: Platforms operating core digital services including social media and
search, but also messaging, user-generated content, and video streaming.

e Regulatory scrutiny: Platforms that have experienced heightened and targeted

regulatory scrutiny in Germany, the UK, and the US.

This flexible heuristic is broad enough to apply to diverse regulatory contexts. At the same
time, it is precise enough to capture the key features commonly associated with very large
platforms, distinguishing these firms from smaller digital companies that are typically subject
to less regulatory scrutiny. I use the terms ‘tech giants’ and ‘giant technology platforms’

interchangeably.

In contrast, I use the term ‘big tech’ to refer to the Big Five (Amazon, Alphabet, Apple,

Meta, Microsoft) and their respective platforms, listed in Table 2.
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2.2.3  Platform Regulation

In this section, I review key definitions and academic discourse around regulation, with a
focus on their relevance to digital platforms. While regulation is a well-established field of
academic inquiry, the regulation of digital platforms is a relatively nascent and rapidly evolving
area. I begin by reviewing academic definitions of ‘regulation’, then turn to definitions of
‘platform regulation’. Finally, I define the regulatory focus at the core of this research:

platform safety regulation.
2.2.3.1  Defining Regulation’

Across literatures, regulation is broadly understood as a range of mechanisms by which
behaviour is shaped. While legal definitions often emphasise “the means through which
policies and laws are imposed” (Flew, 2021, p. 100), social science research understands
‘regulation’ to capture a wide range of mechanisms, from state-based command-and-control

legislations to industry-based codes of conduct.

Baldwin et al. (2011) seminally distinguish three key meanings of ‘regulation’. First,
regulation as a binding set of rules applied by a designated regulatory body. Second, regulation
as deliberate state influence on economic or social behaviour; this type of regulation makes
use of regulatory instruments such as command-and-control legislation, incentives, standard-
setting, and resource allocation. Finally, regulation as all forms of economic or social
influence, including both deliberate and incidental mechanisms, that are enacted by state and

non-state actors, including firms, trade bodies, or civil society.

These meanings suggest that regulation can be state-based or hybrid, centralised or
decentralised, formal or informal, coercive or enabling, targeting both social and economic
behaviour. While these meanings are useful to map the field, in this research I adopt a more

focused definition. I draw on Julia Black’s definition:
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[Regulation is the| sustained and focused attempt to alter the behaviour of others
according to defined standards or purposes with the intention of producing a broadly
identified outcome or outcomes. (Black, 2002a, p. 20)

According to Black’s (2002a) definition, regulation is actor-agnostic. However, the definition
excludes forms of pure self-regulation, requiring some degree of external intervention by
others. She views regulation as an ongoing, iterative process that includes both ex ante
(preventative) and ex post (corrective) measures. According to this definition, regulation is
intentional but open-ended. While it aims at altering behaviour, the intended outcomes are
broadly defined but not fixed and do not necessarily need to be reached. Finally, according to
Black regulation is behaviour-focused, and can include a range of measures aimed at
behaviour modification, including prescriptive legal rules and softer mechanisms such as

codes of conduct, nudging strategies, or investment incentives.

I argue that Black’s (2002a) definition is particularly well suited to platform regulation
research, as it allows for the examination of diverse regulatory approaches and measures —

including those involving both state and platform actors.
2.2.3.2 Platform Regulation in Social Science Research

Amid increasing calls for regulatory oversight, the topic of platform regulation has gained
traction as a subject of academic inquiry. The Web of Science topic analysis displayed in
Figure 1 shows a substantial rise in the use of the term in titles, abstracts, and keywords in
academic publications from 2016 onwards, with publications nearly doubling

from 959 in 2016 to 1,808 in 2020. This growth accelerated after 2020, surging

to 2,630 papers in 2024, reflecting the intensified scholarly attention.
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Growth of Publications on Platform Regulation
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Figure 1: Web of Science Core Collection, search conducted by the anthor in February 2025, filtering for ‘platform regulation’
appearing in publication titles, abstracts, or author keywords. The 2025 data is partial and subject to change as indexing is still in
progress.

While the term ‘platform regulation” has been used in varied contexts, it is generally used to
refer to regulatory initiatives that target digital platforms. Gillespie (2018b) has played a key
role in popularising and shaping the concept of platform regulation within social science
research. He distinguishes between the “regulation of platforms” (Gillespie, 2018b, p. 254) —
state-imposed laws and policies affecting platforms — and “regulation by platforms” (Gillespie,
2018b, p. 254), describing the internal policies, terms of service, and standards developed by

platforms themselves.

While Gillespie broadly uses the terms ‘regulation’ and ‘governance’ as interchangeable,
many scholars have since opted for a clearer distinction. ‘Platform regulation’ typically refers
to external rules imposed directly by the state or involving the state. By contrast, ‘platform
governance’ encompasses both state regulation and corporate self-regulation, including forms
of platform-led self-regulation without state involvement (Flew, 2021; Gorwa, 2019b). This
research adopts this distinction and uses the term ‘platform regulation’ to refer to regulations

in which state actors are involved in rule-setting,.
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Research on platform regulation involving the state has emerged across a range of
disciplines, but three main perspectives shape social science literature: legal, institutional, and

governance-oriented approaches.

First, legal analyses spotlight the emergent laws, legal frameworks, and case law relating to
platforms. This body of work is primarily concerned with the analysis of formal laws, legal
texts, and case proceedings. Legal scholars have explored whether existing legal frameworks —
particularly constitutional protections, human rights approaches, and limited liability laws
from the 1990s and early 2000s — can be applied to contemporary platform contexts (Bayer,
2022; Citron, 2023; Griffin, 2023; Liu, 2022; Suzor, 2018). Commonly, this literature also
examines new, platform-specific measures with regard to their legal design, implications, and
compatibility with existing practice. For example, Liesching et al. (2021) evaluate compliance
mechanisms of NetzDG, Coe (2022) examines the liability implications of NetzDG and the
OSA, and Clausius (2022) analyses the legal justifications for the US TikTok ban.
Comparative legal perspectives juxtaposing different national approaches for addressing
similar platform issues are also featured. For example, Theil (2019) compares the German
NetzDG to online safety regulation in the UK, and Soeiro et al. (2025) compare platform
labour regulations across Brazil, Portugal, and Spain. This body of work offers in-depth
accounts of formal legal regulations, but is typically less concerned with the development,

implementation, or negotiation of these frameworks.

Second, institutional approaches have explored the formal institutional arrangement of
platform regulation. These perspectives explore the actors, instruments, and institutional
architectures of platform regulation. This work commonly maps the emergent regulatory
landscape with regard to the different roles state, platform, and non-state actors assume, and
often involves typologies of regulatory measures. For example, Gorwa (2019a) maps content

regulation measures using a triangle model with seven dimensions, while Papaevangelou
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(2021) employs a three-dimensional framework. This literature often explores remits of
regulatory agencies, exploring questions related to the reach, overlap, and adequacy of
regulatory mandates. For example, Jaursch (2022) examines which institutions would be best
suited for overseeing digital services in Germany; Heywood (2022) examines the powers and
duties of the UK Office of Communications (Ofcom) under the OSA; and Kovacic (2024)
assesses the competences of the US Federal Trade Commission (FT'C) in platform regulation.
To alesser extent, this line of inquiry has featured political perspectives, highlighting the role
of actor coalitions and institutional politics in shaping institutional mandates. For instance,
Flew et al. (2021) conduct a stakeholder analysis of actors involved in Australian platform
regulation, Gorwa (2021) examines political conflicts over regulatory competences between
the EU and German governments, and Trithara (2024) analyses civil society coalitions in US

platform regulation.

Third, governance perspectives have examined platform regulation led by platforms. This
body of work features three main lines of inquiry. The first of these is research on platform-
internal corporate rules, including analyses of corporate policies such as community guidelines
and content standards; for example, Medzini (2021) analyses the evolution of Facebook’s
content policies over time. Another line of inquiry is research on governance through
technical systems, including algorithmic governance and automated content moderation, such
as Gillespie’s (2020) account of Al in content moderation and Gorwa et al.’s (2020) study of
algorithmic content moderation. The final line of inquiry is research on the corporate
practices and bodies for overseeing and enforcing corporate rules, such as content moderation
practices or internal oversight boards; for example, Klonick (2020) examines the Facebook
Oversight Board, and both Gillespie’s (2018a) and Kaye’s (2019) studies offer in-depth
accounts of platform content moderation. Together, these governance accounts frequently

conceptualise platforms as “new governors” (Klonick, 2017) with quasi-regulatory authority.
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While governance processes often take place “in the shadow of the state” (Bloch-Wehba,

2019) or involve state actors directly, this research frequently omits the role of the state.

To alesser extent, there are also critical accounts of platform regulation that foreground
issues of inequality and exclusion (Griffin, 2023; Papaevangelou, 2021). Historical
perspectives have offered analyses of regulatory trajectories of digital platforms, often
embedded in broader histories of internet governance and regulation (Bietti, 2021; Flew,
2021). Conversely, interpretive accounts are absent in the literature, broadly speaking, with the
exception of Soeiro et al.’s (2025) account of labour regulation, which features some

perspectives from workers on the ground.

In summary, while the literature on platform regulation is evolving rapidly, several key
limitations have emerged across this review. First, conceptions of platform regulation are
often ambiguous, conflating state-based regulation with governance arrangements and
platform self-regulation that do not involve the state. Second, interpretive accounts of
platform regulation have remained largely absent, privileging perspectives on formalised
regulatory arrangements. This has resulted in a focus on formal regulatory outcomes as
opposed to meaning-centred understandings of regulatory processes. Lastly, content
regulation has been disproportionately featured, whereas other domains, such as antitrust and
competition, labour regulation, or platform safety more broadly, have received less scholarly
attention. This thesis seeks to address these gaps by examining platform regulation as a
dynamic relationship between state and platform actors, with a particular focus on platform

safety.
2.2.3.3  Platform Regulation in Regulatory Practice

Despite its growing prominence in academic literature, the term ‘platform regulation’ has
remained largely absent from regulatory practice, including from legal texts and political

rhetoric. The inflationary use of the term in academia contrasts with its limited uptake in



Lisa-Maria Neudert

57

regulatory practice, highlighting a disconnect between scholarly and policy framings of the

regulatory challenges that platforms pose.

When addressing platform-related issues, state actors tend to discuss specific regulatory

domains — such as competition, content moderation, data governance, and online safety —

rather than adopting ‘platform regulation’ as a coherent regulatory category. Table 3 provides

an overview of key domains relevant to platform-aimed regulation, including the primary

issues they address, alongside examples from Germany, the UK, the US, the European Union,

Australia, and Canada as examples of advanced democracies. While not all regulations listed

exclusively target platforms, platforms and their parent companies are central targets of the

regulations listed.

Table 3: Platform-aimed regulatory domains.

Regulatory domain

Key issues

Examples

Adypertising

Artificial intelligence
Child safety

Competition and antitrust

Data governance and privacy

Infrastructure

Labour concerns
Media

National security

Online safety

Advertising transparency, digital
campaign spending

Al safety, Al transparency
Age verification, child-safe content

Market concentration,
monopolistic practices

Data protection, cross-border data
transfers, data localisation

Platform-built undersea cables,
data centres, content delivery
networks

Worker protections, wages
Publisher revenue-sharing

Election interference, Chinese
technology bans, cybersecurity

Algorithmic bias, harmful or illegal
content, platform duties of care,
risks to minors

UK FElectoral Commission Statutory
Guidance on Digital Imprints, US Honest
Ads Bill

EU AI Act, US Executive Order on Al
UK OSA, US Kids Online Safety Act

EU Digital Markets Act, US Department
of Justice antitrust cases against Google &
Meta, UK Competition and Markets
Authority investigations against Apple &
Google

EU-US Data Privacy Framework, UK~
US Atlantic Declaration

US Creating Helpful Incentives to
Produce Semiconductors Act, US Stargate
public—private partnership

EU Platform Work Directive, UK
Supreme Court Uber ruling

Australian News Media Bargaining Code,
Canadian Online News Act

US Protecting Americans from Foreign
Adversary Controlled Applications Act,
US audits of undersea cables, Huawei &
ZTE restrictions

Australian Online Safety Act, Canadian
Online Harms Bill, German NetzDG, UK
OSA

Note: This is the authot’s own non-exhaustive compilation based on publicly available policy documents and

legislation.
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2.2.3.4  Platform Regulation in This Research

With the absence of a clear scholarly definition of ‘platform regulation’, this thesis draws from
Black’s (2006) definition of ‘regulation’ to develop an operationalisation of ‘platform

regulation’ that is suited to the scope of this research:

A sustained and focused attempt to alter the behaviour of platform actors through
externally imposed regulatory measures, with the intention of producing broadly defined

outcomes across multiple policy domains. (adapted from Black, 2002a, p. 20)

While platform regulation constitutes a broader regulatory field, this thesis focuses on a
specific subset. First, I examine regulatory measures that involve state actors in regulation.
Second, I focus on regulations that specifically or implicitly target digital platforms as opposed
to tech industry regulations more broadly. Third, the regulations examined primarily address
platform-related risks to the safety of private users of platforms and to a lesser extent to

security, where relevant. I refer to this domain as ‘platform safety regulation’.

Additionally, there is an implicit focus on tech giants — big tech and other very large
platforms — as the platform regulations examined in Germany, the UK, and the US primarily

target these actors.

2.3 A History of Platform Regulation

While platform regulation is a relatively recent phenomenon, it is deeply rooted in the history
of the internet. This history is crucial for contextualising current debates, recognising the
historical trajectories that continue to shape the field. Drawing on accounts by Bietti (2021),
Flew (2021), O’Mara (2019), and others, this section synthesises existing scholarship to offer
an overview of major regulatory developments in Germany, the UK, and the US during the
period from 2016 to 2025. I identify three distinct phases, shaped by shifts in regulatory

practice, changing views of technology, and the role of the state.
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This overview is necessarily US-centric, as many of the companies at the centre of
regulatory inquiry originated in the US. For the same reason, the focus here is primarily on
giant technology platforms. Finally, it is important to emphasise that regulation is still
unfolding. While the third phase marks a clear transition toward greater regulatory oversight

of platforms, the direction and scope of this regulatory turn remain in flux.
23.1  1990s—-2000: The Open Internet

The historical development of platform regulation is closely tied to the broader history of the
internet. The early internet had its technical foundations in ARPANET, a decentralised
network established by the US Department of Defense in 1969. Designed during the Cold
War to provide resilient communication channels in the event of a Soviet attack, ARPANET
connected university research centres and military sites across the United States.

On 1 January 1983, ARPANET transitioned to the TCP/IP protocol suite, a milestone widely

regarded as the official birth of the internet (Leiner et al., 2009; Ryan, 2010).

Through the 1990s, the internet grew into a publicly accessible and increasingly privatised
space. This transformation was driven by the creation of the World Wide Web by Tim
Berners-Lee in 1989, the arrival of dial-up internet, and the development of user-friendly web
browsers. Major digital tech platforms such as Amazon (1994), eBay (1995), and Google

(1998) were launched during this time period, marking the advent of the commercial internet.

Although it was born from state investment, the internet was shaped by ideals of
decentralisation, openness, and freedom from state interference. Early accounts of the
internet portrayed cyberspace as ungovernable, framing it as a Wild West that transcended
traditional jurisdictions (Deibert et al., 2008, 2010). This techno-libertarian ethos was captured
by John Perry Barlow in his 1996 ‘Declaration of the Independence of Cyberspace’, where he
declared the internet a “naturally independent” (Barlow, 2019, p. 5) realm. He envisioned the

internet as “a utopian and anarchic space for open access, social interaction, and creative
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freedom” (Bietti, 2021, p. 13), situated outside the reach of both state and corporate control.
These ideas remain evident in contemporary regulation, as can be seen in the tendency to
create separate frameworks for online spaces instead of applying existing regulations (Bietti,

2021).

At the same time, critical voices challenged the myth of an ungovernable internet.
Lawrence Lessig’s seminal work, Code: And Other Laws of Cyberspace (Lessig, 1999), laid out the
idea that the internet was already regulated — though not through law (“East Coast Code”) but
through computer code (“West Coast Law”). He argued that code functions as an architecture
that structures what is possible and what is not — an idea that resonates with ideas of

platforms as sociotechnical systems.

Eatly regulatory stances by the administration of US President Bill Clinton (1993-2001)
favoured light-touch approaches, emphasising self-regulation, free markets, free speech, and
the commercial expansion of the internet. Clinton famously likened regulating the internet,

and online speech in particular, to “trying to nail Jell-O to a wall” (Clinton, 2000).

These stances informed key policies that remain influential today, notably the US
Telecommunications Act of 1996, which deregulated the telecoms sector and promoted the
expansion of internet services. As part of that Act, the Communications Decency Act (CDA)
created safe harbours under CDA Section 230 that exempted internet services from liability
for user-generated content while at the same time allowing them to moderate it freely (CDA,
1996). Meanwhile in the European Union, the E-Commerce Directive (ECD)
of 2000 similarly pursued limited liability exemptions under a notice-and-takedown approach

(E-Commerce Directive, 2000).

Under the impression of light-touch regulations and growing user numbers, investors
poured billions into internet-based companies — many of which still lacked viable business

models. This speculative boom ultimately culminated in the dot-com bubble burst in 2000,
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resulting in a dramatic decline in tech stock valuations and the collapse of numerous

companies (Flew, 2021).
2.3.2  2000-2016: Platformisation

The following period saw the rise of tech giants and the increasing platformisation of the
internet, a transformation deeply entwined with the monetisation of digital data. Following the
dot-com crash, internet companies faced mounting pressure to convert user traction into
profits (Flew, 2021). Targeted advertising emerged as a dominant revenue model, pioneered
by Google with AdWords (2000) and AdSense (2003), and later scaled by Facebook. This
strategy built on the logic of “datafication” (Cukier & Mayer-Schénberger, 2013),

transforming online interactions — clicks, likes, locations, browsing patterns — into data.

This monetisation imperative emerged in tandem with a broader shift in the design of
digital services. Companies increasingly adopted platform architectures aimed at harvesting
data. Platforms emerged as a suitable model: their centralised infrastructure enabled operators
to collect user data at scale, while the modular design allowed for seamless integration and
analysis across services. This data could then be monetised by selling analytics and targeted
advertising. In turn, platforms optimised their systems for interaction, tracking, and
continuous data analysis (Wu, 2017). In this way, platformisation is inherently tied to the
monetisation of data with regard to both platforms’ business models and their technical

design.

Scholars held differing views on platforms. Eatly critics of platforms raised concerns
about the opacity of algorithmic systems, privacy infringements, and the growing market
concentration among a small number of dominant firms (Nissenbaum, 2009; Pasquale, 2015;
Vaidhyanathan, 2011). More optimistic accounts emphasised the potential of platforms to
enable connections, support co-production, facilitate grassroots organisations, and empower

marginalised voices (Benkler, 2007; Howard & Hussain, 2013; Shirky, 2009).
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Against the backdrop of the growing commercial success of data-driven monetisation
strategies, the 2000s saw the internet enter a phase of platformisation. A thriving financial
climate — marked by surging technology stocks, rising venture capital, and record-breaking
tech initial public offerings (IPOs) — fuelled the growth of the platform industry (Flew, 2021).
In the mid-2010s, the success of social media and user-generated content platforms like
Facebook, YouTube, and Twitter led to the emergence of Web 2.0. In the late 2010s, the
platform model extended into the shared economy with firms like Airbnb and Uber. During
this time period, legacy tech firms and early internet companies, including Amazon, Apple,

Google, and Microsoft, restructured around platform-based models or acquired platforms.

By 2016, platforms had fundamentally reshaped the architecture of the internet. Access to
information, commerce, and social interaction was increasingly mediated by a small number of
dominant tech giants: Alphabet’s Google controlled more than half of the global advertising
revenue, Facebook had 1.8 billion daily users, and Amazon was the top online retailer, selling
more than the next eight largest retailers combined (Facebook, 2016; Fuchs, 2018, p. 7; Kim,
2016). Google, YouTube, and Facebook consistently ranked among the top three most visited

websites worldwide (Alexa Internet, 2016).

This growing concentration was strategic. Silicon Valley’s ethos celebrated fast, expansive
growth, oriented toward securing dominant market positions, and even monopolies, as an
ideal business strategy (Thiel & Masters, 2014). Internet entrepreneur Reid Hoffman coined
the concept of “blitzscaling” (Yeh & Hoffman, 2018) to describe the pursuit of market
dominance through disruption, rapid user acquisition, and network effects. This logic was
encapsulated in Facebook’s early motto “move fast and break things” (Blodget, 2009). Market

concentration was not treated as a risk but as a strategic goal.

In Germany, the UK, and the US, this period was accompanied by an ongoing

commitment to light-touch regulation and broad political support for the growing digital
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economy. In the US, the digital tech sector was widely celebrated as a driver of innovation,
growth, and competitiveness. The administration of President George W. Bush (2001-2009)
largely continued the Clinton-era legacy of limited government intervention. Notably, Silicon
Valley voices were embedded in federal policy, for instance through the newly founded
President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology (Reichhardt, 2001). In the wake
of 9/11, the administration significantly expanded government surveillance as part of its
counterterrorism and national security strategy. This included programmes like PRISM, which
mandated the collection of data from companies such as Apple, Google, Facebook, and

Yahoo (Greenwald, 2015).

Under the administration of President Barack Obama (2009-2017), state—platform
collaboration reached a high point in the US. Obama’s presidential campaign leveraged eatly
digital advertising through Facebook, launched the US Digital Service to bring tech expertise
into government, and maintained close ties to industry. Yet tensions emerged following the
Edward Snowden revelations in 2013, which exposed the extent of industry involvement in
surveillance programmes under President Bush, including PRISM, and prompted a public

backlash (O’Mara, 2019).

The UK by and large viewed digital transformation as an opportunity for economic
growth, seeking to position itself as a leader in the emerging digital economy. Under the
premierships of Tony Blair (1997-2007) and Gordon Brown (2007-2010), the government
invested in infrastructure, championed digital innovation, and welcomed US platforms as
partners (O’Mara, 2019). Under the premiership of David Cameron (2010-2016), the UK
deepened ties with the tech sector, openly courting big tech firms for investment. Notably,
that administration supported the development of London’s so-called Silicon Roundabout, a
central tech hub, which became home to major platform offices, including those of Google

and Facebook (Williams, 2021).
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Germany embraced digital technologies as drivers of competitiveness and state
modernisation but adopted a more cautious approach. Under the chancellorships of Gerhard
Schréder (1998-2005) and Angela Merkel (2005-2021), the government launched several
initiatives to advance the digital transformation — expanding internet access, investing in
domestic industries, and modernising public administrations (Bundesministerium des Innern,
2001; Bundesministerium fiir Wirtschaft und Klimaschutz, 2025). The government also

involved executives from German tech companies in advisory roles (Balzer et al., 2008).

However, Germany maintained a more arm’s-length relationship with US tech giants, due
to concerns over privacy, monopolisation, and surveillance — particulatly after the Snowden
revelations in 2013. Germany positioned itself as an early regulatory counterweight against US
platforms. The Federal Cartel Office (Bundeskartellamt) was among the first competition
authorities worldwide to initiate antitrust proceedings against major US platforms, including
Amazon’s price parity clauses in 2013 and Facebook’s data processing practices in 2016

(Bundeskartellamt, 2013, 2010).
2.3.3 2016 Omwards: Techlash and the Regulatory Turn

Starting in 2016, this third phase is marked by a growing backlash against digital platforms and
a turn toward increased regulation. The case study chapters of this thesis are situated within
this ongoing shift and provide detailed accounts of how and why regulatory approaches have

taken shape in Germany, the UK, and the US.

While early concerns around digital platforms had been building — particularly in the
aftermath of the Snowden revelations and a series of antitrust cases — they only entered the
mainstream following a series of platform-related “public shocks” (Ananny & Gillespie, 2016)
beginning in 2016. The first were reports about Russian interference in the 2016 US
presidential election. Though platforms initially denied any wrongdoing — Facebook’s Mark

Zuckerberg infamously called it a “pretty crazy idea” (Wong, 2017, para. 9) — subsequent
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studies found that Russian campaigns had reached millions of users with manipulative
messaging on Instagram, Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube (Bradshaw et al., 2019; Howard et
al., 2018). While the democratic implications of such campaigns remain unclear, these reports

sparked mounting public and political scrutiny of platforms (Jungherr & Schroeder, 2021).

Amidst an already charged atmosphere, a new public shock hit in 2018: the Cambridge
Analytica scandal revealed that Facebook had allowed the British consulting firm Cambridge
Analytica to harvest data from up to 87 million users without their consent. The revelations
ignited outrage, sparking both regulatory concern and public calls to boycott Facebook (Wylie,

2019).

Subsequently, a series of incidents exposed platforms’ failure to protect user safety as a
systemic, industry-wide issue. Facebook was criticised after the 2019 Christchurch shooting
was livestreamed (Kaye, 2019). Google and YouTube came under attack for their location
tracking practices and for steering users toward extremist content (Nakashima, 2018;
Whittaker et al., 2021). Amazon faced criticism over reports that Alexa devices had been
recording children’s voices (Boewe & Schulten, 2019). In Germany, the viral spread of
falsehoods surrounding the 2015-2016 migrant crisis alarmed policymakers (Kaye, 2019). In
the UK, the suicide of teenage girl Molly Russell in 2017, after repeated exposure to self-harm
content on social media, sparked national concern about the online safety of children

(Woodhouse, 2025).

Gradually, public perceptions of platforms began to sour and mounted to what has been
described as a ‘techlash’. The term was first coined by The Economist to describe rising
disillusionment with major tech companies (Wooldridge, 2013). It then gained broader
visibility after a 2017 article predicted a user backlash against platforms (‘Internet Firms’,
2017). It was soon picked up in public, policy, and academic discourse as a shorthand for the

growing scrutiny of platform power (Wheeler, 2023). The term gained such traction that it
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was named a runner-up for the 2018 Oxford Word of the Year (Oxford Languages, 2018).
Opinion research at the time confirmed rising public concern over platform safety (Newman

etal., 2017, 2018, 2019; Rohleder, 2017).

In parallel, attitudes among many policymakers and regulators began to shift. Since 2016, a
growing number of countries, both democracies and autocracies alike, have implemented
legislation targeting digital platforms (Bradshaw et al., 2018; OECD, 2020; Yadav et al., 2021).
Flew and Gillett (2021) describe this development as a fast-unfolding “policy turn” (p. 231)
aimed at curbing platform power. Kretschmer et al. (2022) refer to an “emerging regulatory
field” (p. 3) of platform regulation, while Stockmann (2023) identifies a “new consensus”

(p- 1) in favour of more state-based platform regulation. Content moderation and online
safety concerns emerged as early priorities, yet attention soon broadened to related issues such
as algorithmic bias, competition, and targeted advertising. Notable examples from advanced
democracies include France’s Law Avia (2020, revised in 2022), Australia’s News Media

Bargaining Code (2021), and Canada’s Online News Act (2023).

Similarly, more tech-sceptical views appeared in academic research. Moving away from
early utopian accounts, a growing body of research began to highlight concerns over platform
safety. Scholars such as Dommett et al. (2024), Gillespie (2018a), Howard (2020), Noble
(2018), and Zuboff (2019) demonstrated how platforms embedded systemic harms, enabled
manipulation, reproduced structural oppression, and harvested user data for profit, oftentimes

putting public safety at risk.

Yet these concerns did not result in a downturn for the companies themselves (Auxier,
2020). User numbers remained stable or continued to grow, while the firms sustained strong
revenue growth and rising stock valuations — including record-breaking figures during the
Covid-19 pandemic (OECD, 2020). At the same time, industry leaders — including Alphabet’s

Sundar Pichai, Apple’s Tim Cook, Meta’s Mark Zuckerberg, and Microsoft’s Brad Smith —
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began publicly advocating for safety-aimed regulation of their services (de la Garza, 2019;
Pichai, 2020; Smith & Browne, 2019; Zuckerberg, 2019). Companies introduced internal
oversight mechanisms, tightened platform policies, and overhauled key features — though the

impact of these measures remains difficult to assess (Gorwa, 2019a).

Platform safety risks have not been fully addressed by these measures. During the Covid-
19 pandemic, the viral spread of falsehoods related to the virus raised widespread concern,
prompting collaboration between governments and platforms (Kettemann & Fretman, 2020).
The Capitol insurrection in the US on 6 January 2021 drew renewed attention to the real-
wortld consequences of social media misinformation. In an op-ed, Thierry Breton, the then-
European Commissioner for the Internal Market, called the Capitol riot “the 9/11 moment”
(Breton, 2021, para. 1) of digital platforms, urgently necessitating regulation. Against this
backdrop, the case study chapters in this thesis investigate platform regulations in Germany,

the UK, and the US.

2.4 Actors in Platform Regulation

This section offers a foundation for the actor-centric interpretive policy analysis (IPA) of
platform regulation developed in this thesis. It introduces the two main actor groups at the
centre of the inquiry: states as regulators of platforms and platforms as regulatees. It outlines
key challenges that states face in regulating platforms, examines platforms’ regulatory
interests, identifies the relevant institutional actors, and presents four ideal-typical approaches

to regulation based on regulator—regulatee relationships.
2.4.1  The State as a Regulator of Platforms

Regulation is a core function of the state. Formal systems of state oversight have existed for
centuries across advanced democracies, with governments intervening in sectors such as
transportation, finance, and telecommunications (Wheeler, 2023). The regulation of digital

platforms is relatively nascent and not simply an extension of existing regulatory activity into a
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new domain. Rather, it presents a distinctive set of challenges. I identify three key challenges

to regulating platforms.

First, platforms reach beyond jurisdictions, extending across borders with distributed data
centres, teams, and operations. State regulation typically functions at national or regional
levels, resulting in jurisdictional mismatches. Platform actors often exploit their transnational
structure to minimise regulatory exposure through regulatory arbitrage, for example, by

locating subsidiaries in jurisdictions with more favourable regulations (Li, 2024b).

Second, platforms are complex, constantly evolving technical systems. While regulation
has long engaged with technically sophisticated sectors, such as aviation or pharmaceuticals,
platforms are distinct in that they are “black boxes” (Pasquale, 2015) by design. Their
technologies are shielded behind non-disclosure agreements, trademarks, patents, and a
general reluctance of platforms to share information. This is particularly true of Al systems,
which are generative and non-deterministic — making their output difficult to predict or

explain (Mittelstadt et al., 2019). These challenges are compounded by the rapid speed of

innovation common in digital technology, which often outpaces regulation.

Third, platforms raise cross-cutting policy issues that intersect with diverse regulatory
remits, such as competition, consumer protection, infrastructure, and media. While some
regulatory efforts apply existing legislation to platform contexts, many approaches treat
platforms as distinct entities that require tailored rules. Cross-cutting regulation raises

challenges of coordination, overlapping responsibilities, and institutional competences.
24.2  State Actors in Regulation

Regulation at the state level typically spans a set of institutions across the executive, legislative,
and judicial branches. The roles these institutions play in the regulatory process differ across
national contexts. This section outlines key state actors and their role in platform regulation

across Germany, the UK, and the US.
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I. Executive Branch: Develops Regulatory Policy

Ministries, Departments, and Executive Offices. These actors play key roles in shaping
regulatory policy. In parliamentary systems, such as Germany and the UK, ministries or
departments play a central role in initiating and drafting primary legislation, and proposing it
to the legislature. They define the overall direction of regulatory policy, which is then
implemented and enforced by specialised regulatory agencies. Examples include the German
Federal Ministry of Justice (BMJV), which developed NetzDG, and the UK Department for
Digital, Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS), which led work on the OSA (the relevant UK

department now is the Department for Science, Innovation and Technology).

In the presidential system of the US, policy development is distributed across executive
departments and executive offices under the president. Executive departments develop
regulatory policy and enforce federal laws. Executive offices inside the White House provide
strategic policy direction, coordinate initiatives across agencies, and influence regulatory
priorities, primarily through executive orders and presidential appointment of key agency staff.
Examples include the Department of Justice (DOJ), which has led major lawsuits against tech
companies, and the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP), which

coordinated President Joe Biden’s executive actions on Al

Regulatory Agencies. Regulatory agencies are independent or semi-independent bodies
tasked with drafting secondary legislation, issuing guidance, monitoring compliance, and
enforcing rules. In Germany, regulatory functions are often integrated into government
ministries, although several independent agencies operate at arm’s length from ministries.
These include the Federal Cartel Office (Bundeskartellamt), which oversees antitrust and
competition including proceedings against platforms, and the Federal Network Agency
(Bundesnetzagentur), which is the designated regulatory agency under the DSA. In the UK,

regulatory agencies operate independently from the executive. Examples include the UK
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Digital Markets Unit, which oversees competition in digital markets, and Ofcom, which
regulates online safety under the OSA. In the US, independent regulatory agencies operate at
arm’s length from the executive, unlike executive agencies. For instance, the FT'C has pursued

impactful investigations and enforcement actions against platforms.
II. Legislative Branch: Creates and Reforms Regulatory Laws

Legislative Bodies. Legislatures are responsible for debating, amending, and enacting
regulatory policy proposals. In parliamentary systems like Germany and the UK, legislative
bodies review and formalise bills initiated by the executive. In Germany, legislative bodies
include the Bundestag and in particular its Committee on Digital Transformation (Ausschuss
tir Digitales, Ausschuss Digitale Agenda). In the UK, legislative bodies are the House of
Commons and the House of Lotrds, which are supported by issue-focused committees
including the DCMS Select Committee and House of Lords Select Committee on Democracy

and Digital Technologies.

In presidential systems, such as the US, legislators more frequently introduce and draft
bills independently. In the US, this role is carried out by the Congtess, which consists of the
House of Representatives and the Senate. What is more, parliamentary committees often play
a key role in shaping regulation, holding hearings and conducting inquiries. Relevant
committees include the House Judiciary Committee, the Senate Judiciary Committee, and the

Senate Intelligence Committee.
III. Judicial Branch: Interprets and Reviews Regulatory Laws

Constitutional or Supreme Courts. These courts assess and rule on the constitutional and
legal boundaries of regulation. They determine whether laws or regulatory practices are
consistent with fundamental rights, legal principles, or constitutional protections. In Germany,

this is done by the Federal Constitutional Court (Bundesverfassungsgericht) and in the US by
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the Supreme Court. The UK does not have a constitution, but its Supreme Court reviews

regulation for compatibility with common law principles.

National Courts and Lower Courts. These courts handle the enforcement and
interpretation of regulation through litigation. They resolve disputes involving platforms, state
actors, and third parties in areas such as competition, consumer protection, and data

protection.
2.4.3  Platforms as Regulatees

As regulatees, platforms are not merely subjects of regulation but actively involved in
regulatory efforts, while also setting rules of their own. This section explores three dimensions

of their role as regulatees: as political actors, as disruptors, and as quasi-regulators.

First, platforms are political actors that actively seek to shape regulation (Gillespie, 2010;
Popiel, 2022). They pursue policy agendas, engage in lobbying, and influence public processes.
Their political interests are complex. Platforms are corporate entities driven by profit,
shareholder value, and long-term growth. Yet their decisions and design are also shaped by
the personal views and ideological orientations of their leadership and staff, often reflecting

Western and US-centric values (Gillespie, 2018a; Neff, 2012).

When it comes to regulation, platform representatives have often stated that they seek
“new rules” (Zuckerberg, 2019, para. 1). Yet scholars have shown that their primary interest is
to avoid unfavourable measures that threaten their business model or dominance (Moote &
Tambini, 2018; Popiel, 2018). Gillespie (2010) seminally argues that from their early days,
platforms have purposefully positioned themselves as neutral intermediaries in order to avoid

responsibility.

To advance their policy agendas, tech giants maintain well-resourced lobbying operations
(Popiel, 2018). Tech giants have become one of the largest lobbyists in Europe and the US. In

the EU, the top five lobby spenders in 2024 were all big tech firms — Meta, Microsoft, Apple,
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Alphabet, and Amazon (Soler, 2025). In the US, the digital technology sector spent a record
US$85.6 million on lobbying in 2024, up from US$68 million the previous year. Meta alone
employed one lobbyist for every eight members of Congress (Minkin, 2025). Amazon,
Alphabet, Meta, Microsoft, OpenAl, and Uber each contributed US$1 million to

Trump’s 2025 inauguration committee, while Elon Musk personally donated US$250 million

to pro-Trump groups (Yang, 2025).

Second, platforms are regulatory disruptors. The idea of disruption is quintessential to the
logic of platforms, not only in business but also in regulation. In digital tech, disruption refers
to the widely popular practice of entering markets by breaking with existing business models,
industry standards, or legal frameworks through technological innovation. It is often tied to

aspirations of rapid scaling and dominance (Christensen, 2000; Yeh & Hoffman, 2018).

As a lobbying strategy, platform companies have been shown to purposefully exploit legal
grey zones and regulatory blind spots to scale rapidly before policymakers can respond,
seeking to become too big to fail by the time regulation catches up (Chan & Kwok, 2021).
Collier et al. (2018) identify two phases in platform-based disruption: first, regulatory
arbitrage, where the new entrants exploit the absence of regulation; and second, regulatory
entrepreneurship, in which platforms actively seek to shape emerging regulation. Notable
examples include Uber, which bypassed taxi regulations; Airbnb, which undermined local
housing and rental rules; and gig economy platforms like Deliveroo, which sidestepped labour

protections by classifying workers as independent contractors.

Third, platforms have emerged as quasi-regulators that steer user behaviour through
technical affordances and explicit rules, such as terms of service and community guidelines.
Scholars have increasingly likened this role to state regulation (Moore & Tambini, 2018; van
Dijck et al., 2018). Klonick (2017) describes platforms as “new governors”, Gillespie (2018b)

refers to “regulation by platforms” as a form of de facto rule-making, Bloch-Wehba (2019)
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calls platforms “privately owned bureaucracies” (p. 27), and Suzor (2019) argues that
platforms operate as law-like authorities. What is more, these corporate rules have been
shown to shape not only user behaviour but also broader social norms, public discourse, and
political decision-making (Kaye, 2019). All accounts emphasise how platforms shape user

behaviour in ways that resemble state-based regulation.

Yet unlike democratic states, platforms lack systems for accountability, due process, and
democratic legitimacy. This absence also brings advantages: platforms can act with greater
agility than most legal systems, enforce their decisions directly through technical systems, and
rapidly evaluate the efficacy of their measures. Still, their capacity to steer user behaviour at
scale without oversight has raised fundamental concerns about the legitimacy of their

authority (Haggart & Keller, 2021).
2.4.4  Platform Actors in Regulation

As regulatees, a range of platform actors actively engage with regulation, shaping how

regulatory policy is interpreted, implemented, and contested.

Operators and Executives. This refers to the leadership and senior executives of platforms
that make high-level decisions about platform services and actions. These actors define the
organisation’s overall stance on regulation and determine whether and how regulatory
activities will be pursued. They are often the formal addressees of regulation. In some
jurisdictions, platform CEOs are held personally liable for non-compliance, including through

fines.

Lobbyists and Government Affairs Staff. These teams represent platform interests in
engagements with regulators, policymakers, and civil society. They participate in public
consultations, attend patliamentary hearings, and brief state actors. Big tech platforms in

particular are known for their high lobbying expenditures and often maintain relationships
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with political decision-makers in Berlin, Brussels, London, and Washington DC (Popiel,

2018).

Trust and Safety Staff, and Policy Staff. These teams oversee compliance with regulation.
They develop internal rules and practices, and are responsible for compliance practices,
including risk assessments and transparency reporting. In some cases, these personnel directly
implement legal requirements; in others, they design or implement voluntary measures and

corporate policies.

Legal Counsels. In-house and external legal teams play a key role in shaping litigation
strategies, responding to enforcement actions, and contesting the legality or scope of

regulation in court.
24.5  Approaches to State—Platform Regulation

Scholars have conceptualised different approaches to platform regulation, often focusing on
the different relationship constellations between regulators and regulatees. One of the most
widely used frameworks is Abbott and Snidal’s (2009) governance triangle model, which
distinguishes between three key actors — states, firms, and civil society — and classifies
governance arrangements based on which actor group holds dominant influence. Gorwa
(2019a) and Papaevangelou (2023) apply versions of the governance triangle to map platform
regulations related to content moderation, distinguishing state-led, firm-led, and civil society-

led regulatory constellations.

While governance triangle models have offered useful mappings of platform regulation
based on actor dominance, this thesis seeks to foreground the varied relationships between

state and platform actors, rather than focusing solely on which actor is in charge.

Drawing on foundational work in regulatory studies by Knill and Lehmkuhl (2002), and
Knill and Lenschow (2003), as later adapted by Cairney (2019), this thesis follows a well-

established conception of four regulatory approaches, based on two analytical axes: the degree
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of cooperation between regulator and regulatee, and the degree of legal obligation imposed on
the regulatee. This model is based on an understanding of regulation as a relationship between
a state regulator and a regulatee, reflecting the understanding of regulation adopted in this

research.

First, interventionist regulation, also referred to as command-and-control or top-down
regulation, is characterised by strong state involvement and high levels of legal obligation. In
this model, the state sets and enforces legally binding rules ‘from above’. Regulation in this
approach is highly prescriptive: the state not only defines the outcomes that regulatees must
achieve but also sets out specific compliance requirements. This often includes detailed
procedures, timelines, and reporting obligations. Regulatees have little discretion in
interpreting the rules. Non-compliance typically results in fines or legal proceedings. While

this approach ensures legal certainty and enforceability, it lacks flexibility.

Second, regulated self-regulation, also known as meta-regulation, describes approaches
characterised by high legal obligation and structured cooperation between regulator and
regulatee. In this model, the state imposes binding obligations on platforms to self-regulate
within a state-defined framework. The regulator defines the outcomes and mandates specific
activities, but the regulatee retains discretion in how these are implemented. The relationship
operates in the shadow of hierarchy, where the state intervenes if mandated self-regulation
fails. Common regulatory tools include statutory duties of care, mandatory risk assessments,
and transparency reporting. While this type of regulation allows flexibility, it can result in
uneven implementation and place additional burdens on regulators due to ongoing

assessments.

Third, co-regulation, which involves high levels of cooperation between regulators and
regulatees and relies primarily on voluntary or soft law instruments. In this model, rules are

developed jointly through negotiation and multi-stakeholder dialogue. The resulting measures
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may take the form of non-legally binding codes of conduct, standards, or voluntary
agreements. Co-regulation is typically endorsed or monitored by public authorities. Evaluation
may be carried out by the state or by third-party actors. It may also involve organisations such
as industry associations, civil society groups, or independent advisory bodies, but the
measures are not legally enforced. While this approach offers quick intervention and strong

buy-in from regulatees, it lacks enforceability and consistent uptake.

Fourth, private self-regulation refers to a type of regulation in which regulatees govern
themselves without state involvement or binding legal requirements. In the platform context,
this typically includes terms of service, community standards, internal content policies, and
technical standards, which are set by the platforms themselves. These frameworks may also
involve independent third parties, such as oversight boards, users, industry associations, or
standards bodies. In this thesis, this type of self-regulation is not considered a form of

regulation, as it does not involve the state.

While the model provides a framework for distinguishing regulatory approaches based on
state—platform constellations, it also leaves room to explore the interpretive dimensions of
regulatory relationships within each approach. Therefore, this model is employed in the
subsequent case analysis to categorise regulatory approaches across different national

contexts, while also exploring state—platform relationships in greater interpretive depth.

2.5 Towards a Framework of Regulatory Power

This section builds toward the development of an original framework for understanding
regulatory power in platform regulation. It begins by reviewing key theories of power in policy
and regulation studies, internet scholarship, and in platform research. It then examines how
resources, capacity, and power have been conceptualised in policy and regulation studies.
Finally, it integrates these literatures to introduce an original framework of regulatory power

that explains how power operates between states and platforms.
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2.5.1  Power in Research

Power is a pervasive yet contested concept across the social sciences. It has been variously
defined as the ability to coerce or persuade, shape preferences, or structure the field of action
and has been theorised as observable and hidden, as centralised and networked, as direct and
diffuse, as soft and hard (Castells, 2013; Dahl, 1957; Foucault, 2019; Lukes, 2022; Nye, 1990).
There is no singular definition of power. Rather, different conceptualisations highlight distinct

aspects, offering different lenses through which to understand how power works.

In policy and regulation studies, power is a central subject of inquiry. A prominent line of
research examines power through the question of who is able to shape the behaviour of
others; in particular, whether and how state actors can influence the behaviour of a public, or
a regulator that of a regulatee. While exact definitions vary, this line of scholarship commonly
theorises power as a causal influence on behaviour (Barnett & Duvall, 2005; Mann, 1984;
Weiss, 2000). Robert Dahl’s (1957) seminal definition “A has power over B to the extent that
A can get B to do something that B would not otherwise do” (pp. 202-203) is foundational in

this context, framing power as causal, actor-centric, and behavioural.

Building on this behavioural conception of power, scholars have investigated the
mechanisms through which power is exercised in regulation. This includes research on power
in formal rule-making, institutional design, and the use of instruments like incentives,
standards, or societal norms, as well as broader conceptions of power as the capacity to
influence behaviour through the mobilisation of key resources (Black, 2003; Lindvall &
Teorell, 2016; Purdy, 2012; Wood & Alexander, 2016) — a perspective this chapter returns to

in the following section.

Internet scholarship has likewise treated power as a central subject of inquiry. Early
analyses depicted the internet as inherently resistant to centralised power, envisioning that

power would be distributed and empower disenfranchised actors to exert more influence than
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in non-virtual domains (Nye, 2010). A major line of inquiry has since challenged this view, by
examining power as embedded in and working through networks of electronically processed
information. These digital networks are not decentralised, and power accumulates among
those who control these networks or hold central positions within them (Benkler, 2007;
Castells, 2013). Scholars have further shown how existing power constellations are
reproduced or amplified online: for example, through the commodification of data, state-
backed internet filtering, and the dominance of US-centric actors (Couldry & Mejias, 2019;

Deibert et al., 2010; DeNardis, 2014).

Against the backdrop of the platformisation of the internet, scholars have turned their
attention to platforms as key loci of power on the internet. Often discussed under the term
‘platform power’ (Jhaver et al., 2023; Nielsen & Ganter, 2022), this literature tends to centre
on dominant technology platforms. Just like in the broader literatures on power, different
conceptions of platform power have emerged, each emphasising different aspects of power —
often framed as intermediary capacity, market control, or rule-making authority. For example,
Nielsen and Ganter (2022) spotlight platform power as a form of gatekeeping, where
platforms shape how media publishers reach audiences. Culpepper and Thelen (2020) argue
that platform power derives from user loyalty, whereby consumers depend on platforms,
which exerts pressure on regulators. Similarly, Moore and Tambini (2018) understand
platform power as market dominance and monopoly dynamics. Bloch-Wehba (2019)
conceptualises platform power as the ability of platforms to set and enforce rules on their

own services.

Reviewing different conceptions of platform power, Nieborg et al. (2024) distinguish
between two main types of platform power. Endogenous platform power refers to the direct
control platforms exercise over their own ecosystems — through technical protocols and

internal rules. Exogenous platform power, by contrast, captures how platforms shape external
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systems, including political institutions, markets, and digital media — such as through lobbying,

standard-setting, or influencing regulatory agendas.

Within this literature, a small and dispersed body of scholarship examines power in state—
platform relationships. Flew and Gillett (2021) interpret platform regulation as a state-led
attempt to assert control over the unchecked corporate power in online speech and digital
media policy. Drapalova and Wegrich (2024) broadly understand power in the relationship
between states and platforms as “the ability of platforms to successfully ignore established
rules and disrupt existing patterns of regulation” (para. 2) in local housing and transport
regulations, positioning platforms as a counterpower to the state. Bloch-Wehba (2019) argues
that platform power can function as a substitute for state power in content governance,
operating in the shadow of the state when governments outsource responsibility for their

policy preferences.

While this body of literature has offered initial accounts of power dynamics between states
and platforms, it treats power as an embedded background feature rather than as a concept
requiring stand-alone theorisation or empirical analysis. What is more, this literature is spread
across different disciplines and research traditions. It typically examines state—platform power
in the context of specific issue domains, primarily content moderation, as opposed to offering
an overarching understanding of power that cuts across regulatory contexts. This research
secks to address this gap and develops a framework for conceptualising regulatory power in
platform regulation in the following sections — one that treats it as a dynamic process between

states and platforms.
2.5.2  Resources, Capacity, and Power

Across policy and regulation studies, there is broad agreement that states require certain
resources to govern. This view was seminally introduced by Hood (1983), who argues that

functional governments possess four key resources “by virtue of being government” (as cited
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in Margetts & John, 2024, p. 970) that they use to govern. He categorises these resources
through his so-called NATO framework: nodality (being at the centre of information
networks), authority (legal power and legitimacy), treasure (fungible financial resources), and
organisation (capacity to act directly through government infrastructure and personnel).
Different resources or combinations of resources are required to perform different public
functions, depending on the nature of the task. For example, a public health campaign on
Covid-19 vaccines relies heavily on nodality to disseminate information to the public.
Conversely, an incentivisation programme for electric vehicles may depend more on treasure

to offer subsidies and encourage uptake.

With the growing adoption of digital technologies in government in the early 2000s, Hood
and Margetts (2007) revisit this framework, showing how digital innovations transform the
use of these tools in government. They find that I'T enhances informational reach, automates
rule enforcement, digitises transfers and payments, and enables more efficient and precise
bureaucracies. Their framework remains fundamentally state-centric, showing how
technologies become embedded in government — but without fully addressing whether private

actors, particularly those in the tech sector, might also use the tools they provide.

Dunleavy and Carrera (2013) also revisit Hood’s NATO model in the context of digital-
era governance and expand it through another dimension by introducing a fifth tool:
organised expertise. This resource denotes the highly specialised knowledge, professional skill,

and know-how embedded in organisations and held by their staff.

While these accounts emphasise the role of resources in government, other scholars have
reframed resources as the foundation for understanding an actor’s capacity to govern or
regulate. Both Black (2002b, 2003) and Lindvall and Teorell (2016) contend that in order to

perform public functions, state actors require access to and the ability to mobilise certain
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resources. While both conceptualise capacity in resource-based terms, they pursue distinct

framings.

Black (2002b, 2003) challenges Hood’s notion of a regulatory toolkit, “for it suggests that
a regulator occupies a position from which it has an overview above other actors, and can
unilaterally select instruments and deploy them to control others” (Black, 2003, p. 63).
Instead, she argues that any actor, whether state or non-state, who has the ability to mobilise
certain resources in an attempt to achieve regulatory goals possesses what she terms
regulatory capacity. According to Black (2003), an actor’s resource endowment — the specific
configuration of resources they possess or can access — directly shapes their capacity to

regulate.

Regulatory capacity is the actual or potential possession of resources plus the existence of
actual or potential conditions that make it likely that those resources will be deployed both
now and in the future in such a way as to further the identified goals of the regulatory
system or resolve identified problems. (Black, 2003, p. 68)

Black (2003) identifies six regulatory resources: information (specialist and technical
information), expertise (competence to perform regulatory functions), financial resources
(finances used to acquire or gain access to other resources), authority and legitimacy (influence
and legal power), strategic position (advantageous placement in a regulatory network or

market), and organisational capacity (infrastructure to operationalise regulation).

In her research, she analyses the resource constellations of different actors to inform what
she refers to as “regulatory enrolment” (Black, 2003, p. 1): from a resource-based perspective,
she evaluates which actors are best suited to take on regulatory roles. Based on resource
endowments, she makes recommendations as to which institutions, agencies, or private actors

should be enrolled in regulatory functions.

Similarly, Lindvall and Teorell (2016) contend that state actors require three specific

resources to achieve policy outcomes: finances, human capital, and information. In their
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framework, state capacity refers to the potential to implement policy, based on the extent to
which these resources are available. They conceptualise this capacity as something that is
uniquely held by state actors. They draw directly on Dahl’s (1957) causal conception of power
as the ability of one actor to get another to do something they otherwise would not do, and
argue that state capacity is “a form of power that is exercised by using specific resources to
enhance the effectiveness of specific policy instruments” (p. 16), whereby this power is

exercised by a state actor over other actors.

According to this framing, while capacity itself is a matter of potential, power arises when
this capacity becomes actually exercised. In their model, a state actor’s resource endowment is
not only a measure of their capacity but also serves as a direct proxy of power. The more
resources an actor holds, the greater their capacity to potentially implement policy — and
therefore, the greater the likelihood that this capacity is exercised, and thus, the greater their
power. Their view on power is a positivist-deterministic one: if two actors have the same

resources, they have the same capacity to regulate, and the same level of regulatory power.
2.5.3 A Resource-Based Framework of Regulatory Power in Platform Regulation

Finally, I integrate theoretical accounts of resources, capacity, and power with an interpretive
understanding of regulation as a relationship between state regulators and platform regulatees,
to develop an original framework of regulatory power in platform regulation. I argue that
regulatory power can be understood through three premises. First, power between states and
platforms is constituted by specific regulatory resources necessary to perform regulatory
functions. Second, only if actors have the regulatory capacity to access and mobilise these
resources can regulatory power potentially emerge. Third, regulatory power ultimately derives
from how regulatory actors interpret and enact these resources within dynamic state—platform

relationships.
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Regulatory Resources

Building on the accounts of regulatory resources introduced in this literature review and the
empirical analysis conducted in later chapters, I distinguish four core regulatory resources
relevant to the regulation of digital platforms. I argue that these resources are necessary but

not sufficient inputs required to regulate platforms:

Information: Specialist and technical information that is relevant to policy decisions;
information about regulatee behaviour; ability to access timely, relevant, and reliable

information.

e Authority: Legal or de facto power to demand, forbid, guarantee, and adjudicate; what
an actor with authority requires makes a practical difference to the way other actors

act.

e Treasure: Financial resources or fungible money enabling the possession of, exchange

of, or access to other relevant regulatory resources.

¢ Organised expertise: Professionalised staff with expert knowledge and practical

know-how relevant to regulatory processes.

Contra Hood (1983), I contend that these regulatory resources are not exclusively held by
the state but can be mobilised by both state and non-state actors. I further argue contra Hood
(1983) that states do not automatically possess the regulatory resources needed to regulate

platforms by virtue of being states.

Building on Black (2003), this research examines the resource configurations of state and
platform actors — the resources they possess or lack — and the relative constellations between
them. Relative resource constellations can provide an indication as to which actor has capacity
to regulate or is better positioned to regulate. For example, if between two actors A and B, B
has substantially greater access to information than A, B is better positioned to regulate.

Therefore, B — or at least their resources — should be enrolled in regulation.
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However, an actor does not necessarily need to directly possess a resource in order to
mobilise it, as resources can also be accessed through other actors. Resources can be shared
freely between actors, but they can also be transactional or create dependencies or

interdependencies.

As the subsequent empirical chapters will show, platforms often hold significant resource
advantages over state actors, leading to asymmetric resource constellations. These
asymmetries create distinct risks, as the subsequent case analysis shows: regulatory capture,
where platforms mobilise their superior resources to influence state regulation; and state
overreach, where states overstep their remit to access platform resources. The case study
chapters provide an in-depth analysis of these risks and the mechanisms through which they

emerge.
Regulatory Capacity

Having identified four regulatory resources relevant to platform regulation, I now turn to the
second component of the framework: regulatory capacity. In the framework, regulatory
capacity is conceptualised as an actor’s ability to mobilise resources — whether held directly or
accessed through others — in an attempt to influence the behaviour of a regulatee and pursue
regulatory outcomes. Following Black (2002b, 2003), both state and non-state actors can have

this capacity.

While Lindvall and Teorell (2016) conceptualise capacity as the potential to achieve policy
outcomes, I follow Black’s (2002a) definition of regulation “as the sustained and focused
attempt to alter the behaviour of others” (p. 20). This framing emphasises regulation as a
process rather than an outcome and positions capacity as relational: it arises in the interaction
between regulator and regulatee. Regulation is not seen as a fixed arrangement but as a

dynamic relationship.
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Importantly, unlike power, capacity is not enacted. It reflects an actor’s potential to
mobilise resources in regulation. An actor may hold significant regulatory capacity without

ever enacting power.
Regulatory Power

Finally, I turn to regulatory power in platform regulation. At the core of my framework is
Dahl’s (1957) causal conception of power: “A has power over B to the extent that A can get B
to do something that B would not otherwise do” (pp. 202—203). This conception centres on
the ability of an actor to shape the behaviour of another actor. It aligns closely with Black’s
(2002a) definition of regulation as “the sustained and focused attempt to alter the behaviour
of others” (p. 20). Similarly, Mann’s (1984) conception of infrastructural power conceives of
power as the “institutional capacity of a central state, despotic or not, to ... logistically
implement decisions” (p. 189) through a public. This in turn, resonates with Lindvall and
Teorell’s (2016) view of power as the exercised form of state capacity — where power is
proxied by resource endowments and realised when those resources are used to implement

policy.

Rather than viewing regulatory power solely as the outcome of successful behaviour
change, this framework treats it as emerging through the process of regulation. Power arises
not only from outcomes, but also from the attempt to achieve these outcomes — an attempt
situated within state—platform interactions. In this view, power is not only exercised when
behaviour changes but is continually enacted through power dynamics between regulator and
regulatee. I argue that how and whether resources become regulatory power depends on three
factors: resource configurations, actor interpretations, and how these resources become

enacted.

First, regulatory power is resource-based. Power arises from an actot’s capacity to

mobilise regulatory resources — information, authority, treasure, and organised expertise. To
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have power, a regulator must access relevant regulatory resources; have the capacity to
mobilise these resources; and actually enact this capacity in an attempt to shape the behaviour
of a regulatee. For example, imagine that two regulators hold the legal authority to fine
platforms for risky behaviour. One regulator opts to mobilise this resource and initiate
enforcement, whereas the other opts to tolerate risky behaviour. Only the regulator that
mobilises authority enacts regulatory power. The other holds regulatory capacity, not power.
This shows that resources are necessary inputs to regulatory power, but they do not

themselves constitute power.

Second, regulatory power is interpretively constructed. While actual resource
configurations are a proxy for power, resources alone do not create power. Instead, regulatory
power depends on how regulators interpret the sufficiency, appropriateness, or actionability
of their resource configurations relative to those of others. In turn, these interpretations shape
whether and how resources are mobilised in regulation. For example, three actors may hold
the same level of information about a platform’s content moderation system. One actor
interprets this information as insufficient and abandons regulation. Another also views their
information as insufficient and creates a mandate for enhanced reporting obligations. A third
actor views their information as sufficient and develops legal obligations for platform
behaviour in content moderation, though the law turns out to have important gaps. All actors
have the same regulatory capacity, but only two enact regulatory power. This example shows
that even similar resource configurations may be interpreted in different ways, leading to
divergent power dynamics. This view challenges positivist-deterministic accounts that assume

identical inputs produce identical outcomes.

Third, regulatory power is relational and emerges in state—platform interactions.
Regulatory power is not simply a static attribute that can be possessed or that emerges

automatically from having resources. Instead, power is enacted when a regulator mobilises
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resources in an attempt to influence the behaviour of a platform regulatee, regardless of
whether that attempt results in immediate compliance. While successful behavioural change is
one indicator of enacted power, regulatory power also emerges in how actors interact. For
example, a regulator may mandate that platforms conduct risk assessments. If a platform
complies, this illustrates enacted power. But if the platform contests the measure, these
interactions still reflect unfolding power dynamics within the regulatory process. Rather than
just emerging from outcomes, regulatory power is shaped through dynamic relationships.
Power is not binary (outcome achieved or not), it unfolds through regulatory processes as the

dynamics between actors.
The Framework of Regulatory Power

At its core, the framework of regulatory power builds on a few simple premises. Regulators
need access to resources and the capacity to actually mobilise these resources, and when they
do mobilise these resources in regulatory interactions, power emerges in dynamic
relationships. By tracing four resources — information, authority, treasure, and organised
expertise — through the regulatory process, the framework makes power dynamics in
regulation visible and analytically tractable. This is where the strength of the framework lies: it
cuts through the complexity of regulation and offers a structured lens for empirical and
comparative analysis. The framework of regulatory power enables researchers to identify,
interpret, and compare power dynamics between state and platform actors — and provides a
language for characterising these relationships. An overview of the three core features of the

framework — resources, capacity, power — and the literatures integrated is available in Table 4.
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Table 4: Features of the framework of regulatory power in platform regulation with explanation and overview of the key literature
that has been integrated.

Feature Explanation Key literature

Resonrces Four resources — information, authority, treasure, and Black, 2003; Dunleavy &
organised expertise — mobilised by actors regulating Carrera, 2013; Hood, 1983;
platforms Hood & Margetts, 2007

Capacity An actor’s potential ability to access and mobilise these Black, 2002b, 2003; Lindvall
resources in regulation & Teorell, 2016

Power The enactment of regulatory capacity within dynamic Dabhl, 1957; Lindvall &
state—platform relationships Teorell, 2016; Mann, 1984

2.6 Connecting the Literature Review to the Thesis

This literature review lays the foundation for the case-based IPA developed in subsequent
chapters. It directly informs its focus, research design, and theoretical underpinnings — and

how these elements are operationalised across the three overarching research questions.

As for the focus and empirical scope of this research, the literature review has identified a
conceptual ambiguity and empirical narrowness in platform regulation research. Existing
research often conflates different forms of regulation — state regulation, corporate self-
regulation, and multi-stakeholder governance — typically focusing on content moderation and
classifying regulatory models based on which actors hold dominant roles. To address this,
heuristic yet bounded definitions of platform regulation have been introduced. In the
subsequent empirical chapters, my thesis grounds these definitions in an empirical,
comparative inquiry focused on platform safety regulation. The aim is to offer a grounded,
situated understanding of platform regulation, its emergent practices, approaches, and actor

relationships.

With regard to the research design, the literature review has revealed a lack of interpretive
accounts of regulatory practice. To understand regulation not as formal laws, institutions, and
governance arrangements, but as actor-mediated, dynamic processes, the thesis adopts an
interpretive perspective. It employs an IPA to address this gap, spotlighting the lived

experiences, actor interpretations, and dynamic relationships through which regulation is
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enacted. Chapter 3 offers a detailed account as to how interpretive methods are adopted in

this research.

With regard to the theoretical underpinnings of my research, the literature review has
highlighted an under-theorisation of power in platform regulation research. Although power is
trequently invoked, it is often treated as an embedded or self-evident feature rather than a
concept that requires theorisation and empirical inquiry. In my research, I address this gap by
developing an original framework of regulatory power; I apply it to the analysis of platform
regulation in Germany, the UK, and the US, and use it to compare power dynamics across

cases.

Together, the gaps observed in the literature justify and inform the three overarching
research questions (introduced in Chapter 1 in Section 1.3) that guide this thesis: spotlighting
regulatory approaches and relationships, examining regulatory power between state and
platform actors, and assessing in what ways emergent regulatory practice reconfigures power

dynamics and challenges established models of regulation.
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Chapter 3: Methods: An Interpretive
Policy Analysis of Platform Regulation

3.1 Methodological Approach: Interpretive Policy Analysis

There is no single methodological approach to studying platform regulation. As a rapidly
evolving regulatory domain, researchers have deployed a range of approaches to analyse
platform regulation. Each carries distinct ontological and epistemological assumptions about
what regulation is, and how it can be studied. In this thesis, I adopt an interpretive stance,
understanding regulation as a socially constructed process, shaped by the interpretations,
interactions, and dynamic relationships of powerful state and platform actors. Building on this
perspective, I draw on interpretive policy analysis (IPA) to examine how regulatory actors

make sense of regulation, interpret policy problems, and define potential solutions.

IPA is a qualitative approach that foregrounds subjective meanings, interpretations, and
understandings of regulation (Fischer, 2003, Chapter 7; Wagenaar, 2007; Yanow, 2000).
Originally developed during the interpretive turn in the social sciences of the 1970s, IPA
challenges the idea that policy decisions are purely objective or that policy goals carry fixed
intentions and uncontested meanings. Rather than conceiving of regulation as a formal legal-
institutional or technocratic arrangement, IPA produces thick descriptions of regulation as a
dynamic process — constructed through policy actors’ ambiguous interpretations embedded

within complex contexts.

In this study, IPA advances prevailing analytical perspectives in platform regulation
research in three key ways. First, IPA shifts attention away from static regulatory outcomes —
such as laws, institutional frameworks, or platform policies — and towards the dynamic
processes through which regulation is dynamically constructed over time. Second, IPA

foregrounds actor-centric accounts of meanings that underpin regulation, revealing intentions
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and motivations rather than inferring them solely from legal texts or regulatory practice.
Third, IPA centres the analysis on a diverse array of regulatory actors — such as legislators,
staff at regulatory bodies, platform representatives, influential politicians, and policy experts —

whose competing interpretations actively shaped regulation.

These advantages closely align with the research questions presented in the introductory
Chapter 1, which seek to reveal the relationships, power dynamics, and practices shaping
emergent platform regulation across three cases. IPA’s focus on actors, their relationships,

and lived experiences is therefore well positioned to cater to the objectives of this research.

Yet there are also important limitations. IPA is, by definition, shaped by subjective
interpretation. The method prioritises subjective accounts over objective, measurable truths in
a quantitative sense. Moreover, because it relies on the researcher’s interpretation of meaning,
there is a risk of the researcher over-imposing their own assumptions onto the data. To
mitigate this risk and ensure empirically grounded accounts, I have pursued two main
strategies. First, I embedded reflexivity throughout the research process to critically examine
my assumptions and relationship to the field. Second, I used triangulation across three
methods — elite interviews, document analysis, and process tracing — to bring to the surface
relationships, tensions, and patterns of consensus and ensure interpretations did not rely on a

single source.
g

In this thesis, to answer the questions this research asks, I have applied IPA not as a
monolithic method, but as a flexible analytical orientation shaping the design, data collection
and analysis, and coding across all stages of the study. I operationalise IPA through three

interrelated components:

e Comparative case study design: This structures the interpretive analysis by enabling

both in-depth within-case analysis of the German, UK, and US cases and also
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systematic cross-case comparison of broader trajectories. This research design

accommodates the comparative focus set out in the research questions.

e Data collection and analysis: This combines elite interviews, document analysis, and
process tracing to generate rich empirical data. Together these methods triangulate
across sources, including actor interpretations, formalised policy positions, and

detailed timelines of regulatory processes.

e Coding: This serves as the core analytical process of this research. Relying on an
iterative and triangulated strategy, qualitative coding brings into dialogue subjective

interpretations, official policy positions, and regulatory developments.

Together, these components provide a multidimensional IPA, whereby the comparative case
study design situates interpretations within distinct contexts and broader regulatory
landscapes. The data collection and analysis foreground actors’ accounts, formal policy
positions, and process data. Qualitative coding generates complex interpretations of platform

regulation in practice across cases, sources, and time.

3.2 Research Design: Comparative Case Study

The thesis adopts a comparative case study design to structure the application of IPA,
examining platform regulation in Germany, the UK, and the US. Comparative case studies
enable empirical inquiry into real-world phenomena within and across multiple cases that
share common features (e.g., similar regulatory challenges) but differ in key aspects (e.g., the
regulatory strategy adopted). I first analyse each case in depth (within-case analysis) in Chapter
4, Chapter 5, and Chapter 6 and then comparatively discuss the cases in Chapter 7 to identify

broader patterns (cross-case analysis).
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In this research, I use within-case analysis to examine how regulation is constructed within
national contexts. Cross-case analysis synthesises overarching findings across the three cases,
identifying broader regulatory trajectories and exploring decisional insights into how and why
similar regulatory challenges give rise to divergent regulatory responses. This research design
offers insight into both the situated nature of regulatory processes and the broader patterns of

contemporary platform regulation.
3.2.1  Design Rationale

Case study-based research designs form “a good part of the backbone of policy analysis” (Pal,
2005, p. 227). A widely established research design, case studies generate deep empirical
insights into the making, implementation, and outcomes of policies in real-world contexts.
Comparative case studies, in particular, are employed to understand how and why similar
policy problems produce different outcomes across contexts, offering insights into regulatory
decision-making practices (Parreira do Amaral, 2022). This makes the design well suited for
analysing platform regulation, where states have adopted different regulatory approaches

despite facing similar issues posed by globally operating digital platforms.

A growing body of research in platform regulation uses the comparative case study design.
For example, Chan and Kwok (2021) compare how the ride-hailing platform Uber exploited
legal grey areas to reshape local political dynamics in China, Taiwan, and Hong Kong. Langley
and Leyshon (2023) analyse fintech regulation in the UK and China, and find that while UK
regulations are broadly supportive of innovation, China’s approach is “working against the
furtherance of platform power” (p. 257). Dommett et al. (2024) compare data-driven
campaigning in Australia, Canada, Germany, the UK, and the US and identify regulator
variables as a key driver behind country-level variations. Gorwa (2024) compares content
moderation policies in Australia, Europe, New Zealand, and the US, pinpointing political will

and institutional capacity as key factors that explain national differences. Soeiro et al. (2025)
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examine how labour protections for gig workers differ in Brazil, Portugal, and Spain, showing
that regulatory variation stems from national legal-institutional trajectories. This research
demonstrates how similar regulatory challenges are interpreted in context-specific ways by

both state and platform actors.

Building on this work, I have adopted a comparative case design for three main reasons,
which are closely aligned to the questions and objectives of this research. First, it
accommodates in-depth accounts of regulation in different contexts, which is well suited to
understanding platform regulation as a novel and evolving phenomenon in Germany, the UK,
and the US. Second, the design links national findings to broader dynamics, connecting case-
specific findings to broader regulatory trajectories. Third, it reveals both similarities and
differences across cases, highlighting common ground as well as variations in interpretations

(Gerting, 2007; Merriam, 1998; Mills et al., 2010; Yin, 1994).

Comparative case study research also presents a number of methodological limitations,
which are addressed through tailored mitigation strategies. A first key concern is selection
bias. In small-N, qualitative research, purposive case selection can limit the explanatory
strength of findings and introduce bias (Leuffen, 2007). To address this risk, I developed clear
selection criteria, ensuring that the cases were both varied and sufficiently comparable. A
second limitation concerns generalisability. While case studies provide rich explanatory
insight, they offer limited opportunity for generalisation (Tsang, 2014). Rather than aiming for
statistical generalisation, I have focused on analytic generalisation, which commonly relies on
a broader theoretical framework — here, the resource-based framework of regulatory power —
to guide the empirical interpretation of findings across cases. This approach seeks to identify
mechanisms or patterns that can be transferred to other cases (Yin, 2013). Finally, when data

quality or availability varies across cases it can be challenging to ensure analytical consistency.



Lisa-Maria Neudert 95

To address this challenge and generate comparable types of data, I have applied a shared

theoretical framework across all cases and used the same combination of methods.
3.2.2  Selection Criteria

Since 2016, a growing number of countries have introduced platform-specific regulations,
creating a wide array of potential cases for comparative analysis (Bradshaw et al., 2018; Yadav
et al., 2021). In this research, I examine national approaches to platform safety regulation. I
sought out cases that are both sufficiently comparable while also offering variation in their
regulatory approaches. To select relevant cases in a methodological way, I developed five
dimensions of selection criteria: issue scope, similarity of institutions, variance in regulation,

relevance of regulation, and field access.

Before delving into the selection criteria, it is worth emphasising that my case selection
purposefully pursued cases of advanced Western democracies. While this narrow focus allows
for depth and comparison, it excludes a range of national contexts. These include countries
with small domestic user bases, including in non-Western contexts, where platforms have
been shown to deprioritise safety measures and policy engagement, as well as large emerging
markets like Brazil, India, or Nigeria, where cultural and legal perspectives on issues like
freedom of speech, state censorship, and surveillance diverge from those in the US — where

many of the tech giants are based (Keller, 2021; Nguyen, 2020; Obia, 2025).
I. Issue Scope

As a first dimension, I considered cases that pursue platform safety regulation, addressing
threats to user safety such as addictive design features, algorithmic bias, harmful content, and
lack of transparency. Additionally, I selected cases where there is significant market
penetration by giant technology platforms. Platform usage in these countries is well

established, they are key markets for platform companies, and internet penetration rates are
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high. Thus, platform safety regulation is a broad regulatory concern rather than a niche

subject.
I1. Institutional Similarity

In a first step, I identified cases with institutional similarity. To do so, I focused on advanced
democracies, commonly defined as democratic states with well-functioning public institutions.
These states typically have strong rule-of-law traditions, high levels of political participation,

and robust protections for civil liberties and human rights (Dalton et al., 2004).
ITI. Regulatory Variance

Next, I turn to the selection criteria designed to ensure regulatory variance. As a first aspect, I
considered the regulatory approaches for platform regulation. To achieve this, I drew directly
on the four regulatory approaches identified in my literature review in Chapter 2:

1) interventionist regulation, where states impose and enforce detailed legal obligations on
platforms; 2) regulated self-regulation, where states impose legal mandates on platforms but
rely on platform capacity to design compliance measures under regulatory oversight; 3) co-
regulation, where state—platform cooperation is high but state oversight is light-touch; and

4) private self-regulation, where platforms independently make corporate rules without state

oversight (Knill & Lenschow, 2003; Papaevangelou, 2023).

As a second aspect, I examined the state model, which describes the broader regulatory
culture of a state. I distinguished three key models: 1) an “ensuring state” (Schuppert, 2003)
emphasising state oversight anchored in detailed legal frameworks; 2) an “enabling state”
(Sainsbury, 2013) favouring principle-based, adaptable regulation under state oversight
(Sainsbury, 2013; Taylor, 2000); and 3) a “liberal state” (Schmidt, 2005, p. 83) prioritising
industry self-regulation, with state intervention occurring through litigation, executive actions,

and scattered regulatory initiatives (Aglietta, 1976/2000; Schmidt, 2005).
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The third aspect refers to the stage of regulatory development, aiming to include variation
in the maturity of platform-aimed regulations. However, against the backdrop of an emergent

regulatory landscape, emphasis was put on development.
IV. Regulatory Relevance

Aiming to select cases likely to shape international regulatory trajectories, I focused on
countries that are widely recognised as influential in digital technology policy. Germany, the
UK, and the US participate in major global forums such as the Group of Seven (G7), the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the United Nations
(UN), and the World Trade Organization (WTO) and conclude impactful trade agreements,

where international platform regulation is debated.
V. Access to the Field

Finally, field access is an important dimension. For each case study, I drew on my own
personal professional network and my established relationships with experts working on
platform regulation issues. My fluency in German and English ensured access to interview

participants and policy documents.

3.3 Case Overview

In this section I offer a detailed overview of the three selected cases, linking them directly to

the selection criteria.

Table 5 provides a comparative overview of the cases, including the key regulations
examined. Together, these cases examine regulatory developments from 20162025, capturing
a decade of platform regulation. The start date of the case inquiries was set to 2016, as this
was the year when concerns about platform safety began to emerge on the global public

agenda.
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Germany (2016-2024)

The German case examines the Network Enforcement Act (NetzDG). Enacted in 2017, this
law was the first platform-specific regulation by a democratic country. It pursued an
interventionist approach, mandating the enforcement of existing laws on illegal speech online.
To achieve this, NetzDG imposed detailed legal obligations on large social media platforms,
requiring them to establish procedures for promptly removing illegal content. Germany
represents a case of policy development and enforcement, as the law was in active use at the

time of fieldwork, yet the case study also highlights the development of NetzDG.

NetzDG exemplifies an ensuring state model, imposing precise legal obligations under
strict state oversight. This model assumes “shared responsibility” (Schuppert, 2003, p. 55),
where both the state and platform actors collaborate, yet under state oversight. When markets
fall short or fail, the state intervenes (Bohne, 2011). Compliance with detailed legal
frameworks is strictly monitored through independent regulators that operate in close
coordination with federal ministries and agencies (Ruffert, 2013). This model — shaped by
Germany’s history of authoritarianism under the Nazi regime and in East Germany —

underscores a commitment to the rule of law (Dohler & Wegrich, 2010).

The ensuring state model is apparent in German digital technology policy more broadly.
Data privacy, intellectual property, and cybersecurity are examples of policy areas subject to

strict regulation.
United Kingdom (2017-2023)

The UK case focuses on the Online Safety Act (OSA), which establishes comprehensive
duties of care on internet services to mitigate harms associated with their technologies. Unlike
the German NetzDG, which set out detailed legal obligations, the OSA allows platform
discretion. It follows a regulated self-regulation approach, where platforms are obliged to

meet safety duties and conduct risk assessments, but retain flexibility in how they comply.
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Rather than enforcing prescriptive legal rules, the regulator Ofcom (the Office of
Communications) issues non—legally binding guidance and codes of practice. The UK is a case
of policy development, as the OSA was in active development during the time of my

fieldwork, providing insight into a regulatory process in progress.

The OSA reflects the UK’s enabling state model, favouring market-driven solutions over
prescriptive state control (Taylor, 2000). Regulation is principle-based and outcome-oriented,
allowing companies flexibility in compliance. Independent regulators operating at arm’s length
from the state are tasked with oversight (Sainsbury, 2013). Rooted in the UK’s common law

system, this model prioritises adaptability and precedent over rigid frameworks (Bohne, 2011).

This model is a key pillar of the UK government’s ambition to position the country as a
technology leader, by emphasising free markets, private sector innovation, and adaptive
compliance in its digital technology regulations (Department for Science, Innovation, and

Technology & Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office, 2023).
United States (2016—2025)

The US case examines federal-level regulations aimed at platform safety across the executive,
legislative, and judicial branches of the federal government. It investigates a patchwork of
fragmented regulatory measures that were politicised, dispersed, and lacked a comprehensive
regulatory approach. The US case exemplifies both regulatory development and resistance,
with no consistent approach of platform regulation emerging, while several more limited

measures did take shape.

More broadly, the US is a liberal regulatory state, prioritising individual liberties, free
markets, and the private provision of public goods and services, with minimal state
intervention (Aglietta, 1976/2000; Schmidt, 2005). This model favours market-driven
solutions, with state interventions limited to light-touch measures. There is a strong focus on

innovation, individual liberties, and entreprencurialism. Limited state interventions are
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enforcement-oriented, relying on ex post penalties, sanctions, and litigation rather than ex

ante oversight. Regulation occurs across federal agencies — some independent and others part

of the executive branch — alongside state and local administrations, often resulting in

inconsistencies and overlap.

This model underpins US digital technology policy, which has historically promoted the

growth and innovation of the tech sector through safe harbours, tax incentives, and light-

touch regulatory oversight at the federal level. State-level laws have emerged as an important

instrument to fill gaps in federal regulation (Brennen et al., 2024).

Table 5: Comparative case overview.

Germany

United Kingdom

United States of America

Regulatory policy

Regulatory measures

Scope

Regulatory approach
State model

Stage of development
Regulatory style

Legal basis

Regulatory institutions

Network Enforcement Act
(2017)

State-led obligations for
enforcement of existing
speech laws by platforms

Social media platforms with
more than 2 million users in
Germany

Interventionist
Ensuring state

Development and
enforcement

Legalistic, prescriptive, rule-
based

Statutory law with
prescriptive obligations

Independent but ministry-
linked regulators with legal
mandates

Online Safety Act (2023)

Comprehensive safety
duties for platforms,
implemented through
regulatory guidance and
codes of practice

User-facing internet
services with differentiation
by size and impact set out
in regulatory guidance

Regulated self-regulation
Enabling state

Development

Principle-based, outcome-
oriented, adaptive

Statutory duties of care,
regulator-issued guidance,
and codes of practice

Independent regulators at
arm’s length

Fragmented federal
measures

Patchwork measures across
the three branches of
government

A wide range of digital
platforms including social
media, search, and shared
economy companies

Blended
Liberal state

Development and
resistance

Reactive, fragmented,
litigious

Constitutional constraints
(First Amendment), CDA
Section 230, executive
orders, and federal statutes

Decentralised across
executive, federal agencies,
Congtess, and courts

3.4 Data Collection and Analysis

This IPA of platform safety regulation triangulated three core methods, each offering a

different entry point into understanding regulation and, together, providing a comprehensive
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view of contemporary platform regulation. The methods were selected to complement one
another, mitigating “deficiencies and biases that stem from any single method” (Mitchell,

1986, p. 19):

e Elite interviews, which captured interpretations of resource constellations, regulatory
capacity, and power dynamics, revealing how regulatory actors construct platform

regulation.

¢ Document analysis, which examined how regulatory positions are articulated in

formal policy documents, highlighting both explicit content and implicit framings.

e Process tracing, which traced causal pathways and provided non-generalisable

explanations and thick descriptions of regulatory processes.

This triangulated combination of methods has been widely applied in platform regulation
research, foregrounding laws, institutions, and political processes. Medzini (2021a) uses this
combination of methods to examine the integration of Data Protection Officers under the
General Data Protection Regime (GDPR), showing that concerns about the credibility of
regulatory measures were a driving factor. He also applies these methods to trace the
evolution of Facebook’s internal content policies, showing that the platform increasingly
delegated content decisions to third parties (Medzini, 2021b). Gorwa (2021) applies this
approach to study domestic and EU-level politics in German platform regulation, focusing on
electoral concerns and coalition negotiations. Soeiro et al. (2025) adopt a triangulated case
study design to examine platform-aimed labour regulation, tracing how institutional legacies
and political dynamics led to divergent responses. The analysis is grounded in institutional
approaches but also attends to interpretive dimensions by examining worker understandings

of regulatory problems.
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Overall, while this combination of methods has been widely employed in platform
regulation research, interpretive dimensions remain largely unexplored, as demonstrated by
the research detailed above. Within this research, elite interviews are primarily used as a
complementary source, rather than to spotlight the experiences of regulatory actors on the
ground. Documents are analysed as records but rarely as social artefacts, eclipsing factors like
their production context, likely audience, or intended outcome. Process tracing maps

sequences of events but less so to identify causal pathways within the data.

To address these gaps, I built on this established combination of methods but applied IPA
as a novel interpretive lens to guide the analysis. The remainder of this section explores the
data collection and analysis in detail, introducing the use of each method. While this section
acknowledges my role as a researcher embedded in the field, a detailed discussion of

positionality and reflexivity is provided in Section 3.7.
3.4.1  Elite Interviews

Elite interviews are often described as a “staple of state politics research” (Beamer, 2002,
p. 86). Interviews with experts and decision-makers in Germany, the UK, and the US served

as the core data collection method here.

Between March 2021 and June 2025, I conducted 93 elite interviews, generating
nearly 5,000 minutes of recordings and hundreds of pages of notes and transcripts.
Participants included experts from academia, civil society, and the law, government
policymakers, regulators, and platform personnel. Interview evidence opens a rare window
into the lived experiences and everyday dynamics of state—platform interplay shaping platform
regulation on the ground. Table 6 provides a high-level overview of the interview sample, the

data collection period, and the number of participants for each country case.

Elite interviews serve three key functions in this study. First, they provide insight into

regulatory policymaking in practice, capturing firsthand accounts from experts and decision-
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makers. Second, they highlight the relationships between state and platform actors, exposing
the power dynamics and resource constellations. Third, they reveal how regulatory policies are

intended, constructed, and contested, offering rich actor-centric perspectives.

Rather than treating interviews as neutral data points, I approached them reflexively,
considering how both participants’ positionality and my own shaped access, the interview

process, and the interpretation of data.

Table 6: Overview of interview sample by country case including data collection period, participant count, and gender split.

Country case Interview period Number of participants Gender (f/m)
Germany January 2023—April 2023 26 6/19
United Kingdom March 2021-November 2021 34 17/17
United States March 2024—June 2025 33 14/18
Total 93 37/54

Note: T'wo participants did not report their gender.
Recruitment

Platform regulation is shaped by a range of actors. They are connected within “policy
networks” (Peterson, 2003, p. 33): bounded groups of interconnected public and private
stakeholders with vested interests in regulatory outcomes that are directly involved in policy
processes (Knoke, 2011; Peterson, 2003). To capture how these actors shape emergent
platform regulation, I recruited participants from three broad target groups: government and
regulatory officials, platform representatives, and experts from academia, civil society, and

law, as shown in Table 7.

Recruitment strategies were adapted to case-specific contexts. For example, in Germany
ministries frequently function as regulators. By contrast, in the UK and the US, regulators
typically operate at arm’s length from government, so I have distinguished between
government and regulators in those cases. Adjustments are detailed in the respective case

studies.
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Because both functional elites (senior decision-makers) and professional experts
(specialists with deep domain knowledge) play central roles in platform regulation, the sample
included both formal decision-makers and influential subject-matter experts (Littig, 2009). A

full list of interview subjects is provided in Appendix C.

Table 7: Overview of professional fields targeted.

Professional field Description Number of

participants
Government and Staff from all three branches of government, including legislators 29
regulators and legislative aides, senior civil servants and bureaucrats in

government departments and patliamentary committees, and
officials in regulatory agencies

Platform and tech Lobbyists, government affairs professionals, policy staff, and trust 11
and safety personnel working at major digital platforms, primarily
big tech companies

Academia, civil society, ~ Experts based in universities, civil society organisations (CSOs), and 53
and law the legal sector, including staff at non-profit organisations, think

tanks, civil rights organisations, law firms, and courts
Total 93

Note: All interviews were conducted by the author between March 2021 and June 2025. Where participants did
not hold a current organisational affiliation, they were classified based on their most recent professional field.

Elite subjects are often easy to identify but difficult to access, as they are typically difficult
to contact directly and constrained in time. To mitigate recruitment challenges, I used a
combination of warm outreach, cold outreach, and snowball sampling. Warm outreach drew
on my existing network and mutual connections to initiate contact with potential participants.
For cold outreach, I identified relevant potential participants via LinkedIn and organisational
websites, contacting them through LinkedIn messages or email. Finally, I used snowball
sampling by inviting interviewees to introduce or recommend further participants from their

networks.
Diversity in Elite Interviews

Demographic representativeness is not always a goal in elite interview sampling. Following Li
(2024), I situate my research as “policy oriented ... where elite interviews are used to uncover
... the origins of public policies” (p. 185). In such contexts, elites are interviewed primarily for

their positions as decision-makers and experts in regulation. This sampling strategy aimed to
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capture the structural compositions and power dynamics of the field, rather than aiming at
including under-represented voices. This design acknowledged that demographic

constellations shape which interpretations become dominant within the field.

My sampling strategy was purposive, aimed at representing the policy network
surrounding platform regulation by focusing on key organisations, senior roles, and influential
experts. The goal of sampling was to reach “the most relevant and informative participants ...
who are involved in the evolution of the problem/policy” (Li, 2024a, p. 185) rather than to

achieve demographic balance.

At the same time, I aimed to capture diverse viewpoints within this policy network. To do
so, I targeted a wide range of participants with different professional backgrounds, political
otientations, and organisational affiliations. I included both functional elites as well as experts.
While the latter group of actors were active participants in the policy network, they were

selected primarily for their expertise rather than formal regulatory decision-making roles.

I collected demographic data on gender, ethnicity, and education. A full table of
participants is available in Appendix C, though potentially sensitive personal demographic
information at the participant level is excluded from the table for privacy reasons. Clear
structural imbalances became apparent. An overwhelming 94 percent of participants were
White, reflecting broader patterns of under-representation in the technology policy sector
(Benjamin, 2019; Cave & Dihal, 2020; Noble, 2018). Fifty-eight percent of participants
reported their gender as male and 40 percent as female, with the remainder not reporting.
This aligns with research showing that the digital technology domain is a male-dominated
space (Chang, 2018; Criado-Perez, 2020). Without exception, participants held a bachelor’s
degree or higher, with 47 percent holding a master’s degree or equivalent and 39 percent
holding a doctorate — illustrating that the elite policy network surrounding platform regulation

is overwhelmingly highly educated.
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These patterns reflect the demographic composition of the policy network itself. Platform
safety regulation in Germany, the UK, and the US is overwhelmingly shaped by the views of
White, male, and highly educated voices. My interviews reproduce the demographic realities
of the field rather than correcting them. While I critically reflected on whose voices were the
most dominant in my data and ensured that there were minority participants in my data, I did
not pursue additional recruitment from under-represented groups outside the elite policy
network. This aligns with the aims of this research: to examine the real-life, situated

interpretations and power dynamics shaping contemporary platform regulation.
Interview Process

All interviews were conducted via Zoom. Each interview was scheduled for 55 minutes,
though actual durations ranged from 20 to 71 minutes, with a median duration of 52 minutes,
measured from the start of the recording. I audio- and/or video-recorded all interviews with

participant consent obtained in accordance with the guidelines of the University of Oxford’s

Central University Research Ethics Committee. No participant objected to being recorded.

I used a semi-structured questionnaire to ensure consistency across interviews, while also
remaining flexible to address case-specific issues and individual participant experiences. An
example questionnaire is available in Appendix B.3. At the start of interviews, I typically
engaged in informal small talk with the participant before explaining my role as a researcher,
the use of data, and the interview process — reiterating details shared during recruiting. Next, 1
verbally confirmed consent and started the recording. If participants had not provided written
consent, I obtained their consent verbally at the start of the recording. I began with easy-to-
answer questions on the participant’s background (e.g., name, preferred pronouns, job title,
how they became involved in platform regulation) to help ease participants into the

conversation. I then moved on to more probing questions, which were often participant-
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specific. I also used unstructured, improvised questions to ask for follow-up clarifications and

to maintain a natural rhythm in the conversation.

The analysis of interviews involved field notes and transcripts. During and after
interviews, I took notes on talking points, the interview set-up and setting, and participant
behaviour in an interview memo document. All interviews were fully transcribed using the
transcription software Trint and then manually reviewed. Within 72 hours of each interview, I
listened to the full recording and extracted key quotes and observations, which I recorded in
the interview memo document. To track recurring topics and early findings, I compiled

synthesis memos for every five interviews.

Interviews were carried out over a multi-year period (2021-2025), with fieldwork taking
place at different points in time in each case, as shown in Table 6. Because platform regulation
evolved rapidly during this period, I often asked participants to reflect on past and present
developments as well as anticipated future events. Some accounts featured in this research
inevitably reflect time-bound positions that later shifted. These temporal differences are
significant, offering insight into how platform regulations and actors’ interpretations changed
over time. I used process tracing to anchor participant accounts and documents within

evolving regulatory trajectories.

Interviews were conducted in English or German, depending on the participant’s
preference. All analysis was carried out in English and all translations from German to

English were made by me.
3.4.2  Document Analysis

Document analysis offered insight into how regulatory ideas were documented in official
policy materials. Such documents reflect formalised policy stances and often undergo multiple
rounds of review by lawyers, communications experts, and government staff — the inclusion

or exclusion of specific viewpoints, the choice of words, and even the formatting is usually
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purposeful and reflective of institutional views. While widely used in policy research, as a
method, document analysis has remained “if not underdeveloped, at least under-
communicated” (Karppinen & Moe, 2012, p. 177). As a result, there are varied definitions of
document analysis as a method and its use is often inconsistent. Drawing on Davie and Wyatt
(2021), I define document analysis as the systematic analysis of content, production, function,

and use of text, audio, and visual artefacts produced independently of the researcher.

In this thesis, I make use of two complementary analytical perspectives in the document
analysis. Traditional policy analysis treats “documents as sources” (Karppinen & Moe, 2012,
p. 185), viewing them as records that directly present facts, actions, and objectives within
policy processes. In contrast, interpretive traditions view “documents as text” (Karppinen &
Moe, 2012, p. 186). They understand them as social artefacts that shape how policy problems
are framed, interpreted, and contested. In this research, I integrated both perspectives,

extracting explicit content while also interpreting latent meanings (Morgan, 2022, p. 65).

For example, in the German case, I analysed an open letter from Justice Minister Heiko
Maas to Facebook. As a source, the document marked a key moment in Germany’s regulatory
trajectory, articulating prominently for the first time the idea of enforcing existing laws in
online spaces. As a text, Maas angrily framed the online hate speech crisis as a direct
consequence of Facebook’s policies and negligence, shifting responsibility for a political crisis
onto platforms. This framing resonated across a broad range of people, both among the

public and German policymakers, putting platform regulation on the public agenda.

The documents analysed in this research are official policy materials generated by
government departments, regulatory bodies, courts, or other regulatory actors including
politicians, platform spokespeople, and industry associations. The archive included: laws, legal
texts, official drafts, government statements, court proceedings, regulatory evaluations,

meeting minutes, written correspondence, and industry press releases. I identified relevant
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documents through targeted keyword searches — using strategic combinations and Boolean
operators — on government websites, legal archives, press release repositories, and news
databases such as LexisNexis. A list of keywords is provided in Table 8. A list of the 103

documents identified is available in Appendix D.

Reflexivity underpinned this part of the research. I recorded details on document
production (e.g., author, funding source, intended audience) alongside my own prior

assumptions, including whether I was already familiar with the document and its use.

Document analysis served two key functions in this research. First, accessing formal
records of policy positions as sources provided insight into official regulatory developments.
Second, examining the framing of policy issues as texts revealed formalised, actor-specific

interpretations of regulation.

Table 8: Case-specific search terms used by the author to locate relevant documents.

Date of Number of

Case Search terms .
production  documents
Germany — Facebook-Gesetz*, hate speech, Hassrede*, 20162022 + 30
Netzwerkdurchsetzungsgesetz*, NetzDG, Plattform*, selected
Plattformregulierung®, Rechtsdurchsetzung*, social medi*, documents
sozial* Medi*, sozial* Netz* from 2015
UK DCMS, dut* of care, legal but harmful, lawful but harmful, 2017-2023 30

Ofcom, Office of Communications, online harms, online
platform*, online safety, Online Safety Act, Online Safety Bill,
user-to-user service*®

Us Algorithm*, AT*, big¥, censorship*, content*, content 2016-2025 43
moderation*, digital*, election*, misinformation*, platform*,
safety*, Section 230, speech*, tech*

Total 103

Note: The date of production refers to the publication year of the document as included in the final archive.
While the databases were queried across the full range indicated, not every year necessarily yielded relevant
documents.

3.4.3  Process Tracing

As one of the three core methods in this study, process tracing was used to extract process
data from interviews and documents to identify causal pathways and develop context-sensitive
explanations of regulatory processes. Process tracing was especially suited to this research, as

it covered roughly a decade of regulatory developments, was based on multi-year fieldwork,
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and examined cases that unfolded across different time frames. By linking events, decisions,
and actions, the method reveals both how and why certain outcomes occurred, “as they play
out in real-world cases” (Beach, 2020, p. 699). While process tracing does not establish
causality in a statistical sense, unlike large-N methods, it identifies “the causal chain and causal
mechanism” (George & Bennett, 2005, p. 206) that links causes and effects within specific

case contexts.

I used process tracing to support analytic generalisation, drawing on the theoretical
framework of regulatory resources to guide my interpretation of process data and to generate
explanations of causal sequences within single cases (Kay & Baker, 2015). Instead of focusing
on statistical generalisability, I focused on transferable insights. The aim was not to predict
outcomes elsewhere, but to develop theoretically informed causal pathways that may help
make sense of similar dynamics in comparable settings. This approach supports analytic
generalisation by linking findings to the theoretical framework of regulatory resources,

enabling insights that can inform the analysis of similar cases in similar contexts.

For example, in the analysis of the UK case, I observed that limitations in access to
information from platforms hindered the development of regulatory policy, eventually
informing OSA provisions for enhanced information powers. This sequence revealed the
interplay of resources, limitations to regulatory capacity, and regulatory policy aimed at re-
establishing power. Rather than generalising the specific events themselves, I identified a

broader link between resource asymmetries and regulatory policy.

I used process tracing in tandem with theory to analyse three key aspects of platform
regulation. First, I traced the timelines of regulatory developments, mapping how events
unfolded over time. Second, I identified key events and turning points — moments where

regulatory debates gained momentum, shifted direction, or became salient. Third, I examined
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causal pathways by analysing how resource constellations between state and platform actors

shape specific regulatory developments.

Unlike elite interviews and document analysis, which are data collection methods, process
tracing is primarily an analytical tool. I applied it to data drawn from elite interviews and
document analysis, systematically extracting process data — including sequences of events,
timelines of decision-making, and causal links — to explain regulatory developments. I stayed
close to the data and resisted constructing linear narratives when evidence was partial or

conflicting.

3.5 Coding

Throughout this research, I used qualitative coding to analyse interview, document, and
process data. In line with IPA, I adopted an interpretive orientation aimed at uncovering
actor-centric accounts of regulatory processes. I applied a structured five-step coding process:
from familiarisation with the data (Step 1), to open-ended codes (Step 2), to broader
conceptual categories (Step 3), to interpretive themes (Step 4), and additionally to causal

pathways (Step 5).

Coding combined inductive and deductive approaches to ensure openness and conceptual
rigour. Thus, themes emerged from the data while also being informed by theoretical
frameworks and cross-case analysis (Saldafia, 2009). I used inductive coding to allow codes to
emerge directly from the data without preconceived categories. I used deductive coding to
bring theoretical concepts of resources, capacity, and power, as well as causal explanations
identified in other cases, to the data. The movement between inductive and deductive coding
was iterative, whereby I progressively introduced theoretical concepts as themes began to

stabilise across the data.

Initially, I used N'Vivo for qualitative coding, completing Oxford University training in the

use of the software, but I found that the user experience drew my attention more to the
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software features than the data. I eventually transitioned to primarily paper-based methods
and digital annotations, using interview memos, transcripts, and qualitative coding sheets,
which I found enabled deeper, interpretive engagement with the material. Working with the
data in a tangible way — particularly through hand-coding using coloured markers, handwritten

annotations, and sticky notes — allowed me to stay attuned to the material.
Steps 1-5: Iteration, Reflexivity, and Triangulation

To ensure robust interpretive insights, coding was iterative (spanning multiple rounds of
coding), reflexive (examining how my own positionality shaped the coding decisions), and

triangulated (connecting interpretations across data sources).

Iteration involved multiple rounds of coding and sustained engagement with the material
over time, rather than a single pass through the data. I integrated reflexivity throughout the
coding process, using reflexive notes and prompts for self-reflection as detailed in Section
3.7.3. Triangulation ensured that interviews, documents, and process data were brought into
dialogue with one another — identifying similarities, differences, or contradictions between
subjects’ interpretations, official records, and timelines of regulatory events. I used it both to
cross-check findings across sources and to develop a more comprehensive, grounded
understanding of platform regulation over time. Triangulation was iterative and involved
going back and forth between data sources and coding steps to revisit data, coding decisions,

and interpretations as findings evolved.

One example of how triangulation supported the analytical depth of this research comes
from the analysis of information limitations across data sources. Interview data revealed that
government officials in the UK were frustrated by platforms’ refusal to share data. Document
analysis reinforced these accounts. Government requests for data appeared in numerous
documents including evidence hearings with platforms, letters, and transcripts of speeches.

Process tracing showed that policy development stalled due to prolonged negotiations over
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data access — for instance, when internal government reports aimed at aiding regulation were

rejected on the grounds that they lacked sufficient evidence about platform harms.
Step 1: Familiarisation with the Data

As a first step, I familiarised myself with the data. For interviews, I transcribed and repeatedly
listened to recordings, generated memos with key quotes, observations, and reflexivity notes,
and made annotations of my thoughts on physical and digital copies of transcripts and
memos. For document analysis, I read materials in full and made initial annotations and
reflexivity notes, often using physical copies and a marker to highlight relevant sections. For
process tracing, I began connecting documents to major real-life events (e.g., readings in

parliament, enactment of bills), bringing them into chronological sequence.
Step 2: First-Cycle Coding

In the first cycle of coding, I used open-ended, exploratory coding enabling me “to see the
direction in which to take” (Glaser, 1978, p. 56) my analysis. I assigned provisional descriptive
codes, identified key phrases, and collected early ideas for conceptual categories. At the same
time, I also started identifying key actions, events, and observable activities to prepare for

process coding.

For example, one interviewee noted: “Platform organisations are developing de facto
standards by virtue of their market share. That means that everybody has to follow them”
(interview 19, anonymous 12, Government and regulators, 27 August 2021). In this case, 1
assigned provisional descriptive codes such as platform policy, de facto power, market power, and state

vs platform regulation, which helped bring core themes to the surface.
Step 3: Second-Cycle Coding

In the second cycle of coding, I grouped descriptive first-cycle codes into broader conceptual

categories. These categories captured recurring analytical topics and helped to structure the
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data. They provided the foundation for the thematic analysis in Step 4, where I identified

relationships between the categories identified to develop interpretive themes.

For example, drawing on the quote mentioned earlier (“Platform organisations are
developing de facto standards by virtue of their market share. That means that everybody has
to follow them”; interview 19, anonymous 12, Government and regulators, 27 August 2021),
tirst-cycle codes such as platform policy, de facto power, and market power were grouped into the
broader conceptual category platforms as quasi-regulators, highlighting how platform

technologies, corporate rules, and market position translated into regulatory power.
Step 4: Thematic Analysis

Building on these structured categories, I used thematic analysis to identify relationships
between categories and to develop broader themes. While categories organised the data,
themes now identified relationships between them. In this step, I moved from categorisation
to interpretation by “identifying, organising, and offering insight into patterns of meaning
(themes) across a data set” (Braun & Clarke, 2012, p. 57). I applied thematic analysis within
each case, but it also informed my higher-level discussion across cases, particularly regarding

the role of regulatory resources.

For example, one interpretive theme that emerged was the tension between platforms as
quasi-regulators and the authority of the state. During the Covid-19 pandemic, US regulators
acknowledged that platforms were better equipped to moderate harmful content than
government — due to their large content moderation teams, their direct control over technical
infrastructures, and their ability to address harmful but legal content. The US government
worked directly with platforms without a formal mandate or oversight structures. This
collaboration has since become highly contested, sparking concerns about state overreach and
escalating to the Supreme Court. This underscores the tension between platforms’ superior

authority over content on the one hand, and government’s ultimate authority on the other.
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Step 5: Process Coding

In a final step, I used process coding to map causal pathways of regulatory events. I
connected the key events and sequences identified to construct explanations, illustrating how

interpretations of resources shaped regulatory developments over time.

For example, one causal pathway traced through process coding explained how regulatory
pressure escalated in response to platforms’ failure to acknowledge the authority of German
politicians. The pathway began with an official visit by Secretary of State Gerd Billen to
Facebook’s offices. He felt that Facebook representatives did not treat him with the adequate
respect and reported this to Justice Minister Heiko Maas, who thereupon abandoned
voluntary measures and instructed his staff to begin work on NetzDG on the same day. This
sequence illustrates how interpretations of resources — here, the failure to acknowledge state

authority — shaped regulatory processes.

3.6 Ethics

Ethical considerations underpinned every stage of my research concerning not only
participants and myself as a researcher but also other third parties impacted by my research.
To ensure ethical conduct, I followed the University of Oxford’s Research Ethics Policy
(University of Oxford, 2022). The Central University Research Ethics Committee (CUREC)
reviewed and approved my research under the approval number SSH_OII_CIA_21_070. A
copy of my CUREC approval documents is available in Appendix A. In this section, I outline
the measures taken to ensure data security, informed consent, confidentiality, and CUREC

compliance.
3.6.1  Data Security

As my research heavily relied on human subject data and frequently captured sensitive

information, I was especially committed to offering secure and privacy-respecting data
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management. I pursued a data minimisation strategy, collecting only data directly relevant to
the research. I distinguished between two types of data. The first was personal or sensitive
data, defined as any data that could identify a subject, that could cause harm or adverse
consequences if disclosed, or that was not intended for public access. This included personally
identifiable information, special category data such as information on religion or health, and
confidential material such as proprietary corporate documents. The second category was other
research data, comprising publicly available data collected for this research, such as official

policy documents available to the public.

I implemented a series of data security measures. All digital data were stored on encrypted,
password-protected devices or in an end-to-end encrypted University of Oxford cloud hosted
by Microsoft, protected by secure passwords and two-factor authentication. I kept physical
copies of personal and sensitive paper records in a locked metal container in my home. All
participants were given the option to communicate via encrypted messenger services or email,
although no participant chose encrypted communication. In line with CUREC best practices,

all data will be deleted three years after project completion.

To maintain consistent encryption protocols across devices, I relied on Apple’s Keychain

and 1Password and used the Microsoft and Google authenticator apps.
3.6.2  Informed Consent

Informed consent is an essential best practice that not only ensures transparency but also
builds trust with participants. To ensure that all participants participated voluntarily and fully
understood the implications of their participation, I implemented a two-stage consent process,

which was approved by CUREC.
I. Pre-Interview Stage

When approaching subjects in interview recruitment — typically via a personalised email or a

LinkedIn message — I sent them a participant information sheet and brief consent form upon
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making contact for the first time. I asked participants to read these documents carefully
before agreeing to an interview. These documents were based on CUREC templates and were

available in English or German. The participant information sheet covered:

e the purpose and scope of the study

e the interview process and the use of quotes in research outputs

e the data security measures and confidentiality protocols

e complaint mechanisms and the right to revoke consent at any point during or after the

interview

The consent form asked participants to initial and sign the document to confirm their

agreement with:

e the interview procedures

e the storage and use of their data for research

e video and/or audio recording

e the use of their quotes in research

e their option to revoke their consent at any stage during or after the interview

Both in my recruitment messages, and at the start of the interview, I encouraged participants
to ask questions about their participation and the interview. Several did, and I often used the
Zoom screen share feature to show participants details of the informed consent and consent

form to help address their concerns. A handful of participants requested sample questions or
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even the full list of interview questions before an interview. I complied with these requests to

enable clarity and build trust.
I1. Consent Collection Stage

Consent was obtained in two forms. Participants had the option to provide their consent
either in written form before the interview or verbally, recorded at the start of the interview.
The process ensured that both the participant and I had a clear record of their consent. In
writing, participants initialled and signed either a digital or physical copy of the consent form
before the interview. Verbally, participants gave recorded consent at the beginning of each

interview.

Overall, this process appeared straightforward for participants. However, several noted
that the consent form, which required initialling multiple boxes and providing a signature, felt
overly complicated. In response to this feedback, I requested and received CUREC
permission to offer a verbal consent process. Most participants opted for the verbal process.

No participant opted to revoke their consent.
3.6.3  Confidentiality

Participants were informed of their confidentiality options during interview recruitment. They
were asked to formally confirm their choice — either by signing the consent form or through a
verbal recording — during the consent collection stage. There were four levels of attribution

for participants to select from:

a) I agree to the use of direct quotes, attributed to my name, in research outputs.

b) Iagree to the use of pseudonymised quotes in research outputs.

c) Iagree to the use of anonymised quotes in research outputs.

d) Ido not wish to be directly quoted or to contribute off the record.
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These options turned out not to be sufficient. Participants frequently chose different levels of
attribution for specific sections of their interviews. For example, several participants asked to
take certain sections off the record or to anonymise them. Some participants who initially said
they wanted to contribute off the record later changed their minds or allowed me to obtain

permission for the use of individual quotes.

Participants could adjust their confidentiality preferences at any point during or after the
interview. I often highlighted this option when I sensed that participants were hesitant to
share certain information. In these moments, I also offered to share specific quotes for

approval, which helped reassure participants and encouraged them to speak on the record.

Maintaining anonymity sometimes posed challenges—a known limitation of elite
interviewing—due to the small and interconnected nature of elites in specialised fields, where
individuals can be identified by others within their networks (Lancaster, 2017). To mitigate
risks of unwanted attribution, when I thought that a participant’s identity might be inferred by
others from an anonymous quote I intended to include in my research, I shared the quote for

additional approval.
3.6.4  Central University Research Ethics Commrittee

CUREC granted ethical approval for this research in March 2021 (Approval No.

SSH_OII_CIA_21_070). The University reviewed and approved the following documents:

e Form CUREC/1A detailing the research design, recruitment strategies, and data
management protocols, including copies of the participant information sheet and

consent form.

e Amendments submitted to obtain permission for verbal consent (May 2021) and to

include German-language translations of recruitment materials (January 2022).
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The latest version of the CUREC/1A form is included in Appendix A. Additionally, as a part-
time DPhil student, I disclosed all professional affiliations to the Oxford Internet Institute
through the University’s OA1 form for outside appointments, to ensure transparency and

manage potential conflicts of interest.

3.7 Reflexivity and Positionality

Reflexivity is the continuous acknowledgement and critical examination of the researcher’s
positionality — the biases, assumptions, and experiences shaped by their social, cultural, and
professional identity (Bourke, 2014; Takacs, 2003). In this research, I used reflexivity to help

me stay attuned to how my positionality shaped the research process.

Approaching the field, I held a dual role: as a junior researcher examining a policy
network, and as a young professional engaged in this very network — having frequently
presented my research, participated in roundtables, and given evidence to government
inquiries. As an insider, I had privileged access to participants, enabling me to secure
interviews. I also already had an existing understanding of the field — its discourse, shared
language, and conflicts. At the same time, this position introduced risks of over-relying on
existing connections and reinforcing viewpoints that I was already familiar with or that I held

myself.

While I used reflexivity throughout the entire research process, there were three areas

where I particularly relied on it, as discussed in this section:

e Field access: My professional network facilitated access to participants but also

introduced risks of limiting engagement with less familiar perspectives.

e Interviews and data collection: I entered the interview process already familiar with

key debates and stakeholders, posing risks of imposing my own assumptions.
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e Interpretation: Prior exposure to regulatory debates informed my analysis but

required self-awareness.

3.7.1  Reflexivity in Field Access
Recruiting as an Insider

My insider position meant I was able to build on existing relationships by recruiting people
from my professional network, asking them to make introductions or allow me to mention

their name when I reached out to other potential participants.

Recruitment rates were notably higher within this group of participants. This appeared to
be due to good relationships but also reciprocity. For example, Dr. Jens Zimmermann, a
Bundestag member involved in shaping NetzDG, told me that he had agreed to the interview
because I had previously accepted his invitation to provide evidence to a Bundestag

committee he chaired.
Recruiting through Cold Outreach

Cold outreach was essential for recruitment. Response rates were notably lower than for warm
outreach. To improve recruitment, I used personalised email scripts. I often highlighted
common interests, sending congratulations on career progressions, or commented on

publications or social media posts.

I also leveraged institutional affiliations, emphasising my affiliation with the University of
Oxford in email subject lines and introductions to enhance credibility. In the US context, my
role as a former Fulbright student at Georgetown University proved useful in accessing

Washington DC policy circles, where many professionals have ties to the institution.
Achieving Varied Perspectives

While demographic diversity among elite subjects was limited, I sought to ensure variation in

perspectives by including participants with different viewpoints on key issues, different
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political orientations, and varied organisational affiliations. This strategy helped me avoid
reinforcing dominant perspectives. I was particularly mindful of achieving variance in
opinions in the US context, where platform safety regulation and politics more broadly are

highly politicised and even polarised across the political landscape and partisan divides.

For example, I interviewed Joel Thayer, affiliated with the right-wing think tank the
Heritage Foundation, which led Project 2025, a controversial political initiative designed to
advance ultra-conservative politics and eliminate so-called woke” agendas (Wendling, 2025).
At the same time, I engaged with experts at the other end of the political spectrum, such as
Nina Jankowicz, who had been accused of being part of a leftist “censorship industrial
complex” (Committee on the Judiciary & Select Subcommittee on the Weaponization of the

Federal Government, 2024) supposedly censoring conservative voices in the US.
3.7.2 Reflexivity in Interviews
Online Interviews

All interviews were conducted via Zoom. Initially, this was necessary due to the Covid-
19 pandemic. I had originally planned a networked ethnography approach with face-to-face
interviews and observation, but was forced to adapt during the pandemic. Even once travel
and contact restrictions were lifted — which in my home base, Germany, occurred only
in 2021 — I retained virtual interviews to maintain consistency, eliminate the need for travel,

and accommodate busy elite participants.

But there were also downsides. Because virtual interviews are generally a lower-
commitment format, participants may have been more likely to cancel — though, apart from a

handful of cases, this was not a problem I encountered. In addition, participants often took

2'This term is used to mean alert to racial or social discrimination and injustice, but has recently become
politicised by the political right to discredit leftist and progtessive causes as performative (Oxford University
Press, n.d.-b).
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my calls from home or from work, and I frequently observed distractions that might have
been easier to control in a physical setting — such as interruptions from colleagues, spouses,
pets, or cleaners. Yet this setting also enabled insights that would have been difficult to obtain
during an interview in a café or restaurant, offering glimpses into the real-life environments of

participants.

To maintain a neutral and consistent setting on my end, I used a plain white cabinet front
as my background and invested in a ring light, a high-resolution camera, and high-speed
internet access. I deliberately used hand gestures, eye contact, and an open posture to signal

my interest and attentiveness.
Relationship Dynamics

My insider role shaped interactions with participants. Some interviewees with whom I had
prior professional connections assumed I held expert knowledge of the field. I noticed this
early on, when a familiar participant cut their account short and stated that I probably already
knew “all this”. To counter this, I reminded participants of my role as a researcher rather than
a peet. I frequently asked follow-up questions, encouraged participants to explain events in
detail or share personal opinions or experiences, and openly admitted to gaps in my

knowledge of regulation.

Conversely, when interviewing participants with whom I had no prior connection, I
focused on building trust early on in the interview by using icebreaker questions and small
talk, and emphasising any commonalities such as shared alma maters or organisational

affiliations.

As a White woman with a university degree, I shared many demographic characteristics
with elite participants — potentially offering a sense of familiarity or connection with
participants. The majority of my subjects were White, reflecting the overall Whiteness of the

technology industry (Benjamin, 2019; Cave & Dihal, 2020; Noble, 2018). As a female
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researcher in the male-dominated tech space, I remained aware of gendered dynamics, though

I did not personally experience any overt challenges.

I made a number of strategic adjustments to my appearance and interview tone to create a
comfortable environment for participants. I wore blouses and suit jackets for policy-oriented
interviews and dressed more casually when speaking with tech professionals or participants at
civil society organisations. I mirrored professional etiquette in my language. In Germany, I
used the formal “Sie” to address participants. I conducted interviews in German with German
participants and in English with English-language participants. When interviewing UK and US
participants, I commonly shared at the start that I had lived in these countries and mentioned

a few of my favourite places.
Reflexive Memos and Interview Adjustments

Before each interview, I engaged in a structured reflexivity exercise. Around 15-30 minutes
before every interview, I opened a Microsoft Word interview memo template, which I had
previously pre-populated with questions and headings designed to prompt me to reflect on

my relationship with the participant, my expectations, and anticipated challenges.

This practice helped me realise that I approached an interview with a big tech lobbyist
with scepticism, assuming their responses might be rehearsed talking points. To address this
concern, I purposefully incorporated more open-ended and hypothetical questions, prompting

the participant to be creative and giving me more confidence in their answers.

I used the same interview memo to take notes during the interview. I noted down key
conversation topics to help me keep track of the conversation and refer back to them during
the interview. I also took notes on tone, hesitations, or visible reactions — ensuring that my
interpretations were not shaped solely by spoken content. I later used the same interview
memo document to record key quotes and observations, enabling a comprehensive summary

of the interview.



Lisa-Maria Neudert 125

During interviews, I adjusted to participants’ preferred engagement levels and
communication styles. Some participants preferred direct, technical questions, while others
engaged better with discussion-based framing or hypotheticals. I was mindful of recall bias

and narrative construction, particularly when asking participants to reflect on past events.
3.7.3  Reflexivity in Interpretation
Reflexive Coding

I integrated reflexivity directly into coding, using prompts for written self-reflection while
coding interview, document, and process data. These reflexive notes captured not only
reflections on the data — such as my assumptions and observations on possible participant
intentions, the likely intended audience of documents, or likely sequences of events — but also

my emotional reactions to the material.

For interview data coding, I returned to the interview memos that I had previously used
for pre-, mid-, and post-interview notes and for recording key quotes and observations. 1
annotated physical copies of these interview memos and recorded coding decisions in the
margins — though I also used the full transcripts, synthesis memos, and qualitative coding

sheets.

For document analysis, I annotated printed and digital versions. For each document, I
noted the author or affiliated organisation, the likely intended audience, and the purpose of
the document. I also took notes on the production context. For example, in the German
context, I noted that industry press releases criticising NetzDG were published shortly before

the Bundestag voted on the Act.

In process coding, reflexivity was an important tool to ensure that I did not merely make
logical inferences about how events likely unfolded and risk imposing causal pathways. I used
written notes and mind maps to map out sequences of events, which helped me identify gaps

in evidence or inconsistencies in timelines.
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Perspective, Power, and Relationships in Interpretation

Through reflexivity, I identified three key risks in interpretation: imposing my own
perspectives, favouring the accounts of powerful elite participants, and overemphasising

perspectives from trusted contacts.

First, I recognised that I risked imposing my own knowledge and professional or personal
opinions on the data. I often held preconceived notions about regulatory processes when
approaching interpretation, raising the risk of privileging my own perspectives over the data.
Embedding reflexivity throughout the research process and in coding helped me notice when

my own assumptions took over.

Second, I noticed a tendency to favour the accounts of elite participants who projected
power. I often returned to transcripts of interviews with especially senior or especially
eloquent subjects. I eventually noticed that in some cases I was impressed by participants’
careers and articulateness, but that they did not always share the most valuable insights. I used

reflexivity to remain cautious about conflating status with expertise.

Third, I reflected on how my prior relationships with participants shaped both the data
and the way I interpreted it. Several participants were trusted professional contacts or even
friendly acquaintances. Frequently, these participants were especially open in interviews
because our conversations built on mutual trust. I was mindful to avoid privileging their
accounts over others, while also acknowledging them as valuable and potentially trustworthy

sources.
Triangulation and Peer Feedback

Triangulation proved to be a useful reflexivity tool. Cross-checking insights from interviews,
documents, and process data, I noticed patterns, conflicts, and changes in the data. Especially

when I identified variations across data sources, triangulation prompted reflexivity —
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encouraging me to think about why certain perspectives were more visible and what might

explain apparent contradictions.

I also sought feedback from peers in my field. I regularly discussed my research with
colleagues, including my supervisors, Professors Helen Margetts and Philip Howard, and my
College Advisor, Professor James Forder. I also presented my work at conferences and
informal colloquia. Feedback from peers helped me reflect critically on my research approach,

data, and emergent findings.
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Chapter 4: Regulatory Capacity Capture:
The United Kingdom’s
Online Safety Regime

4.1 Introduction

Digital platforms are integral to contemporary public life. A handful of giant technology
corporations have emerged as central conduits of economic, social, and political activity.
Unparalleled in size and valuation, these internet platforms provide access to information,
foster democratic mobilisation, drive economic growth, and connect billions of users to each
other every day (Chadwick, 2013; Dommett et al., 2024; Howard & Hussain, 2013; Margetts et
al., 2015). Yet, as internet services become ubiquitous, concerns about their impact mount. A
growing body of research reveals that platforms are host to a variety of online harms. They
amplify nefarious content, harvest sensitive user data, abuse their market power to stifle
competition, profit from foreign information operations, promote polarisation, and enable
oppressive surveillance — putting their users’ online safety at risk (Au et al., 2022; Chan &

Kwok, 2021; Howard, 2020; Zuboff, 2019).

States worldwide have grown concerned about pressing platform safety issues and
platforms’ inability to solve them. Since 2010, at least 100 countries — among them countries
like Australia, France, Germany, Spain, Singapore, and South Korea, as well as notably the
European Union — have implemented regulation intended to safeguard against online harms
on internet platforms. Emergent regulatory measures aim at creating a safer digital space and
often span an array of policy issues, including content controls, data protection, transparency

and increasingly Al safety (Bradshaw et al., 2018; Cha, 2024; Yadav et al., 2021).

While many democratic states had already implemented regulatory frameworks aimed at

platform safety, the development of platform regulation had stalled in the UK in 2021 —
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similar to California and Ireland at the time. Proposals for a platform-aimed regulatory regime,
the Online Safety Act (OSA),” were first put forward in 2017. Despite strong public demand
for internet protections and sustained political support in favour of the new regime — even
during the Covid-19 pandemic and several government leadership crises — the Act was
repeatedly delayed. Given this sustained political momentum and continuous administrative

efforts at regulatory reform, why did the UK struggle to develop platform regulation?

Against the backdrop of the then pending online safety regime, which was in active
development at the time of fieldwork, I use the UK as a case study to analyse resource- and
capacity-based challenges underpinning the development of platform regulation. My research

questions are:

e How does the regulatory capacity of state actors compare to that of platform actors in
developing platform-focused regulation, and how do the resources available to each

inform the United Kingdom’s regulatory approach?

e How do resource-based dynamics between state and platform actors shape regulatory

relationships within an emergent system of platform regulation?

e What regulatory measures — considering in particular those outlined in the Online
Safety Act — are required to address resource challenges in the regulation of platforms,

and how likely are they to achieve the intended goals?

To answer these questions, the chapter proceeds as follows. I begin by offering a review
of scholatrly literature on platform regulation and regulatory resources, capacity, and power.
Bringing these bodies of research into dialogue to identify the key challenges to platform

regulation, I develop an original framework of four regulatory resources — information,

3 A version of this chapter was published in Inzernet Policy Review in December 2023, with final revisions having
been completed in July 2023. Accordingly, the chapter primarily references the developing OSA rather than the
final OSA. Some sections, however, were updated during the final editing of this thesis in 2025 to reflect
subsequent developments.
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treasure, authority, and organised expertise — that are essential for building regulatory capacity
and enacting regulatory power in this space. This is followed by a methods section, detailing
how the evidence from 33 elite interviews with 34 participants in government, regulatory
agencies, industry, and civil society was analysed and supplemented with a document analysis
and process tracing. Applying the original framework of regulatory resources to the empirical
study of platform regulation, I draw on empirical evidence and regulatory theory to analyse
state—platform interplay in regulatory development in the UK and thus contribute to the

development of this research area.

I find that: 1) UK state actors lacked essential regulatory resources, frustrating their
capacity to act as a regulator; 2) platforms held resource advantages over state actors, resulting
in resource asymmetries in state—platform dynamics; and 3) asymmetric resource
constellations gave rise to regulatory capture, whereby platforms leveraged their own
resources to influence regulation. The discussion examines the regulatory measures necessary
to address resource asymmetries and resulting power dynamics in platform regulation, with a
specific focus on the measures in the UK’s OSA and their potential to overcome capacity

challenges.

This chapter concentrates primarily on giant technology platforms, which are likely to be
subject to the strictest requirements under the OSA as so-called Category 1 services — the
largest and highest-risk user-to-user platforms. As of September 2025, the exact list of
Category 1 services has not yet been published, and the Office of Communications (Ofcom)

has not formally designated which services will fall into this category.

Moving forward, the resource-based approach developed here provides a unique analytical
framework for understanding challenges in regulatory relationships between regulator and

regulatee. By identifying these challenges as a resource-based power dynamic between the
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state and platforms, this approach offers insights into strategies for overcoming resource

asymmetries and mitigating risks of regulatory capture.

4.2 Platform Regulation: Challenges, Capacity, and Capture
4.2.1  Challenges to Regulation

As states worldwide pursue online safety regulation, a growing body of literature is devoted to
the study of emergent regulatory measures, often captured under the umbrella term “platform
regulation” (Bayer et al., 2021; Gillespie, 2018b; Laux et al., 2021). This literature commonly
revolves around challenges to regulation, which are described as hurdles, obstacles, or barriers
that states must overcome to pursue the regulation of platforms (Flew & Gillett, 2021;
Hoffmann-Riem, 2020; Taeihagh et al., 2021). Drawing from and distilling the existing
literature, I identify three fundamental types of challenges to platform regulation — technical,
institutional, and political challenges — that are commonly discussed in the discourse on
platform safety regulation. By examining evidence from the UK, I offer an analytical lens to
explore the impact of these challenges on the development of platform regulation, both in the

UK and beyond.

Scholarship on technical challenges postulates that digital platforms pose a fundamental
barrier to established regulatory practice. This line of inquiry argues that existing regulatory
tools are ill-equipped for the regulation of complex technical features (Gorwa et al., 2020;
Neudert, 2020). This challenge is widely acknowledged in the UK context. For example, the
Department for Science, Innovation, and Technology (DSIT), which took over the digital
remit from the Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) in 2023, argues
that “the distinctive features which make digital businesses and applications unique” (DSIT,
2023, para. 3) make necessary a “distinct regulatory approach” (DSIT, 2023, para. 5) to be set

out in original regulation.
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Scholarship on institutional challenges focuses on barriers connected to regulatory
frameworks with regard to their suitability for platform regulation. This research details
challenges around regulatory remits that are not fit for purpose, gaps in legislation, and
unintended or otherwise undesirable policy outcomes (Schlesinger, 2022; Woods, 2019). In
the context of the UK’s developing online safety regime, experts have raised concerns over
stifling effects on freedom of speech in connection to provisions for the removal of harmful
but legal speech — speech that is legal offline but that could be subject to intervention online
(Coe, 2022; Dittel, 2022; Trengove et al., 2022). Similarly, Neudert (2020) argues that
platforms escaped regulatory oversight during the 2018 Cambridge Analytica scandal because

of unclear regulatory mandates in the UK at the time.

The literature on political challenges emphasises “processes through which the domestic
regulatory activities of states and other actors set effective rules” (Farrell & Newman, 2010, p.
1). Tracing regulatory processes, scholars show that factors such as electoral considerations,
regulatory activism pursued by influential politicians, and logistical constraints — for example,
around parliamentary schedules — impact platform regulation (Flew et al., 2021; Gorwa, 2021).
In the UK context, Dommett and Zhu (2022) find that policymakers struggled to harmonise
and find consensus around conflicting policy proposals for an online safety regime, causing
delays. Experts also connected delays to Covid-19 and the government leadership crises

of 2022 (Hern, 2022; Kent et al., 2020).
4.2.2  Resources, Capacity, and Power in UK Platform Regulation

The literature discussed highlights persistent problems faced by state regulators in developing
platform regulation but has not dealt with questions as to why challenges arise and how they
can be overcome. I argue that there is value in shifting perspective from challenges that
impede regulation — a focus on non-regulation — and simultaneously towards regulatory

capacity that enables regulation — a focus on regulation.
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To support this analytical focus, I develop an original framework that links regulatory
resources to capacity and power. In this framework, resources serve as a proxy for an actor’s
capacity to regulate, whereby capacity denotes an actor’s potential ability to access and

mobilise resources towards regulation. This view draws from Black (2003):

Regulatory capacity is the actual or potential possession of resources plus the existence of
actual or potential conditions that make it likely that those resources will be deployed both
now and in the future in such a way as to further the identified goals of the regulatory
system or resolve identified problems. (Black, 2003, p. 68)

Black (2003) advances a resource-centric understanding of regulation in which an actor’s
capacity to regulate is directly related to its potential ability to deploy relevant resources. She
contends that some actors have greater capacity to regulate than others, depending on their
relative resource configurations. Resource constellations, in turn, should inform what she
refers to as enrolment decisions on how regulatory functions “are and should be distributed
between diverse actors in a regulatory system” (Black, 2003, p. 63). Thus, regulators can
overcome deficits by collaborating with other actors — and enrolling their resources — that
hold complementary resources (Black, 2003, p. 74). Throughout this thesis, I follow Black
(2003) and use the term ‘enrolment’ to describe how actors mobilise their own regulatory

resources or draw on those by others.

Black develops a model of six resources — information, expertise, financial resources,
authority and legitimacy, strategic position, and organisational capacity — that regulatory actors
can enrol in regulation. However, the model lacks conceptual clarity, as the six resources
intersect.* Black’s framework builds directly on Hood’s “tools of government” (1983)
approach, which postulates that there are four tools — nodality (the property of being in the

middle of a network), authority, treasure, and organisation — that governments use to govern.

4 For example, Black’s (2003) conception of financial resources as a resource provides that financial resources are
“largely instrumental” (p. 6) whereby the possession of financial resources enables the possession of other
regulatory resources. In her view, financial resources themselves are not directly deployed towards regulatory
functions (Black, 2002a, 2003).
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Hood conceives of these tools as “basic resources that governments tend to possess by virtue

of being governments” (Hood & Margetts, 2007, p. 5).

Based on the interaction between these conceptions of regulatory resources, and taking
into account Hood and Margetts’s (2007) work on the tools of government in a digital age and
Dunleavy and Carrera’s (2013) conception of organised expertise as a tool of government, I
propose a modified framework that distils four resources relevant for platform regulation:

information, treasure, authority, and organised expertise, as shown in Table 9.

Table 9: Regulatory resources in platform regulation.

Regulatory resource  Definition

Information Specialist and technical information that is relevant to policy decisions; information
about regulatee behaviour; ability to access timely, relevant, and reliable information

Authority Possession of legal or de facto influence to demand, forbid, guarantee, and
adjudicate; authority means that what an actor requires makes a practical difference
to the way other actors act

Treasure Possession of financial resources or fungible money that enables the possession,
exchange, or access to other relevant regulatory resources

Organised expertise Professionalised staff with expert knowledge and know-how relevant to regulatory
processes

Source: Authot’s own conceptualisation of regulatory capacity drawing from Black’s (2003) six-part model of
regulatory capacity; Hood’s (1983) four-part framework of tools of government; Hood and Margetts’s (2007)
work on computerising the tools of government; Dunleavy and Carrera’s (2013) conception of organised
expertise; and the synthesis of interview data collected for this research.

These four resources serve as a proxy for regulatory capacity. Regulatory capacity denotes
an actor’s potential to regulate — the ability to access and mobilise resources towards
regulation. Yet potential alone does not explain regulatory outcomes. I therefore introduce the
notion of regulatory power, understood as the realisation of capacity in regulatory
relationships: when resources are enacted and recognised in sustained attempts to alter the

behaviour of a regulatee (Black, 2006; Dahl, 1957; Lindvall & Teorell, 2016; Mann, 1984).

Through this conceptual grounding, the framework offers a contemporary understanding
of regulation used to situate the state as the primary regulator and platforms as the regulatees,

while foregrounding the shifting, resource-based power dynamics between them. It challenges
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accounts that focus solely on the state and instead points to hybrid regulatory models that

involve both state and platform actors (Hood, 1983; Levi-Faur, 2011).

In this way, the framework extends the existing literature on platform regulation, which
has commonly oversimplified state—platform dynamics. It tends to envision regulatory
systems as monolithic, dominated by either state or platform actors: Research on state-led
regulatory arrangements often spotlights platforms as subject to superordinate state power in
hierarchical systems (Barrett et al., 2021; Theil, 2019; Woods, 2019). Conversely, studies of
platform-led self-regulation often portray platforms as potent “new governors” (Klonick,
2017) that can supersede state power (Suzor, 2019). Work on “platform governance” (Gorwa,
2019b) and “multi-actor governance structures” (Papaevangelou, 2021, p. 5) recognises the
role of multiple actors, but tends to prioritise voluntary coordination over state regulation —

an approach increasingly out of step with emerging state-based regimes.

This research puts forward a resource-based framework of platform regulation to examine
how the interplay of the UK government and its regulatory agencies as a state regulator and
digital platforms as regulatees shaped the evolving online safety regime in the UK. By
analysing resource constellations, the framework reveals capacity advantages, deficits, and
asymmetries — which translate into regulatory power when enacted between regulator and

regulatee.
4.2.3  Regulatory Capture

To reflect on the impact of resource constellations in particular on regulation, I bring the
framework of regulatory resources into dialogue with theories of regulatory capture. On a
basic level, regulatory capture occurs when a regulator becomes co-opted by the interests of
the regulatee or another third party (Dal B, 20006). In the context of platform regulation,
scholars show that resource asymmetries — particularly where platforms hold informational

advantages over the state — are a potent vehicle for regulatory capture.
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Laux et al. (2021) argue that platforms influence regulatory audits by purposefully
withholding information from unfavourable auditors. Nechushtai introduces the notion of
“infrastructural capture” (2018) to describe the fact that actors tasked with platform oversight
are reliant on platform infrastructure, prompting capture. Exploring the impact of
information asymmetries between the media, as the fourth estate, and platforms, Dommett

(2021) finds that platforms withhold information to obstruct scrutiny.

In line with these findings, I argue that resource asymmetries — whereby platforms hold a
resource advantage over the state — prompt risks of regulatory capture that can obstruct the
development of platform regulation. When states must rely on platform resources to regulate,
platforms can withhold them to impede regulation and entrench capacity deficits; or
selectively share partial and biased resources, especially information, to shape the direction
and salience of regulatory debates in ways that serve their interests. I refer to this as regulatory
capacity capture. Resource deficits result in a weakened regulatory capacity of the state, where
the state lacks resources to mobilise in regulation. When platforms hold an advantage in areas
where the state is weak, this constellation can erode the state’s regulatory power in the

relationship with platforms, enabling platform actors to challenge effective regulation.
4.2.4 A Resource-Based Framework for the Study of Platform Regulation

I argue that the resource-based framework, applied to the study of regulatory processes
pursued in this chapter, advances the research on platform regulation in three central ways.
First, by tracing the enrolment of regulatory resources in an emergent regulatory landscape, 1
provide assessments of actor-specific regulatory capacity. Second, by highlighting resource
advantages, deficits, and asymmetries in state—platform interplay, the chapter offers insights
into how these constellations shape actor relationships and condition the development of

regulation. Third, by pinpointing resource-based constraints, the framework informs debates
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on the feasibility of regulation and supports recommendations for strategies to strengthen the

state’s regulatory power over online platforms.

4.3 The United Kingdom as a Case Study in Platform Safety Regulation

This research employs an interpretive case study of the emergent regulatory landscape in the
UK drawing on elite interviews and supplemented by document analysis and process tracing.
Building on Dommett and Zhu’s (2022) research on the Online Safety Bill (OSB), I have
adopted an instrumental approach “to provide insight into a particular issue [and] redraw
generalisations” (Mills et al., 2010, p. 474). The case study aims to develop a deep
understanding of the emergent regulatory system and reveal transportable patterns for

comparison.

The UK was selected as a case study for three reasons. First, the UK is a high-capacity
democracy that often sets precedent for international regulation (Busch et al., 2005). Second,
because interest groups have historically played a significant role in UK regulation and
platforms have established an affluent lobby, this case offers a rich context to study state—
platform interplay (Lombardi, 2022; Miller & Dinan, 2008; Popiel, 2018). Third, while
platform safety regulation had been declared a government priority and had enjoyed the
backing of top politicians, progress on regulation was repeatedly delayed (Kent et al., 2020).
While the UK case has unique political aspects, the insights of this research are relevant to
other nations and international bodies that face similar delays and obstacles in establishing

platform regulation.

Seeking to create thick descriptions of how regulatory actors used resources towards
emergent regulation in state—platform interplay, I have adopted a qualitative interpretive
approach using elite interviews as the key method supplemented by document analysis and
process tracing. Interview-based methods are frequently used in platform regulation

scholarship aimed at revealing context-rich accounts, as in research on regulatory
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development in Australia (Duguay et al., 2020), Germany (Gorwa, 2021), the UK (Dommett,
2021; Dommett & Zhu, 2022), and the US (Kadri & Klonick, 2019; Kettemann & Schulz,

2020).

With ethics approval from the University of Oxford, I conducted 33 semi-structured
interviews with 34 participants from March to December 2021; this meant that during my
tieldwork, the OSA was in active development, with a new draft bill (the OSB) being
introduced in May 2021, eventually becoming the OSA upon its passage into law in 2023.
Details on the target groups for interview recruitment are shown in Table 10. Because
regulators operate largely independently from government in the UK, I distinguished between
government and regulators during the recruitment and analysis phases of research relating to
this chapter. A full table of interview participants is available in Appendix C, however the two
groups are combined there to ensure consistency and comparability across the thesis. All

interviews were conducted via Zoom and lasted 47—70 minutes.

Table 10: Overview of target groups for interviews carried out by the researcher between 26 March 2021 and 16 December 2021.

Target gro Description Number of
get group P participants
Regutator Staff at regulatory agencies including the Office of Communications 8
(Ofcom), the Competition and Markets Authority (CMA), the
Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO), the Financial Conduct
Authority (FCA), and the Digital Regulation Cooperation Forum (DRCF)
Government Civil servants in government departments and on committees including 11
the Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS), the
DCMS Sub-Committee on Online Harms and Disinformation, and the
House of Commons Science and Technology Committee
Platforms and tech  Lobbyists and public affairs staff at giant technology platforms and likely 5
Category 1 companies
Acadenia, civil Experts in civil society organisations and academia including non-profit 10

society, law organisations, think tanks, fact-checking organisations, universities, and
legal consultancies

Note: Regulators and government actors were treated as separate groups in recruiting UK participants, because
regulators are independent from the UK government, broadly speaking.

This data was supplemented through triangulation with evidence from a document
analysis of key policy texts produced between the publication of the DCMS Internet Safety

Strategy Green Paper, which marked the UK government’s first official consultation on
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online safety, and the enactment of the OSA (2017-2023). The archive included transcripts
from parliamentary hearings, reports, press releases, and other official communications. To
identify and select relevant documents, I conducted a comprehensive search of UK
government websites, online databases, and legislative archives. I used strategic Boolean
combinations of keywords including: DCMS, dut* of care, legal but harmful, lawful but harmful,
Ofcom, Office of Communications, online harms, online platforn™, online safety, Online Safety Act, Online
Safety Bill, user-to-user service*. Key documents reviewed included the Internet Safety Strategy
Green Paper, the Online Harms White Paper, the Draft Online Safety Bill, and the Online
Safety Act (DCMS & Home Office, 2019; DCMS, 2017; DCMS & Home Office, 2021;

Online Safety Act, 2023). A full archive of documents analysed is available in Appendix D.

To analyse evidence, I employed interpretive coding moving from open-ended codes to
interpretive themes. Additionally, I used process tracing to reconstruct event sequences and

causal pathways in the data (Saldafia, 2009).

4.4 Platform Regulation and Online Safety in the UK, 2000s-2023

In recent years the regulation of platforms has emerged as a pressing issue on the UK’s public
agenda in response to concerns over online safety and platform power. But not long ago,
during the 2000s, large internet platforms were celebrated as beacons of democracy, growth,
and innovation. They enjoyed what one interviewee described as a “carte blanche”

(interview 24, anonymous 14, Platform and tech, 16 September 2021). At the time, platforms
enjoyed regulatory freedoms, tax incentives, and safe harbours designed to promote platform
investment. Poppy Wood, former Downing Street advisor, noted that up until the mid 2010s
policymakers had rolled out a metaphorical “red carpet” (interview 28, Wood,

29 September 2021) to attract tech giants.

Following what scholars coined a stream of “public shocks” (Ananny & Gillespie, 2016) —

possible foreign interference in the Brexit referendum and the 2016 US elections, the suicide
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of teenage girl Molly Russell that was linked to social media self-harm content in 2017, the
Cambridge Analytica scandal in 2018, attacks on 5G infrastructure in 2020, and Covid-

19 misinformation online — regulatory scrutiny of platforms intensified in the UK.
Policymakers examined the state’s capacity to regulate platforms under existing legal
frameworks, and regulatory agencies — including the Competition and Markets Authority
(CMA), the Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO), the Financial Conduct Authority
(FCA), and Ofcom — developed codes of conduct, and pursued official investigations or

litigation (Strowel & Vergote, 2018).

In 2019, the government published the Online Harms White Paper, which proposed a
single regulatory framework to counter a range of online harms (DCMS & Home Office,
2019). The paper received mixed reactions. Experts stressed concerns over chilling effects on
freedom of speech linked to content removal requirements (Nash, 2019). Policymakers vowed
“to build momentum” (Secretary of State for DCMS, 2020, Section 2.46). Yet with the onset
of the Covid-19 pandemic in early 2020, plans to introduce an online safety regime got
“caught in the middle of a pandemic and Britain’s ongoing divorce from Europe” (Kent et al.,

2020, para. 2) and the government announced substantial delays.

At the same time, heightened state—platform interplay shaped this period, as government
and platforms collaborated to combat information threats. For example, DCMS, the
Department of Health and Social Care (DHSC), and several large platforms including TikTok
and YouTube launched a joint public health campaign (DHSC et al., 2021). The government
also created the Counter Disinformation Policy Forum, which brought together stakeholders
from across government departments, platforms, academia, and civil society to pool resources

for content moderation and counter Covid-related misinformation (Dinenage, 2020).

In 2021, a revised draft of the OSB was introduced (DCMS & Home Office, 2021). After

several rounds of scrutiny and revision, the Bill was introduced into Parliament in 2022
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(Walker, 2022). It then remained in limbo amid debates over provisions on the removal of
legal but harmful content — which were eventually dropped for adults but retained for children
(Hern, 2022, 2023). At its core, the draft Bill proposed a statutory duty of care on platforms
towards their users, overseen by Ofcom. It required platforms, depending on their size and
functions, to conduct ongoing risk assessments of their services, take measures to mitigate
users’ exposure to illegal content, and comply with transparency requirements. With these
core provisions intact, the Bill passed through Parliament and became the Online Safety

Act 2023.

4.5 Analysis and Findings: Capacity Capture in an Emergent Regulatory System for

Platform Safety

My interviews revealed wide support for adopting platform safety regulation yet also showed
that policymakers struggled with regulatory policy development. Participants frequently
argued that platforms challenged the state’s regulatory capacity. As a result, at the time of
interviews in 2021, platform safety regulation was described as “stuck” (interview 28, Wood,
29 September 2021) in a state of “regulatory inertia” (interview 21, Naik, 8 September 2021).
Paradoxically, while these views were widespread, state stakeholders were vigorously
preparing for the new regime and expressed conviction that the OSA would succeed and soon

give the UK state greater power over platforms.

To examine state—platform dynamics and trace decisional perspectives of how and why
regulation developed in the UK, this chapter applies the framework of four key regulatory
resources — information, authority, treasure, and organised expertise — to a systematic
empirical analysis of platform regulation. By analysing the relative configurations of these
resources between the state and platforms, the resource-based approach is well equipped to

pinpoint where regulatory capacity was insufficient or actively challenged, and how these
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constellations shaped power dynamics. In doing so, it highlights resource-based factors that

explain persistent shortcomings of the UK’s regulatory system for online safety.
4.5.1  Information

With regard to information, my interviews revealed a wide-reaching “information vacuum”
(interview 7, anonymous 2, Government and regulators, 21 April 2021) and “basic lack of
information on how platforms act” (interview 13, anonymous 6, Government and regulators,
15 July 2021) among government staff and regulators vis-a-vis platform regulatees throughout
the development of the OSA. As a result of these information limitations, policy issues related
to platforms remained “ill-defined” (interview 21, Naik, 8 September 2021) and “opaque”
(interview 13, anonymous 6, Government and regulators, 15 July 2021), thereby diminishing
the capacity of the UK regulatory system. Highlighting the impact of information gaps on

emergent regulation, one interviewee argued:

We know what is in each pack of cigarettes. And we know every time someone buys it,
that that’s what they’re getting. With tech, with social media, every single person sees
something different. And we have no idea why they’re seeing what they’re seeing and what
they’re seeing. So that’s where the transparency bit comes in, which is: how do we even
start to figure out what the harms are and how to regulate it? If right now we don’t even
know really what the problem is, we can only see that there are bad outcomes.

(interview 14, anonymous 7, Academia, civil society, and law, 16 July 2021)

This statement underscores that policymakers viewed information as a critical, but in this
context scarce, resource for developing regulatory measures. An interviewee involved in
developing online safety measures at DCMS put it succinctly: “it’s hard to establish [regulato

ping p Y ) ry
policy] when you don’t have the evidence base” (interview 2, anonymous 1, 6 April 2021).
Table 11 provides an analytical overview of the types of platform data that participants

considered relevant to the development of regulation.
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Table 11: Platform data and its accessibility to external parties including state stakebolders.
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Level of
Types of platform data ~ Sharing mechanism state Access limitations
access
Platform design Algorithm design, None None: no Access protected by
and product machine learning design, access to trade secrets, NDAs,
development code, developer platform protected intellectual
documentation, A/B data property, patents,
testing organisational
safeguards
Bebavioural data ~ Engagement metrics, APlIs, bespoke data Low: Aggregate-level data
interaction statistics, A/B  sharing programmes, limited only; state often
testing, aggregate-level proprietary analytics access to excluded from direct
and user-level user tools, proprietary restricted access; state access
statistics account and ad platform through third-party
management tools data analysis
Phenomenological  Examples of individual Bilateral meetings and Low: Platform discretion,
evidence narratives, content other interaction, limited case by case
moderation decisions, written evidence access to
and events on platforms restricted
platform
data
Service agreements  User agreements, terms Publicly accessible Medium: Publicly available
and operational of service, community documents, blog posts,  public data considered
data guidelines, content announcements, public  access to unclear, insufficient,
moderation guidelines, transparency reports, restricted or incomplete
user policies, aggregate- formal staff platform
level content moderation  presentations data

decisions

Source: Author’s analysis based on interview data collected between 26 March 2021 and 16 December 2021 and
on document analysis.

On an administrative level, policymakers struggled to comply with formal requirements

for providing sufficient evidence in policy processes due to the overall lack of information.

Participants described difficulties they had in adhering to best practices and government

requirements for evidence-based policymaking (see Nutley et al., 2002). For instance, they

reported issues in sourcing evidence for policy briefings, which then prompted requests for

revisions. The effects of this scarcity of information became evident in pre-legislative scrutiny

of the draft OSB, where policy proposals were repeatedly criticised for insufficient evidence

(DCMS, 2022; Secretary of State for DCMS, 2020).

Prompted to discuss the causes of information limitations, participants overwhelmingly

attributed them to “information asymmetries ... between them [platforms] and any other

actors” (interview 13, anonymous 6, Government and regulators, 15 July 2021). There was a



Lisa-Maria Neudert 144

broad consensus that platforms held an information advantage and tightly restricted external
access to information. The interviewees indicated that platforms regularly rejected
government pleas for information. This included both broad appeals and concrete requests

for particular data, such as on the effects of anti-vax content policies.

Several interviewees argued that platforms deliberately withheld information, in order to
frustrate the state’s capacity to develop regulation. Similarly, a Member of Parliament argued
in an oral evidence hearing that platforms were “kicking all this into the long grass, playing for
a bit of time ... because it suits [their] purposes” (IDCMS Sub-Committee on Online Harms

and Disinformation, 2020, p. 47).

To the extent that platforms shared information — through expert hearings, submission of
written evidence, multi-stakeholder roundtables, or policy events — interviewees expressed
concern that platforms instrumentalised information-sharing to influence regulation.
Participants echoed that platforms had positioned themselves as the sole brokers of
information. As a result, policymakers necessarily had to rely directly on platforms for
evidence, undermining their capacity to verify claims or source independent information —
putting them at risk of regulatory capture. One interviewee involved in gathering information

argued:

[When talking to platforms there| was a concern about not being captured or being seen
as captured. Platforms have an ability to talk about the specifics in a way that sounds
much more authentic and informed than any other actors do. And that’s partly because of
the information asymmetries that exist. (interview 13, anonymous 6, Government and
regulators, 15 July 2021)

Participants noted that platforms used bilateral conversations as “an opportunity to say
something positive from their perspective” (interview, 17 anonymous 10, Government and
regulators, 26 August 2021) while obscuring information about risks and harms. Several
observed that platforms volunteered extensive detail on harmful but legal content — the focus

of ongoing controversy — in what Lorna Woods, Professor of Internet Law, described as a
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strategic “muddying of the waters by the emphasis on types of content” (interview 23, Woods,
15 August 2021). Two interviewees also reported instances where platform staff gave
conflicting information to different policymakers, “like a naughty child between parents”

(interview 18, anonymous 11, Government and regulators, 27 August 2021).
4.5.2  Authority

Participants considered state authority inadequate for platform regulation and emphasised the
need for a platform-focused legal mandate — commonly equated to the yet-to-be-implemented
OSA. Interviews showed that regulatory agencies, confident in the eventual passage of the Act
and the establishment of legal authority over platforms, attempted to mandate platform
compliance even while the OSA was still in development. As one interviewee at a large
platform put it, the agencies “flexed their regulatory muscle” (interview 24, anonymous 14,
Platform and tech, 16 September 2021). For instance, according to Simon McDougall, former
ICO Deputy Commissioner, regulatory agencies like the CMA and Ofcom offered voluntary
audits for platforms against anticipated regulatory requirements (interview 29, McDougall,

29 September 2021).

By contrast, a handful of participants pointed to the lax implementation of existing legal
authority. They argued that failure to enforce, in their view, fit-for-purpose frameworks on
competition, tax, and free speech encouraged neglectful platform behaviour (interview 21,
Naik, 8 September 2021). An interviewee in a senior position at Ofcom argued that as long as
the OSA was still in development, platforms benefitted from “a little bit of leeway”

(interview 19, anonymous 12, Government and regulators, 27 August 2021).

Interviewees further indicated that platforms actively challenged existing legal authority.
Consistent with prior research, participants revealed that platforms exploited legal gaps and
political benevolence as an integral strategy of their disruptive business models (Lobel, 20106).

For example, participants accused platforms of manipulative advertising practices despite
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being aware of their potential harms. They also noted that platforms often pursued litigation
against interventions such as fines or information requests (interview 21, Naik,

8 September 2021).

Beyond challenging state authority, the data revealed that platforms were often regarded
not just as regulatees but as quasi-regulators in online safety. Many interviewees described
platform policies and technology as de facto binding rules that steered user behaviour, which
they compared to the way state regulation steers the public. An interviewee from a regulatory

agency argued:

[Platform]| organisations are developing de facto standards by virtue of their market share.
That means that everybody has to follow them. And I think we know what we’re talking
about there, as opposed to potentially what impact a state actor could have on pushing a
standard that then is expected to be implemented. (interview 19, anonymous 12,
Government and regulators, 27 August 2021)

This statement exemplifies that participants not only acknowledged platform authority but
sometimes considered it superior to state authority. Owing to tech giants’ vast user base,
platform measures affected users worldwide, whereas state measures only applied in the UK,
explained Chloe Colliver at Ofcom (interview 5, Colliver, 12 April 2021). A member of the
DCMS Sub-Committee said that “it’s a public policy issue, what [platforms’] internal policies
are” (interview 13, anonymous 6, Government and regulators, 15 July 2021), effectively

likening corporate to public policy.

However, most interviewees took issue with platform authority, stressing its lack of
legitimacy and the failure of platforms to self-regulate. Even platform representatives
expressed unease with the potential impact of platform actions, especially with regard to

content moderation decisions.

Despite those concerns, participants described how state actors relied on platform

authority to compensate for resource deficits. This reliance typically took the form of
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government officials evaluating the spread of harmful but legal content online as an urgent
safety threat and then requesting platform intervention. This included formal requests to
review individual pieces of content under trusted flagger programmes,’ but also more informal
demands to review content ranging from comments on the “suitability” (interview 7,
anonymous 2, Government and regulators, 21 April 2021) of existing policies, to requests for

new policies, to calls for removing or blocking broad categories of content.

Participants were acutely aware that state actors held no legal authority over harmful
content, instead having to co-opt platform authority and organised expertise. An interviewee

from a government department recalled complex considerations:

None of this content is illegal ... but we are worried about the effects ... we don’t want
this image spreading, people getting attacked or property damaged, or people get seriously
ill and die ... but at the same time, we’ve got to be absolutely sure we’re on the right side
of democratic principles. (interview 2, anonymous 1, Government and regulators,

6 April 2021)

Civil servants showed detailed knowledge of platform policies, with participants
explaining that policymakers studied corporate service agreements and standards. This
illustrates that while the government co-opted platform authority, it did so on the platforms’
terms. A prominent example was Oliver Dowden, then DCMS Secretary of State, who
in 2020 reportedly “summoned” (Kelion, 2020, para. 1) platform staff after several 5G masts
were set on fire following viral misinformation linking 5G to Covid-19. He demanded stricter

content policies, which platforms subsequently adopted (interview 3, Aitken, 7 April 2021).
4.5.3  Treasure

The analysis revealed major resource asymmetries in treasure — here, financial resources for

platform safety issues — between the UK government and giant technology platforms.

5 Programmes run by platforms in which organisations are accredited as so-called trusted flaggers. These
organisations can then report potentially illegal or harmful content for review by the platform’s content
moderation systems and teams.
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In 2021 the UK government allotted “over £110 million ... through the passage and
implementation of the Online Safety Bill” (HM Treasury, 2020, p. 115) after years of

restrictive spending. Participants considered this budget adequate and even generous.

Yet compared to platform spending, it was marginal. Meta spent US$13 billion on trust
and safety between 2016 and 2021, while Google and Microsoft pledged US$30 billion
from 2021 to 2026 (Feiner, 2021; Robertson, 2021). Although the UK share of these sums is
unclear, this evidence suggests that major platforms hold far superior monetary capacity for
safety issues. Many participants subscribed to the notion of tech giants as fiscally affluent,

though several noted resource limitations among smaller platform companies.

In light of the relative wealth of platforms, participants criticised them for failing to
contribute to the costs of platform safety. An interviewee at a civil society organisation

explained:

We have had big industry creating emissions and then regular citizens had to bear a lot of
the costs for that. And now we are trying to think of models for how to internalise the
costs [of online harms] a little bit more. (interview 14, anonymous 7, Academia, civil
society, and law, 16 July 2021)

This analogy resonates with notions of internalising negative externalities, costs associated
with business activities — here, the platform-based online harms that are borne by the public
rather than the firm (Verveer, 2019). Participants noted that requiring companies to absorb
such costs was integral to the OSA. They discussed government-issued fines rather than
taxation, arguing that limits on the existing fines were far too low given platforms’ vast

treasure (interview 4, Taylor, 7 April 2023; interview 5, Colliver, 12 April 2021).

Across several interviews, participants raised concerns about the effects of platform
treasure. Government and regulatory staff viewed internet services as pillars of innovation and

growth but warned that platforms’ economic weight risked capturing policymaking. Tensions
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emerged between proposals for platform safety regulation and aspirations for British tech

sovereignty (DCMS & DSIT, 2023; interview 21, Naik, 8 September 2021; AI Council, 2021).

Participants were divided. Some described regulation as a clash between “American tech
capital vs European governments” (interview 9, Durham, 27 April 2021), aimed at rebalancing
“what’s good for business ... [with] what’s good for the people” (interview 10, anonymous 4,
Government and regulators, 2 June 2021). Others thought that politicians sought to shield
platforms’ economic interests from regulatory scrutiny to sustain their UK ventures. Maria

Luisa Stasi, Senior Legal Officer at Article 19, argued:

If I were a CEO of a big company, I would say it could have been way worse. Our
business model is safe ... we just need to be a little more serious on the [voluntary] efforts
and tick a few more boxes ... We might lose some money, but the entire ship is safe.
(interview 30, Stasi, 12 October 2021)

Finally, interviews highlighted the use of platform treasure for lobbying. Civil servants
often described interactions with platform staff as lobbying, noting that “platform policy
people are basically slightly lobbyists” (interview 11, anonymous 5, 6 June 2021). Platforms
rank among the biggest spenders on lobbying in Europe, with both spending and staff
increasing over time (Lombardi, 2022). In the UK, firms sponsored or co-hosted events with
government departments, including events on platform safety regulation (Westminster
eForum, 2022). While the OSA was still in development, platforms made large donations to
political groups and heavily funded tech-focused civil society and research organisations,

including fact-checkers and watchdogs (Clarke et al., 2021).
4.5.4  Organised Expertise

Several interviews pinpointed insufficient technical expertise among staff in government
departments and regulatory agencies, causing capacity deficits. Participants judged state
technical expertise inferior to that of the firms, especially on platform technologies and

algorithms. The sharpest deficiencies were attributed to politicians, who high-profile officials
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described as “misinformed” (interview 17, anonymous 10, Government and regulators,
26 August 2021) and reliant on “lived experience” (interview 18, anonymous 11, Platforms
and tech, 27 August 2021) as private users of internet platforms — resulting in oversimplified

views of complex policy issues. A platform public affairs professional said:

I think the bigger risk isn’t that people don’t understand it. It’s the people who think they
do understand it ... I don’t believe many people who regulate the aerospace industry, do
you really think they know how planes fly? (interview 18, anonymous 11, Platforms and
tech, 27 August 2021)

Paradoxically, despite recognising these deficits, interviewees still judged state expertise
sufficient to develop platform regulation. A participant at a regulatory agency cited precedents
— the experience of DCMS in broadband spectrum policies, or Ofcom’s background in
content regulation — as proof of technical expertise, but did not consider whether such

expertise was transferable (interview 22, anonymous 13, Government and regulators,

13 September 2021).

Despite ambiguous views on public expertise, interviews highlighted several initiatives
aimed at building capacity for the emergent platform regulation regime. Participants described
a “surge in staffing” (interview 32, anonymous 18, Government and regulators,

12 November 2021) at key regulatory offices. Ofcom created 350 new roles for the OSA
(Ofcom, 2022) and the CMA launched a unit for overseeing “the most powerful digital firms”
(CMA, 2021, para. 1). Interviewees also described a push towards “greater cooperation on
online regulatory matters” (CMA et al., 2021, para. 1), culminating in the launch of the Digital
Regulation Cooperation Forum (DRCF), tasked with pooling organised expertise across key

agencies regulating the digital sphere.

Beyond building in-house capacity, the state relied on input from platforms to supplement
insufficient organised expertise. As noted in the section on authority, government

departments hosted regular meetings with major platforms, especially during crises. These



Lisa-Maria Neudert 151

meetings aimed to establish a “collective understanding” of the information environment
though not “a collective response” (interview 7, anonymous 2, Government and regulators,

21 April 2021), according to a government department representative. But several
interviewees described “grey area conversations” (interview 7, anonymous 2, Government and
regulators, 21 April 2021) in which the government called on platforms to deploy their

organised expertise to counter emerging threats.

My data documented instances where officials asked platform personnel to moderate
content using human or technical content moderation. Civil servants acknowledged that the
UK government lacked the staff and technical resources to moderate content at scale but
generally thought that large platforms had adequate organised expertise. Interviewees voiced
concerns about the appropriate level of state involvement without a legal mandate yet stressed
the need for agile interventions at scale during crises — something they argued could not be
achieved through lengthy law-making processes such as the OSA, thus necessitating platform

involvement.

Conversely, interviews also revealed rivalry over organised expertise. Public and private
sectors competed directly for highly skilled technical talent. To match platform salaries,
government departments and regulatory agencies overhauled pay structures for technical

roles. A participant from a regulatory agency explained:

There was a limited talent pool available anyway in the country. Because you had to have
taken an altruistic approach to end up working in [the public sector] ... Now we can
actually get employed on a proper salary, which is always nice, and the skill sets we have
range across all the different spectrums, networks, cybersecurity, image text classification.
(interview 19, anonymous 12, Government and regulators, 27 August 2021)

What is more, highlighting the state—platform interplay around organised expertise, my
analysis revealed a revolving door in which senior government employees moved into public
affairs roles at platforms. Among my interviewees, four of the five participants working in

industry had previously held roles in UK government departments, including at DCMS and
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the Cabinet Office. By contrast, none of the state interviewees were previously affiliated with
industry. Experts have also noted platforms’ hiring of UK politicians in policy roles (Courea,
2022; Gemmell, 2021). The most prominent case is Nick Clegg, former Deputy Prime
Minister, who served as Meta’s Head and later President of Global Affairs from 2018 to 2025.
According to Corporate Europe Observatory, about three-quarters of Google’s and Meta’s
lobbyists accredited with the European Parliament in 2022 had formerly worked in
government (Corporate Europe Observatory, 2022). Researchers link revolving-door

dynamics to regulatory capture and spillover effects of sensitive organisational expertise (Dal

Bo, 2000).
4.5.5  Interim Summary of Findings

Summarising the resource-based dynamics between state and platform actors during the
development of the OSA, with regard to information, government and regulatory bodies
lacked information on platform activities and relied on platforms to provide it, while
platforms strategically restricted access to limit regulatory capacity. As for authority, even with
the OSA promising enhanced legal authority, platforms held what many government and
regulatory staff regarded as superior de facto authority. Government departments enrolled
this corporate authority for content moderation without a clear mandate, blurring the
boundaries of regulatory power. When it comes to treasure, both state and platform actors
held substantial, though unequal, treasure for safety regulation, but state resources were tied
to domestic platform business activity, incentivising states to shield platform interests rather
than exercise regulation. Finally, looking at organised expertise, there was a persistent gap:
government departments and regulators increasingly competed with platforms for limited
resources and informally requested that platforms deploy their organised expertise at scale,

enrolling platform capacity without a mandate.
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4.6 Discussion

In this chapter, I developed and applied a resource-based framework to study the UK’s
emerging approach for platform safety regulation. Building on empirical data from 34 elite
interviewees, document analysis, and process tracing, as well as policy studies and regulation
theory, I identified four salient resources — information, treasure, authority, and organised
expertise — as central to building regulatory capacity for regulating digital platforms (Black,
2003; Hood, 1983; Hood & Margetts, 2007). I argued that regulatory capacity — and by
extension regulatory power — can be proxied by resources and is best understood by analysing

resource dynamics between states and platforms.

Using this framework, I traced the resource constellations of state and private actors in
interplay, revealing persistent deficits and asymmetries in which platforms held resource
advantages over the state during the development of the OSA. My analysis shows that
regulatory capacity and power were interwoven with platform resources in ways that created
dependencies, rivalry, and contestation, but also opportunities for collaboration. Overall,
however, asymmetric resource constellations diminished the state’s regulatory capacity —
hollowing out its regulatory power — created risks of capture as platforms leveraged their
resources to impede regulatory development, and led to the enrolment of superior platform
resources to perform quasi-public functions without a state mandate — such as managing
harmful but legal content during the Covid-19 crisis. These dynamics enabled platforms to
influence both the development of the OSA and emerging regulatory practice, even before the

Act’s enactment.

This section situates these empirical findings in relation to the OSA. At the time of the
interviews, the Act was still under development, reflecting a period of pre-legislative
uncertainty. However, it has since been enacted, in 2023. This discussion considers whether

the overarching regulatory approach outlined in the OSA is equipped to mitigate the resource-
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based challenges identified in the analysis. I identify three core regulatory strategies in the

OSA and discuss their potential to strengthen regulatory capacity.
Risk Assessments, Safety Duties, and Terms of Service

The OSA mandates that platforms conduct risk assessments on their services, including
design, operation, and content, to evaluate the risk of users encountering illegal content

(Part 3, Chapter 2, Section 9). For services likely to be accessed by children, a separate risk
assessment is required to evaluate potential harms to children from harmful content (Part 3,
Chapter 2, Section 11). The Act also imposes safety duties on platforms, requiring them to
adopt proportionate measures to mitigate risks through content moderation, technical
features, and user support measures (Part 3, Chapter 2, Section 10). Additionally, the OSA
creates a duty for platforms to adopt clear and accessible terms of service and apply them
consistently to protect users from illegal or harmful content, for example by setting out age
restrictions on access (Part 3, Chapter 2, Sections 10 & 12). The OSA leverages the platforms’
organised expertise — in this context, predominantly staff and technology — to identify and
mitigate risks associated with complex technologies, system-level outcomes, and content,
enabling the state to draw on superior platform capacity while also offsetting limited state
resources given the scale of services and content in scope. The Act actively enlists platform
authority in its safety regime, requiring platforms to define and apply proprietary rules for the

mitigation of illegal and harmful content.
Information Powers and Transparency Requirements

Second, the OSA grants Ofcom wide-ranging powers to request from platforms “any
information that they [Ofcom)] require for the purpose of exercising, or deciding whether to
exercise, any of their online safety functions” (Part 7, Chapter 4, Section 100). This includes
information necessary to assess compliance, evaluate the accuracy and effectiveness of

technology, and carry out research on online safety issues, such as illegal content and user
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exposure to risks (Part 7, Chapter 4, Section 100). Under these provisions, Ofcom is
authorised to view information demonstrating the operation of systems, including algorithms,
in real time (Part 7, Chapter 4, Section 100). All requests must be proportionate to their
regulatory purpose. Ofcom may also appoint skilled persons within companies to provide
reports for compliance assessments and risk understanding (Part 7, Chapter 4, Section 104).
The OSA further requires platforms to produce regular transparency reports (Part 4,

Chapter 5, Section 77). With these information powers, Ofcom can address persistent
information asymmetries and enhance the state’s position in information resources. Going
forward, increased information capacity can inform more data-driven decision-making on the
use and development of other capacities. Additionally, the state enrols platforms’ organised
expertise by requiring firms to collect and make information on online safety issues accessible

in reports (Part 4, Chapter 5, Section 77).
Enforcement Powers, Codes of Practice, and Guidance

Finally, the OSA empowers Ofcom to oversee and enforce compliance with the new
regulations and corresponding duties, including the ability to issue penalties of up

to 10 percent of a platform’s annual global revenue or daily rate penalties for ongoing non-
compliance (Part 7, Chapter 6, Section 137 & Schedule 13). Thus, the OSA enables the
transfer of substantial treasure to the state from platforms that violate the law. Ofcom may
also seek court orders to impose business disruption measures in serious cases, including
revoking a platform’s access to third-party services such as internet service providers or
payment services (Part 7, Chapter 6, Sections 144-148). Additionally, Ofcom must produce
codes of practice specifying the measures that platforms should take to comply and provide
guidance documents on implementation (Part 3, Chapter 6). However, experts note that
adherence to the codes is mandatory, though compliance would establish a presumption of

tulfilling the relevant duty (Heywood, 2022). To summarise, the OSA invests considerable
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authority in Ofcom and creates a legal basis for state intervention in online safety, while
placing a significant burden on the regulator Ofcom to help firms interpret evolving risks and

compliance requirements. Ultimate authority rests with Ofcom and UK courts.

When examining the OSA in terms of regulatory resources, it becomes evident that
platform regulation in the UK remains characterised by a complex interplay between the state
and platforms. The state can mandate access to platform resources, partially levelling resource
asymmetries. But what is more, the Act also relies on a risk-based duty of care that directly
enrols platforms in the regulatory regime and requires them to use their resources to develop
and enforce measures in line with the regulatory framework. In this sense, platforms assume
quasi-regulatory functions, drawing on their own resources to self-regulate their services

under the stipulations in the OSA.

This is perhaps the Act’s most significant achievement. The OSA establishes a regulated
self-regulation approach: the state provides the mandate and oversight, while platforms are
enrolled to exercise quasi-regulatory functions using their own resources. By enrolling
platform resources on the basis of a clear legal mandate, the state taps into platform capacity
while ultimately retaining regulatory power: how platform resources are mobilised for
regulatory functions is defined in the OSA and in further codes of practice and guidance by

Ofcom, and is enforced by the regulator.

Nevertheless, the risk-based approach leaves platforms with substantial discretion,
particularly as codes of practice and guidance are still being developed during implementation.
If the state remains short on essential resources and dependent on platforms, the OSA’s
success rests primarily on the state’s legal authority and its ability to devise and enforce
effective governance mechanisms. Especially crucial for strengthening regulatory capacity in

relation to platforms are information — independently collected or at least verified — and
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technical organised expertise, without which the regulatory regime risks being overly reliant on

platform resources.

The research in this chapter has narrowly focused on state—platform interplay in the UK
spotlighting the interpretive perspectives of experts and, to a lesser extent, the positions
formally encoded in policy documents. While this approach is well suited to uncover how
policy actors interpreted resource constellations, mobilised them in regulatory relationships,
and formally codified them, it leaves unanswered questions about the actual scale and
composition of resources — questions that quantitative-comparative approaches would be best

equipped to address.

Future research is also needed to test whether the framework of regulatory capacity and its
four resources can explain regulatory processes across other states and in adjacent regulatory
domains such as Al, cryptocurrencies, or virtual metaverses. In this context, it is crucial to
examine how platform resources can be formally enrolled in regulated self-regulatory
arrangements while mitigating risks of capture in regulatory practice. Moreover, civil society
organisations and research institutions are likely loci of regulatory capacity that remain

underexplored here.

A systematic, multi-method analysis of state, corporate, and civic actors with regard to
their capacity to fulfil regulatory functions could offer a stronger empirical basis to inform the
ideal enrolment of actors and their respective resources in regulation going forward, with

particular attention on levelling power relations between different actor groups.

4.7 Conclusion

In this chapter, I examined the United Kingdom’s developing online safety regime as a case
study to investigate how and why even high-capacity, well-resourced democracies struggle to
regulate platforms. I introduced a framework of four resources to analyse regulatory capacity

in platform regulation and drew on original data from 34 elite participants across government,
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regulatory agencies, digital platforms, and civil society triangulated with document analysis and

process tracing.

The study has three key findings. First, state actors lacked critical regulatory resources. As
a result, the state lacked necessary regulatory capacity, hindering the development of platform
regulation. Second, platforms held substantial resource advantages over the state, which
produced resource asymmetries in state—platform relationships. Third, these asymmetries
created risks of regulatory capture, whereby platforms could leverage their superior resource

position to influence the emergent regulatory regime.

Finally, I applied these findings to the OSA. The analysis shows that the Act seeks to
mitigate imbalanced power dynamics by legally mandating that platforms enrol their resources
in the emergent regime and creating detailed mandates for how they must be deployed —
thereby installing safeguards and legal guardrails to prevent capture. The success of this
approach ultimately depends on Ofcom’s capacity to oversee and enforce compliance,

alongside the development of independent resources within the state.
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Chapter 5:  Reclaiming Digital
Sovereignty: Policy and Power
Dynamics behind Germany’s NetzDG

5.1 Introduction

“What is prohibited offline is also not allowed
online and will be punished.” — Heiko Maas, 2015

Germany’s Network Enforcement Act (NetzDG) marked the beginning of a new era of
internet regulation, characterised by an increasing assertion of government power over private
platforms. Introduced, passed, and enacted within an unusually rapid time span of nine
months in 2017, this law stood as the first in the world to specifically target digital platforms
(Heldt, 2019b; Hemmert-Halswick, 2021; NetzDG, 2017; Zurth, 2020). NetzDG required
that giant social media platform companies with more than two million registered users in
Germany enforce German speech laws on their networks. The law pursued an interventionist
approach setting out detailed legal obligations: it imposed stringent deadlines for the swift
removal of illegal content, obligated companies to establish content moderation and review
systems, mandated transparency reporting, and imposed severe fines for non-compliance —

establishing a regulatory approach both bold and unprecedented.

Described as “the first of its kind worldwide” (Hemmert-Halswick, 2021, p. 416; Zurth,
2020, p. 1048), NetzDG represented a departure from the previously dominant light-touch
approaches to internet speech regulation. Previously, the EU E-Commerce Directive, enacted
in 2000, had granted internet services broad immunity from liability for user-generated
content. It had introduced a notice-and-takedown regime that required providers to remove

illegal content only once they became aware of it (E-Commerce Directive, 2000).
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Conversely, NetzDG required large platforms to establish comprehensive systems for
content review and removal. While still notice-and-takedown-based, NetzDG compelled
companies to proactively manage and resource moderation procedures in order to comply
with German law. This approach shifted the legal compliance burden onto platforms and
significantly enhanced state oversight (Heldt, 2019a). In doing so, NetzDG set a precedent for
“new-school speech regulations” (Balkin, 2014;° Klausa, 2023), which mandate that platforms
proactively establish effective procedures for handling illegal content rather than relying on

reactive removal upon notice.

Following NetzDG’s adoption, several democratic governments adopted laws obliging
digital platforms to establish systematic procedures for swiftly removing content deemed
illegal under national laws. For instance, France’s Law Avia in 2020, Austria’s KoPl-G
in 2021, Australia’s Online Safety Act in 2021, and the United Kingdom’s Online Safety Act
in 2023 — as well as the EU’s Digital Services Act (DSA), which largely superseded NetzDG
when it came into effect in Germany in 2024 (Digitale-Dienste-Gesetz, 2024). Reflecting on
NetzDG’s impact, Hemmert-Halswick argues that it was evident that “NetzDG has already

done pioneering work and paved the way for similar laws on content regulation” (2021,

p. 430).

While NetzDG has been praised by some as a landmark law, concerns about its impact
emerged both within Germany and internationally. Its effectiveness in content moderation
was questioned by researchers like Heldt (2019b), Schmitz and Berndt (2018), and particularly
Liesching et al. (2021), who found that platforms removed only a marginal amount of content
under NetzDG, concluding that the law had “no immediate, significant regulatory effect”

(Liesching et al., 2021, p. 359). The requirement for private companies to enforce complex

¢ Balkin argues that the widespread emergence of digital networks has prompted the emergence of so-called new-
school speech regulation. These regulations aim directly at digital networks and assign them regulatory roles
pertaining to speech regulations, reflecting a shift in how free speech is regulated in digital environments.
”'Though key provisions of the law were struck down by the French Constitutional Council in 2020.
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legal standards raised concerns not only about a chilling effect on speech, but also about the
capacity and appropriateness of private actors performing state functions (Griffin, 2022;
United Nations Human Rights Council, 2018). Perhaps most alarmingly, autocratic states,
including Russia, started using NetzDG as a blueprint for their own legislation, leveraging it
for censorship under the guise of compliance with national speech laws (Delcker, 2020;

Mchangama & Fiss, 2019; Reporters Without Borders, 2017; Windwehr & York, 2020).

Given the criticisms and concerns about its impact, the swift enactment of NetzDG in
Germany — coupled with continued international uptake of regulatory frameworks that require
the procedural enforcement of national laws by private platforms — presents a paradox. Does

NetzDG represent a universally appealing “idea whose time has come” (Kingdon, 1995, p. 5)?

In this chapter, I examine NetzDG as an instrumental case study to analyse how the idea
of procedural enforcement of national speech laws emerged as successful. Integrating
Kingdon’s multiple streams approach (MSA) — a well-established framework for analysing the
role of ideas in the context of policy change across the problem, policy, and political streams
(Hoefer, 2022; Kingdon, 1995) — with theories of regulatory power, the research develops an
original, power-integrated MSA. I use this approach to analyse how power was negotiated
between regulatory actors and how these actor dynamics drove complex regulatory processes.
The chapter reveals a tug of war over key regulatory resources between the German
government and platforms, highlighting how regulatory power dynamics shaped regulation in
practice. My analysis not only sheds light on the specific case of NetzDG but also provides

insights applicable to understanding regulatory challenges in platform regulation globally.

The chapter is structured as follows. It begins with a literature review that synthesises
scholarship on platform regulation, Kingdon’s (1995) MSA, and theoties of regulatory power,
introducing an original power-integrated MSA. The methodology section details my use of

elite interviews with 26 experts, document analysis, and process tracing to conduct an
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interpretive analysis of platform regulation in Germany. The analysis section applies the
power-integrated MSA to examine the regulatory processes leading to the adoption of
NetzDG. It dissects the power dynamics between the government and platforms across the
multiple streams, highlighting the significant role of regulatory power in shaping policy
change. The discussion explores the implications of NetzDG for platform regulation in
Germany and more widely, extending to its broader impacts in Brussels and internationally.
This research demonstrates that the power-integrated MSA provides a comprehensive

analytical lens for understanding the dynamics of regulatory power and its effects on digital

regulatory policy.

5.2 Power in the Regulation of Digital Platforms

5.2.1  Platform Regulation in Germany

The early days of the internet were marked by a belief in a “naturally independent” (Barlow,
2019, p. 5) cyberspace beyond the constraints of traditional regulation. This perception was
rooted in the idea that the internet transcends jurisdictions, making it inherently ungovernable
(Deibert et al., 2008, 2010). Scholars and policymakers alike were quick to challenge “utopian
visions of space beyond the state” (Bloch-Wehba, 2019, p. 36). Nonetheless, a deep-seated
preference for limited government intervention persisted well into the mid-2000s, favouring
light-touch approaches and policies in support of the burgeoning digital economy in Europe

and the US (Bietti, 2021; Bloch-Wehba, 2019).

In the late 1990s and early 2000s, early regulation in areas such as privacy, copyright, and
e-commerce emerged, designed to introduce some legal boundaries while protecting the
budding digital sector. Fundamentally, the EU E-Commerce Directive (ECD) of 2000
introduced limited liability protections for internet services, granting them immunity from

liability for illegal content and requiring removal only upon prior notice (E-Commerce
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Directive, 2000). In Germany, these provisions are further defined under Sections 7-10 of the

Telemedia Act (TMG) of 2007 (TMG, 2007).

In the 2010s, there was a trend towards increasing centralisation of the internet, with a
handful of dominant platforms emerging as central infrastructures of social, economic, and
political life (Zuboft, 2019). Increasingly, it became evident through a growing body of
research that these digital platforms are not mere neutral conduits of information, but actively
contribute to a range of online harms such as disinformation, privacy violations, manipulative
digital campaigning, cyber bullying, hate speech, and the erosion of trust in institutions
(Dommett et al., 2024; Howard, 2020). High-profile scandals involving these platforms, such
as Russian interference in the US presidential elections in 2016 and the Cambridge Analytica
scandal in 2018, triggered a critical re-evaluation of the need for government intervention in

the late 2010s (Bradshaw et al., 2018; Klinger et al., 2023).

Against the backdrop of mounting evidence about safety risks associated with platforms, a
“new consensus seems to be emerging among policymakers, companies, and civil societal
actors” (Stockmann, 2023, p. 1) that state-led regulatory measures targeting platform safety
have become imperative. Since 2016, an increasing number of nation states have adopted

regulatory measures specifically aimed at platform safety (Yadav et al., 2021).
5.2.2 The Network Enforcement Act

Enacted in 2017 following an unusually rapid adoption process, NetzDG was the first
dedicated law from a democratic state to specifically address digital platforms — compelling
giant social media companies to enforce German law by creating procedural obligations for
the removal of illegal speech. While the notice-and-takedown approaches specified in the
ECD and in the TMG remained in place for internet services more broadly, NetzDG went

beyond this established approach. It introduced procedural obligations for social media
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platforms with more than two million users in Germany requiring them to actively manage

content in line with German law rather than acting only after receiving a complaint.

Platforms were legally required to maintain systemic procedures for reviewing and, if
necessary, removing or blocking potentially illegal content after receiving a user complaint —
with strict timelines, liability for non-compliance, and reporting duties. The law mandated the
removal of manifestly illegal content within 24 hours and all other illegal content within seven
days. Failure to comply could result in fines of up to €5 million for responsible individuals,
such as company executives and compliance officers, and up to €50 million for companies.
Additionally, companies were required to maintain a trained content moderation team and

publish biannual transparency reports on complaint handling.

The law did not create new categories of illegal speech but applied existing definitions.
Under {1(3) of NetzDG, illegal content is defined as certain offences listed in the German
Criminal Code (Strafgesetzbuch [StGB], 1871), as shown in Table 12; manifestly illegal
content is a narrower subset where the unlawfulness of content is sufficiently clear and
obvious without further legal examination. While this approach covered “only relatively vile
statements” (Hemmert-Halswick, 2021, p. 419), the law refrained from defining phenomena

such as hate speech or disinformation.
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Table 12: Criminal offences listed in NetzDG as specified by the German Criminal Code (S1GB).

Paragraph  Content description

§86 StGB Dissemination of propaganda materials of terrorist and unconstitutional organisations
§86a StGB  Use of symbols of terrorist and unconstitutional organisations

§89a StGB  Preparation of a serious violent act endangering the state

§91 StGB Instructions for committing a serious violent act endangering the state
§100a StGB  Treasonous forgery

§111 StGB  Public incitement to commit crimes

§126 StGB  Disturbing the public peace by threatening to commit crimes

§129 StGB  Formation of criminal organisations

§129a StGB  Formation of terrorist organisations

§129b StGB  Criminal and terrorist organisations abroad; support for such organisations
§130 StGB  Incitement of the people

§131 StGB  Representation of violence

§140 StGB  Rewarding and approving of crimes

§166 StGB ~ Defamation of religions or religious and ideological associations
§184b StGB  Distribution, acquisition, and possession of child sexual abuse material
§185 StGB  Insult

§186 StGB ~ Defamation

§187 StGB  Slander

§189 StGB ~ Defamation of the memory of the deceased

§201a StGB  Violation of the intimate personal sphere through image recordings
§241 StGB  Threatening

§269 StGB  Falsification of data with evidential value

Source: German Criminal Code, Strafgesetzbuch (StGB). Translations provided by the author.

As the eatliest example of platform-aimed safety regulation, NetzDG sparked wide-
ranging interest. Reviewing the literature on its regulatory processes reveals three main
categories of inquiry. The first category includes journalistic investigations into the background
of the law. These encompass long-form reporting on content moderation teams outsourced
by platforms, their deletion practices, and their working conditions, as well as investigations
into the political dynamics surrounding the law, particularly conflicts with right-wing actors
and the role of Heiko Maas in its creation (Ahmad et al., 2018; Fleischhauer, 2016; Krause &
Grassegger, 2016). The second category is legal-institutional analysis. Scholars have assessed
NetzDG’s compatibility with both German and EU law, including the ECD, and
contextualised its development within the broader history of international speech and

technology regulations (Schmitz & Berndt, 2018; Tworek & Leerssen, 2019; Zurth, 2020). The



Lisa-Maria Neudert 166

third category focuses on empirical political analysis. This work has highlighted the domestic
and international political processes that shaped the law, challenging views of NetzDG as a
sudden or disruptive piece of legislation. For example, Gorwa (2021) traces the role of EU-
level negotiations, electoral concerns, and coalition politics, while He (2020) shows how ideas
of the rule of law were central to policy discourse led by state actors, platforms, and civil

society around NetzDG.

While the existing literature offers valuable insights into the regulatory processes of
NetzDG, most scholarship examines these factors in isolation. As a result, an integrated
account that connects detailed journalistic accounts of events and legal-institutional and
political perspectives underpinning the emergence and adoption of NetzDG as a successful
policy idea remains largely unexplored. This chapter develops and applies a power-integrated

MSA to achieve this.
5.2.3  Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Approach

In this analysis, I draw from Kingdon’s (1995) MSA to effectively bridge the critical gap
identified in the study of NetzDG.* Widely acclaimed in agenda-setting and policy change
research, the MSA introduces a conceptual framework to dissect policy processes through
three interconnected streams: problems — the public and political perception of issues; policies —
available solutions including legislative proposals; and po/itics — policymakers’ receptivity

towards solutions and the wider political climate.

Kingdon utilises the MSA as an explanatory tool to understand how and why, among
numerous potential problems and solutions, a specific idea is adopted (Cairney, 2019, p. 189;

Kingdon, 1995). He posits that for a policy idea to become adopted, multiple conditions must

8 Related concepts for the study of policy change, including the advocacy coalition framework and punctuated
equilibrium, were considered less suited for this analysis. The former typically focuses on coalitions of people
with shared beliefs, whereas NetzDG was characterised by a direct government response to pressing online
safety issues. The latter emphasises non-linear policy shifts following long periods of stability, whereas NetzDG
arose from existing yet evolving policy frameworks regulating speech on the internet.
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align, creating a transient “policy window” (Kingdon, 1995, p. 88) for policy change.
Kingdon’s approach challenges the notion that an idea can be so compelling that it simply
“sweeps over our politics and our society, pushing aside everything that might stand in its

path” (Kingdon, 1995, p. 1).

When applied to the study of platform regulation, the MSA offers a valuable theoretical
framework to bridge gaps in existing research for three key reasons. First, its tripartite analysis
provides a comprehensive heuristic, enabling an analytical understanding of regulatory policy
change. Second, by treating these streams as interrelated, the MSA effectively reveals the
dynamic interplay of actors, their ideas, and their relationships across the streams. Third, the
MSA’s emphasis on the dynamic nature of regulatory processes shifts the focus from merely
cataloguing timelines of events to offering in-depth explanations and causal pathways —
explaining not just what happened, but how and why specific ideas were adopted in regulation

(Cairney, 2019, p. 189).

Adhering to Kingdon’s original framework, in this case study I conceptualise the three

streams as follows (Cairney, 2013, 2019; Kingdon, 1995):

e Problem stream: Problems are policy issues that are deemed to require attention.
Problems are ambiguous and there are no objective indicators to determine which
problems will receive attention. Problems are often brought to the forefront of
attention by “focusing events” (Kingdon, 1995, p. 19), critical moments or crises that

attract widespread attention.

e DPolicy stream: Policies are feasible solutions to problems. They are actively proposed
by policy actors and take time to develop. Policy ideas whirl around in what Kingdon
calls a “policy primeval soup” (Kingdon, 1995, p. 116), evolving as they get proposed

and modified.
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e Politics stream: The politics stream considers policymakers’ receptivity to a proposed
policy solution. Policymakers” motives are informed by personal beliefs and ambitions
but are also embedded in wider political contexts. The stream responds to shifts in

national mood, electoral events, or coalition politics.

Kingdon contends that commonly the convergence of streams is promoted by “policy
entrepreneurs” (Kingdon, 1995, p. 20), actors who promote specific ideas, try to build support
for them, and push them onto the public agenda. While Kingdon’s MSA developed from the
study of US politics, the framework has been used prolifically to study policy change and

regulatory reform worldwide, including in the German context (Jones et al., 2010).
5.2.4  Conceptions of Regulatory Power

Platform regulation unfolds within a complex power dynamic between state actors and private
platforms. In particular, giant technology platforms have emerged as influential political actors
who actively shape policy internationally. They engage with global elites, leverage their
influence for lobbying agendas, and create de facto binding rules for millions of users
(Gillespie, 2010; Popiel, 2018, 2022). Scholars have likened platforms to nation states, arguing
that they have attained a level of sovereignty, wealth, and control over critical resources that
can rival — or at least complement — state power (Moore & Tambini, 2018; van Dijck et al.,

2018).

Recognising the inherent role of power in regulatory processes, this case study examines
the power dynamics between the German state and tech giants. Focusing on the adoption of
NetzDG as a regulatory policy idea, it highlights how relationships between powerful actors
shaped regulation. To this end, this research understands regulatory power as both relational

and resource-driven.

At the core of the conception of regulatory power put forward here is Dahl’s influential

definition: “A has power over B to the extent that he can get B to do something that B would
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not otherwise do” (Dahl, 1957, pp. 202-203). Fundamental theories of regulation likewise
emphasise this relational view of power, where a regulator A seeks to impact the behaviour of
a regulatee B (Baldwin et al., 2011; Black, 2002a). For example, Mann posits that
‘infrastructural power” is the “institutional capacity of a central state, despotic or not, to ...
logistically implement decisions” (Mann, 1984, p. 59) vis-a-vis a public (Lindvall & Teorell,
2016). This perspective positions the state’s capacity to implement policy — specifically, the
regulator’s ability to influence a regulatee — as a critical component of regulatory power

(Lindvall & Teorell, 2016).

Lindvall and Teorell (2016) connect Dahl’s relational view of power and Mann’s focus on
infrastructural capacity. Their conception of state capacity emphasises the formative
relationship between policies, their outcomes, and resources mobilised for enforcement. They
define state capacity as “a form of power that is exercised by using specific resources to
enhance the effectiveness of specific policy instruments” (Lindvall & Teorell, 2016, p. 16).
Black (2003) complements this perspective by introducing the concept of regulatory capacity,
applicable to any type of regulatory actor, as the ability to mobilise certain resources towards

regulation.

? According to Mann (1984), the concept of ‘infrastructural power’ contrasts with what he refers to as ‘despotic
power’, which is the power of an elite class to impose its will over society through the control of their own elite
support system. Conversely, ‘infrastructural power’ is the state’s ability to exercise power through society by
using institutions and various resources, such as the legal system, the welfare system, and public health, to
effectively implement policies (Lucas, 1998; Mann, 1984).
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Figure 2: Regulatory capacity conceptualised as the effect of regulatory policies on outcomes through resources. The figure is based on
the anthor’s adaptation of Lindvall and Teorell’s (2016) conception of state capacity.

Building on these insights, this research puts forward a relational and resource-based
conception of power: regulatory power is the capacity of actors — whether states or platforms
— to mobilise and use resources to achieve regulatory goals by influencing the behaviour of
others. Figure 2 depicts this conceptualisation visually. In the context of NetzDG and
drawing from the authot’s previous research on platform regulation in the UK detailed in
Chapter 4 (Neudert, 2023), this case study identifies four key resources, summarised in Table
13: information, authority, treasure, and organised expertise. While treasure and organised
expertise are distinct resources, they are often discussed together here because they are

typically allocated in combination to enforce speech policies.

Table 13: Regulatory resources in the NetzDG case.

Resource Definition

Information Access to up-to-date information relevant for decision-making and monitoring compliance
Authority The state’s legal power and legitimacy to order within its legal system

Treasure Financial resources that enable access to other relevant regulatory resources, including

organised expertise

Organised Professionalised staff with relevant training, education, and experience; such staff cannot be
expertise built instantaneously but is a resource that needs to accumulate over time

Note: The framework of regulatory resources is based on the authot’s own theoretical conceptions advancing
Black (2003) and Hood (1983, 2008). The development of this framework is detailed in Chapter 2 and Chapter 4
(previously published in Inzernet Policy Reviesw; Neudert, 2023).
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5.2.5 A Power-Integrated Multiple Streams Approach

This case study develops a novel analytical framework that integrates Kingdon’s (1995) MSA
with a relational, resource-based view of regulatory power: the power-integrated MSA. By
tracing the mobilisation of resources between regulator and regulatee across the streams, the
approach highlights how power dynamics influenced the convergence of streams and the

adoption of ideas. It advances the study of platform regulation in three ways:

e State—platform power dynamics: The approach unveils the complex interplay
between the state and platforms, offering analytical insights into how and why their

relationship shapes the adoption of ideas.

e Strategic resource use: In mapping the use of resources, frequently directed by
policy entrepreneurs, this approach reveals how states and platforms strategically

influence regulatory policy.

e Actionable strategies for boosting policy impact: By highlighting resource
configurations, and pinpointing areas of diminished resources, this method provides

targeted recommendations to amplify regulatory efficacy.

The empirical case analysis addresses two research questions:

e In what ways did problem recognition, policy proposals, and political contexts
converge, and how did this convergence promote the adoption of NetzDG as a

regulatory approach?

e How did the relationship of state and platform actors shape platform regulation in
Germany, and what does this reveal about the dynamics of regulatory power in digital

regulation?
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5.3 Methods

In this chapter, I employ the power-integrated MSA in an instrumental case study of
NetzDG, using interpretive methods. Through the instrumental approach, the chapter seeks
to develop a nuanced understanding of the German case and to generate deeper insights into
the phenomenon of platform regulation more broadly — particularly regulations that impose

obligations on platforms to enforce national laws (Dommett & Zhu, 2022; Mills et al., 2010).

Germany was selected as an instrumental case study for several compelling reasons. First,
it was the first advanced democracy to implement platform-aimed regulation. Second,
Germany wields significant influence over European politics and within the institutions of the
EU, shaping the trajectory of platform regulation beyond NetzDG (Schoeller, 2019). Third,
Germany’s role as a thought leader of digital policy, evidenced by eatly regulations on data
protection and copyright, provides a relevant context for studying policy ideas aimed at

regulating platforms (Pohle, 2020).

I employ an interpretive, case-based approach that incorporates elite interviews, document
analysis, and process tracing (Collier, 2011; Yanow, 2000). This approach is particularly
effective for providing contextual understandings of complex regulatory processes, revealing
underlying motivations, relationships, and explanations constructed by involved actors (Bevir
& Rhodes, 2003; Wagenaar, 2011). The utility of this combination of methods has been
demonstrated in prior research on emergent platform regulation, supporting its applicability in

this field (Gorwa, 2021; Medzini, 2021b).



Lisa-Maria Neudert

173

Table 14: Overview of professional fields targeted including government and regulators, platform and tech, academia, civil society, and
law alongside number of participants.

Target group

Description

Number of
participants

Government and
regulators

Platform and tech

Academia

csO

Law

Senior civil servants, government officials, regulators, and legislators in
government departments and on committees including the German
Bundestag, the Bundestag Digital Agenda Committee, the German Federal
Chancellery’s Digital Policy Office, and the Ministry of Justice; also,
personnel at European institutions, if there was a direct connection to
NetzDG and platform regulation in Germany

Lobbyists, government affairs staff, and policy professionals at large social
media platforms and their parent companies; this category also includes a
former Facebook podcast host, who acted as a spokesperson for the
company

Researchers at universities and academic research institutions that have
conducted research on NetzDG, or topics related to it including platform
regulation, German digital policy, and German regulatory politics

Experts in civil society organisations (CSOs) including non-profit
organisations, think tanks, and civil rights organisations

Lawyers, legal experts, and judges at law firms, legal counsels, and German
courts who have led prominent cases or published research, case law, or
legal evaluations on NetzDG in Germany

9

Total

26

Note: All interviews were conducted by the author between 4 January 2023 and 14 April 2023. Where
participants did not hold a current organisational affiliation, they were classified based on their most recent
professional field. In the German case, the overarching category “Academia, civil society, and law” was reported
as separate subgroups to provide greater analytical detail on this expert community.

I conducted 26 qualitative, elite interviews between January and April 2023. Table 14

displays the target groups selected for interview recruitment. A full list of participants is

available in Appendix C. Participants were selected based on their expertise or role within the

field of platform regulation. My recruitment strategy focused on elites with relevant insights

into NetzDG and the wider German digital policy landscape. LinkedIn and the team sections

of relevant organisations were used to identify relevant participants. Additionally, I employed

snowball sampling techniques.

Despite attempts to contact current and former platform personnel, only one interview

was secured with an individual from these groups. This participant, Hendrik Wieduwilt, had

previously moderated an official multi-episode podcast run by Facebook (now part of Meta),

acting as a spokesperson for the company. At the time of the interview, he had no formal

organisational affiliation but was working as a freelance consultant, including for platform
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platforms. Two participants, Torben Klausa and an anonymous participant interviewed

on 2 February 2023, had current or previous affiliations with the German digital lobby
association Bitkom, which represents over 2,000 member companies in the digital economy,
including major platforms like Google, Facebook, and TikTok. To address the absence of
platform perspectives in interviews, official statements issued by Meta, Bitkom, and eco —
another key digital lobby association in Germany — as well as media statements made by

official spokespersons for Meta and Google were included in the analysis."

Interview data were collected through Zoom interviews, which were audio- and video-
recorded with participants’ consent. Interviews lasted between 20 and 69 minutes and
followed a semi-structured design combining open-ended and probing questions.
Transcription of the interviews was performed manually or with the assistance of the
transcription software Trint. Interviews were held in English and German. Following each of

the interviews I created a synthesis memo to record key quotes and relevant topics.

During the interview period, NetzDG was in active use. Although no official provisions
were in place at the time of fieldwork, there was widespread speculation that the DSA would
replace and largely make NetzDG obsolete (Krempl, 2023). This timing enabled participants
to evaluate NetzDG retrospectively, considering it in the context of its legal practice and in
relation to new regulations aimed at digital platforms. However, this approach also introduced
significant limitations, particularly the potential distortion of participants’ recollections of

events due to effects such as hindsight bias, recency effects, or selective memory.

To triangulate the interview-based research, this case study also employs document
analysis, focusing primarily on documents produced between the official beginning of

government work on NetzDG and February 2024, the point at which the DSA became fully

10 Note: No official statements on NetzDG issued by Amazon, Google, TikTok, Twitter, or their subsidiaries

were identified. Similarly, no media commentary made by spokespersons for Amazon, TikTok, or Twitter was
identified.
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applicable, partially superseding NetzDG (2016-2024). In addition, I purposefully selected
four key documents from 2015, an evaluation of the Task Force, an open letter from Heiko
Maas, and two related interviews Maas gave in this context; while these four early documents
predate the formal regulatory process and focus on voluntary cooperation rather than
regulation, they helped establish the political framing and laid important groundwork for the
policy developments that followed. To select relevant documents, I conducted targeted
searches on government websites, policy archives, and legal databases. Additionally, archives
of press releases, spokesperson statements, and blog posts of large platforms including

Amazon, Google, Meta, and Twitter were queried.

Keywords included were: Facebook-Gesetz*, hate speech, Hassrede*,
Netzwerkdurchsetzungsgesetz*, NetzDG, Plattfornr*, Plattformreguliernng®, Rechtsdurchsetzung®, social
medi*, sozial* Medr*, sozial* Netz*. These keywords were strategically combined using Boolean
search operators to construct search strings. The archive included the NetzDG law; official
draft proposals for the law made by the Federal Ministry of Justice (BMJ or BMJV), the
federal government, and political factions; official statements issued in response to the
proposed law; official evaluations; and public letters from Justice Minister Heiko Maas. A total
of 30 relevant documents were identified. The archive of documents analysed is available in

Appendix D.

To analyse data, a combination of interpretive coding and process tracing was used to
identify underlying patterns and gain a comprehensive understanding of their relevance to the
research questions. The analysis systematically categorised key phrases and concepts,
progressing from open-ended codes to interpretive themes. A more detailed account of the

coding process is provided in Chapter 3.

Finally, a note on terminology. Throughout this chapter and when referencing Germany

in this thesis, I use the terms ‘government’ and ‘state’ with different emphases. Empirically,
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my analysis focuses on the actions of the German federal government, including its regulatory
agencies, involved in the adoption and enforcement of NetzDG. Conversely, when discussing
theory, I use the term ‘state’ more broadly to encompass public institutions beyond the

German case, particularly in discussions of regulatory resources, capacity, and power.

5.4 Case Analysis and Findings

This case analysis of Germany’s NetzDG integrates the traditional MSA with an analysis of
regulatory power. The power-integrated MSA enables rich contextual understandings of how
and why a specific policy idea succeeds. Specifically, I have examined how and why regulatory
power — embodied in the mobilisation of information, authority, treasure, and organised
expertise by the German government and large platforms — was interpreted, contested, and
enacted within their interactions. By exploring how these resources influenced the problem,
politics, and policy streams, the research reveals the intricate power dynamics of regulatory

relationships that underpin policy adoption in digital regulation.
5.4.1  Problem: Failing Regulatory Power

Ofticial documents reveal that NetzDG was introduced to address significant enforcement
problems. The Bundestag’s official justification for NetzDG recognised “significant problems
in the enforcement of existing law” (Gesetzentwurf der Fraktionen der CDU/CSU und SPD,
2017, p. 1; Gesetzesentwurf der Bundesregierung, 2017, p. 1) particularly concerning laws
related to illegal speech such as incitement of the people, insult, defamation, and disturbance
of public peace by threatening to commit crimes. Based on this justification, NetzDG aimed
to achieve an “improvement in the enforcement of law” (Gesetzentwurf der Fraktionen der
CDU/CSU und SPD, 2017, p. 1; Gesetzesentwurf der Bundesregierung, 2017, p. 1) by
introducing new compliance rules to compel the effective removal of illegal content — an

objective that was not being met under the ECD and TMG.
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These enforcement problems first became evident to many during the 2015-2016 migrant
crisis, when Germany welcomed hundreds of thousands of Syrian refugees under Chancellor
Angela Merkel. This period saw a rampant spread of illegal hate speech, racial extremism, and
disinformation on social media not only in Germany (Neudert et al., 2019; Risam, 2018;
Schwarz, 2017) but also across Europe (Froio & Ganesh, 2019; Hameleers, 2019; Neudert et
al., 2019), exposing platforms’ insufficient efforts to adhere to existing content removal
requirements. As Dr. Stefan Dreyer, Senior Researcher for Media Law at the Leibniz Institute,
recalled: “The migrant crisis marked the very first time that there was a political discourse
about the responsibility of digital intermediaries ... and their legal liability” (interview 50,

Dreyer, 6 February 2023).

The refugee crisis and subsequent “hate speech crisis” (interview 53, Mef3mer,
7 February 2023) acted as a backdrop for a series of focusing events that propelled issues
around online illegal content onto the public agenda. The widespread circulation of a so-called
Merkel selfie with a Syrian migrant in defamatory online campaigns, the viral spread of online
fake maps alleging widespread refugee crime, and the harassment of female politicians and
politicians of Turkish descent, including Aydan Ozoguz and Cem Ozdemir, were referenced
as prominent focusing events (interview 54, Melimer, personal communication,

7 February 2023; interview 55, Holznagel, 14 February 2023).

Concurrently, extremist groups, notably the far-right Alternative fur Deutschland (AfD)
party and the anti-Islam Patriotic Europeans Against the Islamisation of the West (Pegida)
gained substantial momentum on social media (Stier et al., 2017, 2020). In Germany, these
trends were met with particular sensitivity, sparking concerns about a resurgence of racist and
xenophobic sentiments reminiscent of the Third Reich. Increasingly, platforms became a
gathering place “for neo-Nazis and amplifiers of the kinds of speech that are illegal under

German law” (Kaye, 2019, p. 66). Reports about interference in the 2016 US presidential
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election and the UK Brexit referendum further fuelled concerns over illegal content,

according to my participants.

Amidst growing awareness of online hate speech issues, Heiko Maas, serving as the
Minister for the BMJV and known for his strong stance against right-wing extremism,
emerged as an eatly proponent of government intervention and “policy entrepreneur”
(Kingdon, 1995, p. 20). Maas was instrumental in framing the hate speech crisis as a problem
of insufficient enforcement of German law by platforms, laying the groundwork for

subsequent legislative action.

His 2015 open letter to Facebook (now part of Meta), following incidents of racial hatred
online, marked a critical moment. He declared that the internet should not be a “lawless
space” (Huber, 2015, para. 3) and emphasised platforms’ legal obligation to remove illegal
content. In a later interview, Maas coined the phrase “What is prohibited offline is also not
allowed online” (Krauss, 2015, para. 3). This principle became the foundational idea behind
NetzDG (see also Gorwa, 2021). He persistently promoted it through numerous interviews

and public appearances, making it synonymous with NetzDG.

Maas’s framing of the policy problem as an enforcement issue resonated widely. In 2015,
Merkel expressed her support for Maas and stressed in an interview that platforms, and
specifically Facebook, urgently needed to enforce their own policies to counter hate online,
adding that the government could not look away if companies failed to act (Merkel, 2015).

In 2016, Federal President Joachim Gauck expressed support for political and civil measures
to “more effectively tackle internet hate speech” (Gathmann et al., 2016, para. 10). In 2017, in
his inaugural interview as the Federal President, Frank-Walter Steinmeier voiced concern over
the brutalisation of online discourse, arguing for reform (Steinmeier, 2017). Thus the spread
of illegal content facilitated by platforms was a problem at the forefront of those most

influential in German politics.
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The problem also captured broader public interest. Surveys indicated that a majority of
Germans supported more stringent controls on online content (Rohleder, 2017; Weichert &
Kramp, 2018). Media coverage extensively highlighted platforms’ failures to enforce
protections against illegal speech. A notable example was the article “The Hate Machine’
(Fleischhauer, 2016) by influential journalist Jan Fleischhauer. The article criticised the
brazenness of social media companies for their failure to remove illegal content under the
ECD and TMG, as well as the government’s insufficient enforcement. Described as a
“historic document” (interview 55, Holznagel, 14 Feb 2023), the article highlighted growing
demand for improved enforcement and was critical in driving the salience of hate speech

issues in Germany.

Against this backdrop, Maas initially championed voluntary, collaborative efforts between
the German government and platforms. In 2015, Maas initiated a collaborative task force
against illegal hate speech online that included Facebook, Google, Twitter, and various civil
society organisations. Building on Maas’s central idea of enforcing laws more effectively
online, companies made voluntary commitments to review complaints about illegal content
and, if necessary, remove illegal content within 24 hours. Platforms initially appeared to
embrace the task force. An official statement issued by all task force members acknowledged
that “the review of complaints poses challenges for companies” (Bundesministerium der
Justiz und fur Verbraucherschutz, 2015, p. 2) but nevertheless platforms made commitments
to improve. Spokespersons from Facebook and Google publicly committed to hiring more
German-speaking staff to manage complaints (Krempl, 2015). Yet in 2010, official evaluations
raised doubts about platform compliance with voluntary measures, marking the start of

regulatory scrutiny (Jugendschutz, 20106).

In a letter to Facebook, Maas contended that the company’s efforts were insufficient,

criticising them as too little, too slow, and often misdirected in removing the wrong type of
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content (Maas, 2016). At the same time, public pressure over hate speech and disinformation
intensified amidst the ongoing refugee crisis. My participants reported that Maas felt betrayed
by the companies’ failure to make substantial progress in combatting hate speech and
instructed legislative lawyers at the Ministry of Justice to initiate work on a law, aimed at
finally ensuring the enforcement of existing laws online (Kaye, 2019). The first draft,
introduced on 14 March 2017, coincided with the publication of the final evaluation report
about the task force (Gorwa, 2021, p. 7). This timing was noted by several participants as
unusually swift, emphasising the perceived momentum and urgency behind regulatory actions

in this domain.

In summary, issues around illegal speech were brought into focus by the 2015—
2016 refugee crisis and the subsequent online hate speech crisis. While these developments set
the stage, it was in 2016 that formal regulatory efforts began, following the failure of voluntary
measures. Heiko Maas played a crucial role in this shift, characterising the situation as a
problem of insufficient enforcement. This framing emphasised that the primary problem was
not the absence of laws, but the German state’s failure to effectively enforce existing

frameworks.
Resources in the Problem Stream

Exploring the systemic reasons behind the enforcement problems through the lens of
regulatory power revealed critical resource deficiencies in terms of information, authority, and

treasure and organised expertise.

Participants identified an information gap in understanding platform technologies and
practices, particularly relating to content moderation and the spread of illegal content on their
networks. According to my interviews, this shortfall limited the state’s capacity to assess the
scale and causes of such issues, leading to oversimplified problem definitions. Dr. Daniel

Holznagel, then a Legal Officer at the BMJV involved in drafting NetzDG, recalled that
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policymakers were approaching issues around platforms and online content “from scratch”
(interview 55, Holznagel, 14 February 2023), focusing mainly on visible issues. Conversely,
thinking on complex technological phenomena, such as algorithms and platform design, was
“in its infancy” (interview 55, Thiel, 9 February 2023) and therefore these factors were largely
overlooked. Lubos Kuklis, later serving on the EU’s DSA enforcement team, underscored the
consequences of this information gap. Without information, authorities struggled to evaluate
platform compliance with legal and voluntary obligations, resulting in persistent enforcement

problems (interview 41, Kuklis, 18 January 2023).

State actors faced limitations in authority. The existing notice-and-takedown approach
under the ECD and TMG set out obligations for the removal of illegal content but provided
generous safe harbours. When apparently illegal content was not removed, only the most
severe content disputes advanced to judicial reviews, often resulting in lengthy drawn-out
proceedings and minimal fines (interview 38, Kahl, 12 January 2023). A notable example is the
Merkel selfie case, in which the Syrian refugee depicted in the photo sued Facebook for
defamation and false accusation. The court ruled against the claimant, holding that platforms
were not liable for third-party content (Eddy, 2017). Participants further noted jurisdictional
challenges and the transnational nature of firms as enforcement hurdles. These authority
limitations left the government ill-equipped to regulate, exposing a deficiency in regulatory

power.

Participants also described deficits in treasure and organised expertise. The ECD and
TMG had already recognised that the vast volume of online content necessitated novel
oversight systems, leading to the adoption of notice-and-takedown approaches. Several
participants argued there was an implicit expectation that platforms would invest in a robust
content moderation workforce in Germany. Yet the pervasive spread of illegal content

showed that platform efforts were insufficient. When government experts started exploring
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possible interventions, expanding public involvement in existing notice-and-takedown systems
was dismissed for resource-related reasons. Dr. Thorsten Thiel, a professor of political
science, noted that decades of streamlining had left the German government short of staff,
making a government-operated solution impractical (interview 53, Thiel, 9 February 2023).
Increased judiciary involvement was also deemed impractical, given the sheer scale of content,
which would overwhelm the courts. Nor could the government develop a technical solution:
it lacked the expertise to develop one, and such measures risked raising concerns about
surveillance (interview 40, Fanta, 17 January 2023). Consequently, the necessity to rely on the
organised expertise and capital of platforms was seen as “without alternative” (interview 35,

Liesching, 4 January 2023).
5.4.2  Politics: Challenged Regulatory Power

Examining the political dynamics behind NetzDG’s adoption revealed a landscape marked by
acute concerns over online hate speech, electoral issues, and long-term political ambitions.
The law’s reception varied across the political spectrum. Proposed by the Social Democratic
Party’s (SPD) Heiko Maas during an election year and swiftly introduced in the Bundestag, the
GroKo — the governing majority coalition of the Christian Democratic Party (CDU/CSU)
and the SPD — backed the bill, emphasising the urgency of regulation. In the final reading,
Maas described NetzDG as a “prerequisite for the exercise of freedom of expression”
(Plenarprotokoll 18/244, 2017, p. 25116) while suggesting that additional measutes would be
necessary. Nadine Schon from the CDU/CSU likewise acknowledged that NetzDG might not
be the “ultimate solution” (Plenarprotokoll 18/244, 2017, p. 25121) but argued that it was

important to “get a legal regulation in place now” (Plenarprotokoll 18/244, 2017, p. 25122).

Participants noted that this tolerance for gaps and flaws was unusual in German politics,
emphasising the strong political momentum and sense of urgency. Politically, the coalition

positioned NetzDG as an imperfect step within a broader regulatory trajectory. At the same
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time, as the law garnered significant public attention, it presented both the GroKo and rising
political star Maas a valuable opportunity to celebrate a political achievement in the run-up to

the 2017 federal election.

The reception of NetzDG among opposition parties was either reserved or rejecting.
Bundnis 90/Die Grinen (the Greens) voiced concerns over potential speech restrictions.
Renate Kiinast, a senior member of the Bundestag, emerged as a vocal critic, arguing that
under NetzDG “the incentive to delete is greater than the incentive to uphold law and
freedom of expression” (Plenarprotokoll 18/244, 2017, p. 25123). However, in an official
motion to the Bundestag, the Greens expressed support for the law, although they ultimately
abstained in the final vote on the NetzDG (Antrag der Fraktion Bundnis 90/Die Griinen,
2017). Die Linke (the Left), the smallest faction in the Bundestag, opposed the bill
vehemently, arguing that the law outsourced complex legal decisions to private platforms

(Kleine Anfrage der Fraktion Die Linke, 2017).

The public reception of NetzDG was divided. Surveys showed broad support for
platform regulation. Similarly, the media landscape was broadly critical of social media
platforms. Yet numerous civil society organisations and industry lobby groups voiced strong
objections (Reporter ohne Grenzen, 2017; Weber & Bitkom, 2017). Bitkom and eco,
representing the interests of major tech companies, submitted public comments on the law
voicing concerns of chilling effects on freedom of speech (eco — Verband der deutschen
Internetwirtschaft e. V., 2017; Weber & Bitkom, 2017). Facebook’s Head of Public Policy
contended that the law would burden private companies with judicial responsibilities
(Kirschsieper, 2017). Google’s Head of Legal expressed concern that it would prioritise swift
removal over careful review (Neuerer, 2018). In contrast, supporters pointed to Germany’s
robust jurisprudence in handling illegal speech offline and to public demand for more

rigorous platform regulation (Rohleder, 2017; Weichert & Kramp, 2018).
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Discussing the broader political significance of NetzDG, participants observed that it was
perceived not only as a measure to combat illegal speech but also as a response to rising right-
wing extremist sentiments, which carry particular weight in Germany due to its Nazi past.
NetzDG was described as a “law against the AfD” (Pergande, 2016), a party known for using

hateful rhetoric on its hugely popular social media channels (Jungherr et al., 2019).

Another crucial factor in support of NetzDG was Germany’s aspiration to lead in digital
policy. Policymakers saw the law as an opportunity for Germany to position itself at the
forefront, building on its long-standing influence in areas like data protection and digital
copyright (interview 48, Wieduwilt, 3 February 2023). The law also aligned with European
digital sovereignty strategies aimed at promoting a safer EU tech sector (European Parliament,
2021; von der Leyen, 2019a, p. 13). As Dr. Torben Klausa, who has published legal research
on NetzDG, remarked: “NetzDG may not have been the best law, but it was the first one”

(interview 52, Klausa, 6 February 2023).

Initially proposed in March 2017, NetzDG’s final reading in the Bundestag — strategically
scheduled, as several interviewees noted — took place immediately after a high-profile vote on
same-sex marriage and just before the summer recess in July 2017. This timing was designed
to minimise media focus in case of its failure and secure its passage before the federal election
that autumn, the last viable window for enactment. Ultimately, NetzDG was approved with
support from the GroKo, opposed by the AfD and the Left, and with an abstention from the

Greens (Plenarprotokoll 18/244, 2017).
Resources in the Politics Stream

Tracing the role of regulatory resources in the politics stream revealed explanations for why

policymakers were receptive to regulating platforms.

With regard to information, my analysis indicated that limited access was largely attributed

to platforms withholding data. This lack of engagement first became evident during
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the 2015 refugee crisis, which exposed the absence of substantive relationships between
government and platform officials. Platform representation in Germany was often a very
small team or even non-existent, with the largest companies managing their European public
affairs through small teams stationed in Ireland or the US, making requests for information

difficult (interview 37, Bennett, 18 January 2023).

Under the direction of Maas, the German government — particularly through the BMJV
and the Digital Agenda Committee — attempted to bridge this gap. Officials invited platforms
to testify, organised visits to company offices, and established the task force on illegal hate
speech. However, interviewees reported that these efforts proved ineffective and left
government officials frustrated with platforms’ lack of engagement (interview 43,

Zimmermann, 31 January 2023; interview 47, Singerlaub, 20 February 2023).

Dr. Martin Husovec described a fundamental information asymmetry between public and
platform actors, arguing that the lack of insight into how platforms managed content made it
difficult to “pin down the problems [and therefore] impossible to regulate” (interview 58,
Husovec, 17 Feb 2023). Several participants suggested that platforms strategically withheld
information to challenge the state’s regulatory capacity, since regulation could potentially
threaten their business model or interfere with operations. One participant questioned
whether platform staff in Germany even had sufficient access to information or were

deliberately kept in the dark by US leadership (interview 47, Singerlaub, 20 February 2023).

In the context of authority, between 2016 and 2017, the lack of government authority
over platforms became starkly evident as interactions devolved into frustrating encounters,
highlighting an intensifying struggle for power. For example, Alexander Singerlaub, an expert
on NetzDG, recalled that Gerd Billen, then the Secretary of State for the BMJV, felt
disrespected during an official visit to Facebook’s offices in 2016. According to Singerlaub,

Billen reported this to Maas, and the incident motivated Maas to abandon voluntary efforts,
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and he instructed BMJV staff to resume work on a hard law approach on the same day.

Sangerlaub described this as a “policy process sparked by anger” (interview 47, Singerlaub,

20 February 2023).

Similarly, Dr. Jens Zimmermann, Member of the German Bundestag and Chair of the
Digital Agenda Committee, recalled an encounter with a senior government affairs
representative from a platform who stated: “German laws simply don’t align with our
business model” (interview 43, Zimmermann, 31 January 2023). Zimmermann considered the
remark audacious and inappropriate, interpreting it as evidence of platforms’ disregard for

government authority.

Dr. Torben Klausa emphasised that policymakers’ significant frustration with platforms’
failure to acknowledge authority was a key factor in implementing NetzDG. He framed the
law not just as a regulatory solution but as a symbolic wake-up call directly targeted at

platforms:

NetzDG was fuelled by an acute political dissatisfaction of feeling that they [policymakers]
were not taken seriously by the big tech concerns. They wanted to make a point.
(interview 52, Klausa, 6 February 2023)

In summary, frustrations over platform behaviour towards German officials, laws, and
institutions ignited what one participant described as “big, big regulatory energy”

(interview 40, Fanta, 17 January 2023).

Finally, the analysis revealed that it was the acute frustration over platforms’ reluctance to
allocate sufficient treasure and organised expertise to counter illegal speech that brought the
relationship to a boiling point. Under the task force, major platforms had made voluntary
commitments to implement effective processes and hire adequate staff to handle complaints.

Yet they continued to withhold information about their moderation practices.
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Dr. Jens Zimmermann identified a turning point that, in his view, propelled policymakers

to swiftly enact Maas’s proposal:

The emergence of the NetzDG can be tied to a specific event. Back then, we had invited
representatives from major platforms to the [Digital Agenda] Committee. When I asked
the Facebook representative how many moderators they had in Germany, the answer was
that it couldn’t be disclosed as it was a company trade secret. It was obvious that there
couldn’t have been many, and they simply didn’t want to embarrass themselves. This led
to great outrage at the time and to the decision, okay, enough is enough, we need to
legislate here and quickly. (interview 43, Zimmermann, 31 January 2023)

This exchange underscored that platforms not only neglected their voluntary obligations but
also prioritised commercial interests over German law. As an anonymous interviewee put it,
“platforms are pretty skilled at circumventing by design” (interview 51, anonymous 21,

Academia, civil society, and law, 6 February 2023).
5.4.3  Policy: Reasserting Regulatory Power

In the policy stream, from a range of feasible options, NetzDG emerged as the favoured
regulatory measure to curb the spread of illegal content, with Maas driving its adoption as a
policy entrepreneur. At its core, NetzDG is rooted in the principle that what is illegal offline
should also be illegal online, a formulation Maas himself coined, as noted above. The law
primarily sought to enhance the enforcement of existing laws on criminal speech in the online

sphere.

The legal principles underpinning the regulation of speech in Germany are embedded in
the Basic Law (Grundgesetz fiir die Bundesrepublik Deutschland [GG], 1949) and deeply
shaped by the country’s legal and cultural history. Established in the aftermath of World War
IT to establish a democratic order, the Basic Law permits restrictions of fundamental rights,
including freedom of expression, since the aim expressed by a general law “outweighs that of
freedom of expression” (Appleman, 1995, p. 450) — Article 5 of the Basic Law guarantees

freedom of expression, but subject to limitations imposed by general laws, including the
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German Criminal Code (StGB)."" This balancing act — originally designed to guard against
political extremism and the resurgence of authoritarian control over speech — becomes

important in the context of NetzDG."

Rather than introducing entirely new speech regulations for the online domain, for
example by legally redefining phenomena like digital fake news or hate speech — an approach
that was considered but ultimately dismissed — NetzDG relies on well-established laws,

entrenching policies that had long circulated in the country’s primeval policy soup.

Analysis of the interviews revealed strong support for bolstering the enforcement of
existing laws, significantly contributing to the acceptance of NetzDG. Participants described
the idea of enforcing well-established laws as “embarrassingly obvious” (interview 43,
Zimmermann, 31 January 2023) and “hard to object to” (interview 35, Liesching,

4 January 2023), recognising not only the widespread acceptance of these laws but also the

unfulfilled obligations of platforms under legal frameworks.

Yet the appeal of NetzDG extended beyond this pragmatic reasoning, resonating with
principles fundamental to German democracy. Participants stressed that amid a surge of
xenophobic hate speech online, concerns about the resurgence of nationalist sentiments in
Germany had intensified and many politicians believed the situation required urgent

regulatory intervention.

Various approaches were considered. Maas initially championed a voluntary approach, yet
when evaluations raised doubts about their effectiveness in 2016, calls for enhanced legally
binding obligations grew louder. The reformation of existing legal frameworks was widely

dismissed. Instead, a targeted intervention aimed specifically at platforms was deemed

11 For example, §130 StGB criminalises incitement to hatred and Holocaust denial. If someone in Germany
denies the Holocaust, this would prompt an investigation under {130 StGB.

12 As also pointed out by Klausa (2023, p. 55; citing Appleman) in his discussion of NetzDG and online speech
regulations.
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necessary to take a strong stance towards tech giants. A dedicated law was seen as imperative
to “send a strong political signal” (interview 52, Klausa, 6 February 2023) in response to

escalating calls for intervention.

Non-domestic approaches were largely discounted. Dr. Daniel Holznagel disclosed that
German policymakers saw little prospect of action from the European Commission, which
under Jean-Claude Juncker favoured light-touch approaches designed to support digital
markets (European Commission, 2015). With other alternatives exhausted, Maas introduced
NetzDG. NetzDG proposed binding obligations on platforms and empowered the German
government with stronger enforcement and oversight tools. Although it was widely known
that NetzDG would likely require revision in the future, it met demands for urgent

intervention, after other options had failed or proved impractical.
Resources in the Policy Stream

Interview analysis highlighted that the government’s effort to reclaim resources critical for

enforcement played a significant role in shaping NetzDG.

When it comes to information, NetzDG mandated extensive reporting and
documentation responsibilities, obliging platforms to document content decisions. Interview
participants believed that such transparency measures could provide “knowledge and
empiricism” (interview 52, Klausa, 6 February 2023) and “inject more light” (interview 58,
Husovec, 17 February 2023) into opaque platform processes. Enhanced information access
was intended to uncover systematic compliance issues, though some participants viewed
transparency measures as a “stepping stone” (interview 49, Geese, 3 February 2023) towards

future interventions.

With regard to authority, NetzDG empowered the government by establishing new
enforcement tools, including transparency obligations and specific procedures for content

review and removal. The law shifted focus away from the legality of individual pieces of
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content to platforms’ overall procedures for content moderation, emphasising procedural
compliance. Substantial fines reinforced these obligations. Dr. Stefan Dreyer, Senior
Researcher for Media Law at the Leibniz Institute, highlighted why these provisions marked a

significant shift from previous regulations:

Where we think on a large scale about content moderation, we recognise the Basic Law
relevance of the decision-making systems. This means we move away from focusing on
individual content and towards the procedures. This was already a first realisation in
Germany for NetzDG. (interview 50, Dreyer, 6 February 2023)

Thus the emphasis on procedural obligations and compliance marked a transition towards

more comprehensive platform regulation and enhanced government authority.

What is more, NetzDG put the onus of enforcing German law on platforms, with the
BM]JV as the regulatory agency, overseeing compliance — creating obligations for platforms to
enrol their treasure and organised expertise. Moving beyond the existing notice-and-takedown
framework, NetzDG set out detailed obligations such as maintaining personnel based in
Germany, establishing user complaint mechanisms, and setting out procedures for content
moderation. Interviewees emphasised that acknowledging the substantial resource demands
for skilled personnel, technology, and finances was central to the decision to entrusting

platforms with the enforcement. Technology journalist Alexander Fanta argued:

If we were to employ 30,000 moderators, it would certainly not be sufficient ... Weighing
that, considering it, sleeping on it, it’s extremely difficult to design a good process.
Therefore, I would argue that a solution must be inherently structurally embedded within
platforms. (interview 40, Fanta, 17 January 2023)

An evaluation of NetzDG calculated that the cost of implementing the law over the first
three years amounted to €20.4 million — less than the initially estimated €29 million, due to
fewer instances of content removal than anticipated. Of this, €2.2 million covered BMJV

administrative expenses with the remainder borne by platforms (Bundesregierung, 2020,
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p- 29). At the time of the three-year evaluation, no fines had been imposed (Bundesregierung,

2020, p. 69).
54.4 A Policy Window for NetzDG

The adoption of NetzDG represents a critical juncture in platform safety regulation, marked
by the convergence of multiple streams that catalysed a fundamental policy change. Using a
power-integrated MSA, this analysis shows that the state’s struggle to establish regulatory
power over platforms was deeply intertwined with the adoption of the law. NetzDG emerged
as a viable policy idea to tackle the problem of insufficient enforcement of German law online, as
state actors’ limited regulatory resources hampered their capacity to regulate platforms;
politically, platforms were held accountable for this enforcement gap, fuelling demand for
regulatory intervention. Heiko Maas acted as a policy entreprenenr who actively orchestrated a

policy window.

Three decisive factors explain the adoption of NetzDG. First, Maas’s formulation that
“what is prohibited offline is also not allowed online” (as quoted by Krauss, 2015, para. 3)
became the central regulatory idea of NetzDG. By entrenching existing laws already widely
accepted and embedded in the Basic Law, it enabled the state to reclaim power in the digital
sphere. The promise to empower the state — by enforcing already well-established laws —
appealed to policymakers’ frustrations and concerns over platform non-compliance. Rather
than introducing new concepts, NetzDG strengthened ideas already present in Germany’s

primeval policy soup, representing an incremental yet powerful policy change.

Second, contentious power struggles between state and platform actors shaped the
adoption of NetzDG. Prior to NetzDG, platforms in Germany had resisted regulation by
strategically withholding critical resources, acting as political actors pursuing corporate
interests. Against the backdrop of failed voluntary measures, policymakers sought to assert

their power through an interventionist approach imposing detailed legal obligations on
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platforms to enrol their resources towards regulation. NetzDG required platforms both to
enforce German law and to report back to the government. In doing so, policymakers aimed
not only to mandate compliance but also to reclaim strategic regulatory resources. While
engaging platforms’ expertise and infrastructure to manage vast volumes of content was
necessatry due to state-based resource constraints, NetzDG wrested control from the

platforms and empowered the state.

Third, Heiko Maas emerged as a policy entrepreneur for NetzDG, playing a pivotal role in
orchestrating the convergence of the multiple streams. Beyond offering a policy idea, he
rooted NetzDG in broader aspirations of strengthening government power over the digital
sphere, and in particular, over giant technology platforms. Driven by both concern over
online hate and political ambition, he framed illegal online content as an enforcement
problem stemming from insufficient regulatory power over large US platforms, particularly
Facebook, which strongly resonated with the public and German politicians. Maas persistently
campaigned for NetzDG through numerous interviews and public appearances and coined
the idea which became synonymous with NetzDG. Backed by the GroKo coalition in an

election year, Maas positioned NetzDG as a flagship policy initiative.

5.5 A German Export?

This instrumental case study set out to examine the regulatory policy processes that shaped
NetzDG, with a particular emphasis on the power dynamics between the German
government and giant technology platforms. The analysis revealed that NetzDG was
fundamentally driven by ambitions to establish regulatory power in the digital sphere. More
than a tool for curbing the spread of illegal speech on digital networks, NetzDG enabled
German state actors to reclaim power over large platforms — an objective that Maas leveraged

as a policy entrepreneur.
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Across the problem, policy, and politics streams, an ambivalent dynamic between state
and platform actors emerged. On the one hand, escalating antagonism and platform resistance
fuelled the adoption of NetzDG as a binding legal intervention. On the other hand, the
German government simultaneously relied on these same platforms to supply the resources

necessary for its implementation.

Reflecting on why NetzDG-like regulations — mandating procedural obligations for
platforms to enforce national laws — have since emerged in other democratic jurisdictions,
such as Australia, the United Kingdom, and, most notably, the European Union, this section

discusses whether NetzDG has become a German export success in platform regulation.

It may be tempting to assume a simple diffusion effect: that Germany, as a G7 state, EU
leader, and one of the world’s largest economies, directly induced international regulation.
Without question, NetzDG was a trailblazer — the first platform-focused regulation to emerge
from a democracy — demonstrating the feasibility of platform regulation and offering a
compelling model for doing so. Yet the power-integrated MSA brings to the forefront a
nuanced explanation, which could be applicable beyond the German context. NetzDG
introduced a regulatory idea centred on reclaiming and enrolling critical resources and
reasserting power over giant technology platforms, while also tackling pressing issues

surrounding illegal speech online.

Table 15 comparatively summarises the approaches of NetzDG and the DSA to
regulating illegal content online. While the DSA pursues a “broader scope of application”
(Schleif & Kettemann, 2021, p. 34) in terms of the services and issues addressed, the two
frameworks share crucial parallels (Jaursch, 2022a). Both emphasise the procedural
enforcement of national laws by platforms, transparency obligations, detailed procedures for
compliance and complaints handling, and substantial fines. However, the DSA diverges from

NetzDG by not imposing strict content removal timelines and by introducing new procedural



Lisa-Maria Neudert

194

obligations for platforms such as audits and risk assessments. While NetzDG is an

interventionist approach, the DSA opts for an interventionist approach with elements of

regulated self-regulation.

Table 15: Comparative overview of provisions concerning content in NetzDG and the DS A.

Features

Network Enforcement Act (NetzDG)

Digital Services Act (DSA)

Legislative framework

Approach Interventionist with regulated self- Interventionist with co-regulatory elements;
regulation multi-level governance
Implementation German law enacted in 2017; updated EU law enacted in 2022
in 2021 and 2022
Scope Online platforms with =2m users in Wide range of online services including
Germany; excludes services with cloud, messaging, social networking, search,
journalistic-editorial content (§1(1, 2) and marketplaces (Art. 2 DSA); enhanced
NetzDG) regulation of very large online platforms
(VLOP) & very large online search engines
(VLOSE) with 245m monthly active users in
the EU (Art. 33 DSA)
Oversight & BMJV (§4 NetzDG) Multi-layered oversight framework
enforcement consisting of National Digital Service
Coordinators (Art. 49-51), the European
Commission for VLOPs & VLOSEs (Art.
56, 64-76), and European Board for Digital
Services (Art. 61-63)
Fines Substantial fines: up to €5m for individuals,  Substantial fines: up to 6% of global
up to €50m for companies (§4 NetzDG) turnover for VLOPs & VLOSEs (Art.
74 DSA); member states lay down rules for
other services (Art. 52)
Content moderation
Content subject o 1llegal content defined as offences listed in ~ Illegal content as defined in EU- and
removal §1(3) NetzDG (StGB provisions); national-level laws (Art. 3 DSA); content
manifestly illegal content triggers the 24- specified in services’ terms and conditions
hour deadline (Art. 14 DSA)
Content reporting  Users can report content for review Users and trusted flaggers can report content
(§3 NetzDG) for review, whereby reports from trusted
flaggers are prioritised (Art. 16, 22 DSA)
Complaint- Internal system for users to contest content  Internal system for users to contest content
bandling process  decisions (§3(2) NetzDG) decisions (Art. 20 DSA)

Data access

Out-of-court
dispute resolution
process

Time frames for

action

Limited access for researchers ({5a
NetzDG)

Encourages out-of-court dispute resolution;
requirements for mediation body and
processes (§3b NetzDG)

Removal or blocking within 24 hours after
receiving a complaint for manifestly illegal
content, 7 days for illegal content upon
receiving user complaint (§3(2) NetzDG)

Limited access for vetted researchers from
VLOPs & VLOSEs (Art. 40 DSA)

Encourages out-of-court dispute resolution;
requirements for mediation body and
processes (Art. 21 DSA)

Prompt removal or disabling upon receiving
user complaint, but no specified timeframe

(Art. 16 (6) DSA)
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Features Network Enforcement Act (NetzDG) Digital Services Act (DSA)
Transparency Comprehensive reporting obligations on Reporting obligations on content
reporting content moderation processes (§2 NetzDG)  moderation processes for all intermediaries

(Art. 15 DSA) and online platforms (Art.
24 DSA); additional requirements for
VLOPs & VLOSEs (Art. 42 DSA)

Selection of new content-related obligations under DSA

Aundits - Mandatory independent audits for VLOPs &
VLOSEs, including for content moderation
systems (Art. 37 DSA)

Crisis response - Crisis response mechanisms for serious

mechanism threats to public health and security for
VLOPs & VLOSES; the EC can require
enhanced content moderation and other
measures (Art. 36 DSA)

Risk assessment - Mandatory risk assessment and mitigation
for VLOPs & VLOSE:s including for
content moderation systems (Art. 34 DSA)

Note: This table is based on the authot’s own comparative analysis, and analysis by Jaursch (2022b) and Kahl
and Liepert (2022a, 2022b). §§3b—3f NetzDG, §4a NetzDG, and §5a NetzDG were introduced after the initial
enactment of NetzDG. In 2023, a German court (OLG) ruled that the NetzDG complaint-handling process is
non-compliant with EU law (Dachwitz, 2023).

The observed parallels might suggest a direct influence of German ideas on platform
regulations in Brussels. However, the mere presence of apparent commonalities does not
establish a causal relationship. An in-depth comparative legal assessment of regulatory practice
would be required to determine whether they are more similar or more divergent. And in any
case, to comprehend why a particular regulatory policy idea succeeds, a nuanced analysis of
the factors contributing to regulatory processes, like the one conducted here, is essential for

uncovering the underpinnings of such policies.

In offering an in-depth examination of empirical explanations for regulatory processes
within the German case, the analysis identified persistent issues which may underpin platform
regulation across cases. It highlights the central role of power dynamics between nation states
and influential, transnational tech corporations in shaping emerging technology regulations.
The German experience illustrates the challenges faced in regulating illegal online speech due
to gaps in information, authority, treasure, and organised expertise — issues directly linked to
the dynamics between state and platform actors. Platforms resisted German regulatory efforts,

withholding crucial resources. NetzDG offered an appealing policy idea to recuperate
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regulatory power by enrolling state authority, mandating transparency reports, outlining
content management procedures, and strengthening enforcement mechanisms — strategies

which are also encoded in the DSA.

Although the analysis does not provide a detailed account of policy transfer or learning to
demonstrate conclusively the impact of NetzDG on international regulation, applying the
power-integrated MSA developed here in other contexts may highlight the significance of
state—platform power relations in platform regulation more broadly. Given the transnational
nature of platforms, it is plausible that platform companies employed similar tactics across
jurisdictions, thereby motivating comparable concerns among governments internationally.
Future research could apply the power-integrated MSA in other jurisdictions to explore
whether disputes over regulatory power have prompted NetzDG-like regulations or whether

alternative explanations are more compelling.

In summary, attributing the emergence of procedural obligations for the removal of illegal
content to a simple diffusion of a German idea overlooks the complex power and resource
struggles between nation states and platforms. Rather than treating NetzDG as a German
export success, this case study shows that platform regulation is underpinned by a complex,

relational interplay of ideas, resources, and regulatory power.

5.6 Conclusion

This chapter has offered an empirical analysis of regulatory policy processes and undetlying
power dynamics in the interactions between a state and giant technology platforms,
culminating in the adoption of Germany’s NetzDG. Entwining Kingdon’s (1995) MSA with
theories of regulatory power, it introduced a power-integrated MSA to analyse digital platform
regulation. Through an interpretive analysis of an instrumental case study of NetzDG,

combining 26 elite interviews, document analysis, and process tracing, the chapter examined
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the regulatory journey that led to the adoption of NetzDG, with a specific emphasis on the

role of regulatory power in shaping emergent platform regulation.

The power-integrated MSA intertwined two core inquities, providing complex, decisional
explanations for how and why NetzDG emerged as a successful policy idea. It assessed the
convergence of problem recognition, policy proposals, and political opportunities.
Additionally, it explored the impact of the relationship between the German government and
tech giants, focusing on the dynamics of regulatory power among these actors within the

context of contemporary digital regulation.

From this case analysis, three central explanations emerged as pivotal in influencing the
adoption of NetzDG in Germany, while also providing insights into the broader regulatory
approaches to emerging platform regulation. First, the core idea of aligning offline and online
illegality gained wide acceptance by reinforcing existing German law and allowing
policymakers to reclaim power over the digital sphere. Second, the relationship between the
German government and giant technology platforms was marked by contention, with
platforms strategically withholding critical resources that NetzDG subsequently mandated
they enrol for regulatory purposes. Third, Justice Minister Heiko Maas played an instrumental
role as a policy entrepreneur, championing NetzDG as a politically viable idea to address both

the issue of illegal speech online and the state’s diminished control over platforms.

While procedural obligations for the removal of illegal content by platforms have become
widely adopted, it is crucial to look beyond the simple view of NetzDG as a German policy
export. The case analysis revealed that platform regulation is shaped by a complex interplay of
ideas, resources, and regulatory power between regulator and regulatee. Moving forward, the
power-integrated MSA offers a robust framework for analysing contemporary technology
regulation, particularly spotlighting the power dynamics between nation states on the one

hand, and tech giants on the other. This approach is especially well suited for examining
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regulations concerning platform-centric emerging technologies, such as social media,

generative artificial intelligence, or virtual metaverses.
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Chapter 6: A Fragmented Landscape,
an Entangled Relationship: Platform
Safety Regulation in the United States
(2016-2025)

6.1 Introduction

The US is home to many of the world’s most powerful digital platforms. Broadly defined as
web-based infrastructures that enable users to interact, transact, and access information, these
platforms have become integral to everyday public life, central to the US economy, and
foundational to the country’s geopolitical influence (Gillespie, 2010; Plantin et al., 2018;
Rochet & Tirole, 2003). From Al development and e-commerce to social media, search, and
user-generated content, US-based firms dominate key sectors of the global digital economy.
Among the 10 largest companies globally by market capitalisation, eight are US-based
technology companies. For five of them — Alphabet, Amazon, Apple, Meta, and Microsoft,
often referred to jointly as ‘big tech’ — user-facing platforms are core to their product
portfolio (Birch & Bronson, 2022; CompaniesMarketCap.com, 2025). These firms are part of
a much broader domestic ecosystem of giant technology platforms in the US, which spans a
cohortt of very large, often publicly listed companies like Airbnb, DoorDash, Netflix, and

Ubet.

Yet while digital platforms are thriving in the US, their rise has not been without notable
downsides. Platforms have emerged as key sites of significant safety risks. In the US context,
their algorithms have been shown to discriminate against people of colour, minorities, and
marginalised communities; their services have been linked to polarisation, civil unrest, and

violent attacks; and they have repeatedly played host to foreign interference, viral
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misinformation, and efforts at undermining the integrity of democratic processes (Howard,

2020; Noble, 2018; Woolley & Howard, 2018).

Platform-based safety risks have not gone unnoticed. Across advanced democracies
worldwide, there has been a wave of platform-aimed regulation. Jurisdictions like Australia
with its Online Safety Act, the UK with its Online Safety Act (OSA), and the European Union
with the Digital Services Act and the Al Act have introduced comprehensive regulatory
regimes aimed at platform safety regulation. Conversely, no comprehensive federal law

regulating platform safety has emerged in the US.

As a result, the US is often described as an outlier, or at the very least a regulatory
exception, when it comes to platform safety regulation across advanced democracies (Bayer et
al., 2021; Flew & Martin, 2022). Yet narratives of the US as a digital Wild West where giant
technology platforms remain unchecked oversimplify the complex regulatory reality.

Since 2016, the US federal government has undertaken a range of measures aimed at
safeguarding platforms, including executive orders, agency investigations, and limited
legislative efforts. Additionally, several US states have adopted their own platform safety

initiatives (Brennen et al., 2024).

In the US, platform safety regulation is not absent. On the contrary, the regulatory field is
active, but often ineffective: measures lack consistent enforcement, prove short-lived, or are
ill-equipped to address digital contexts, or even raise constitutional concerns around civic
freedoms (Bloch-Wehba, 2019; Citron, 2023; Gorwa, 2024). As this chapter will show, while
there are a growing number of platform safety—focused measures, the regulatory landscape
remains fragmented, structurally dysfunctional, and heavily dependent on the platforms it

seeks to regulate.

This raises a central puzzle: why, after nearly a decade of regulatory activity, has platform

safety regulation in the US remained so dispersed and by and large ineffectiver? In search of
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answers, this research shifts attention away from frequently discussed explanations like legal
limitations, historical trajectories, or self-governance traditions. Instead, it examines the
relationship of the US federal government and giant technology platforms — and the power
dynamics that shape this relationship — to offer a novel understanding of platform safety

regulation, or the lack thereof, in the US.

The research addresses the following questions:

e In the apparent absence of comprehensive federal regulation, what regulatory

approaches have emerged in the United States in platform safety regulation?

e How is regulatory power enacted through the mobilisation of resources between state

and platform actors?

To answer these questions, the chapter draws on a document analysis of an archive of 43
policy texts and 33 in-depth elite interviews with US tech policy experts. These methods are
triangulated with process tracing, aimed at identifying sequences and causal pathways. The
analysis proceeded in two stages. First, it mapped the regulatory landscape across the
executive, legislative, and judicial branches of the US federal government, identifying key
actions aimed at platform safety. Second, it examined power dynamics between state and
platform actors, using a framework of four regulatory resources — information, authority,

treasure, and organised expertise.

What emerged was not a functional emergent regulatory landscape, but a structural
entanglement between state and platform power that blunted the federal government’s

capacity to regulate. This entanglement takes shape through three constellations of power:

¢ Interdependence, where state and platform actors co-produce regulatory capacity,

blurring public—private boundaries.
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e Asymmetry, where platforms hold resource advantages that diminish public

oversight.

¢ Enrolment, where the government relies on platform-held resources to perform

public functions it cannot fulfil alone.

6.2 Literature Review
6.2.1  Platform Regulation in the United States

This section offers an overview of platform regulation in the US. While specific regulatory
measures from 2016 to 2025 are examined in detail in the analysis section, this section offers a
broader trajectory of the evolving relationship between the US federal government, successive

presidential administrations, and giant technology platforms.

The rise of digital platforms in the US is closely connected to the research, support, and
funding of the US federal government. This connection dates back to the beginnings of the
internet. ARPANET, which predated the modern internet, was established in 1969 as a Cold
War communication network by the US Department of Defense. While initially developed for
military use, it quickly gained adoption by universities and research institutions. In 1983,
ARPANET switched to a TCP/IP protocol that created a network of networks — often
referred to as the internet’s official birthday. Yet it was the invention of the World Wide Web
in 1989 that marked a turning point. Over the following decade, the internet developed into a
privatised, user-facing space, and became a mainstream technology that reached the stage of

mass adoption (Leiner et al., 2009; O’Mara, 2019).

Throughout the 1990s, state oversight of the burgeoning internet was limited, with US
federal policy aimed primarily at market growth and innovation. The administration of
President Bill Clinton (1993-2001), along with Vice President Al Gore, championed ideas of

the internet as an “information superhighway” (Gore, 1994), expected to catalyse public
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access to information, economic growth, and US leadership. The 1996 Telecommunications
Act became a key policy embodying this vision, aiming to support the competitiveness and
innovativeness of the emerging internet. Yet, the Act also reflected early online safety
concerns in relation to pornography, obscenity, and child safety through a last-minute
amendment, the Communications Decency Act (CDA; CDA, 1996). The Act was largely
struck down in court, but CDA Section 230 survived and still fundamentally shapes the US
internet landscape. It shields internet services from liability for content posted by third parties,
while also allowing them to moderate content without liability (Bietti, 2021; Gasser & Schulz,

2015).

Throughout the 2000s and 2010s, under the administrations of President George W. Bush
(2001-2009) and President Barack Obama (2009-2017), the light-touch approach to internet
regulation remained largely intact, fuelling the increasing commercialisation and
platformisation of the internet. Dominant platforms in app development, e-commerce, social
media, search, and user-generated content evolved and expanded, often relying on the mass
harvesting of user data to monetise their services (Moore & Tambini, 2018; Zuboff, 2019).
While concerns about market concentration and data protection began to surface — especially
in connection to the 2013 Edward Snowden revelations of widespread state surveillance that
relied on data from US tech giants — no major regulation emerged in the US during this period

(Greenwald, 2015).

From 2016 onwards, however, the relationship between digital tech and the US federal
government began to come under strain, marking the beginning of heightened regulatory
scrutiny. A series of high-profile scandals — most prominently reports about foreign
interference in the US 2016 presidential election and the Cambridge Analytica scandal in 2018
— brought to light the real-life risks to public safety associated with platform services. Safety

concerns surrounding algorithmic recommender systems, online extremism, digital
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interference in democratic processes, manipulative digital campaigning, and viral

misinformation gained increasing traction in US policy discourse.

Under the first administration of President Donald Trump (2017-2021), the relationship
between state actors and platforms was ambivalent. Democrats criticised platforms for their
failure to protect users from harms from viral misinformation and data misuse, while
Republicans accused tech giants of censorship of free speech and anti-conservative bias.
Trump heavily relied on Twitter (now X) for his public communication but also attacked the
platform for flagging or fact-checking his posts, especially around Covid-19 and
the 2020 election. At the same time, Trump himself cultivated close ties with some corners of
the US digital tech industry, particularly in venture capital and security technology. Peter Thiel,
a prominent investor and co-founder of the surveillance tech firm Palantir — which secured
major federal contracts during the Trump administration — was an eatly supporter of Trump.
He prominently donated to his campaign, served on his transition team, and became a key

figure in rallying parts of Silicon Valley behind the administration (Chafkin, 2021).

Under the administration of President Joe Biden (2021-2025), the relationship between
the state and tech giants remained complex (Schaake, 2024). The administration pursued
renewed efforts towards increasing state oversight of giant technology platforms, with a focus
on algorithmic bias, Al safety, child safety, and misinformation — though these initiatives
mainly took the form of voluntary measures. The January 6 Capitol attack of 2021 and the
ongoing spread of Covid-19 misinformation on social media platforms instilled new
momentum into policy debates surrounding platforms among both Democrats and
Republicans. Biden distanced himself from giant technology platforms in rhetorical terms, and
famously stated that platforms were “killing people” (as quoted in Kanno-Youngs & Kang,
2021, para. 1) due to their failure to effectively moderate Covid-19 misinformation. At the

same time, his administration appointed several individuals with close ties to technology
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platforms into senior advisory and government roles. The administration also collaborated
closely with Google’s former CEO Eric Schmidt at the Office of Science and Technology
Policy (OSTP), and accepted major funding from him for technology-related initiatives

(Thompson, 2022).

As of 2025, the return of Trump for his second administration (2025—expected 2029)
signals a deepening of ties with platform actors and tech giants more broadly. Trump has
appointed several major figures of the digital tech sector to government roles: Trump’s Vice
President J. D. Vance is a former Silicon Valley venture capitalist with close ties to Peter
Thiel. Tesla and X CEO Elon Musk and tech entrepreneur David Sachs were appointed to
senior government positions. Big tech companies and several very large platforms including
Amazon, Alphabet, Meta, Microsoft, OpenAl, and Uber each contributed US$1 million to
Trump’s 2025 inauguration committee and Elon Musk became the largest individual donor to

the Trump 2024 presidential campaign, donating US$250 million (Yang, 2025).

While this section has provided an overview of the regulatory landscape up to 2016 and
contextualised the broader developments shaping platform governance in the US, a detailed
analysis of federal-level regulation from 2016 to 2025 is offered below in Section 6.4 of this

chapter.
6.2.2  Challenges to Federal Platform Safety Regulation

Unlike many other advanced democracies, the US has not introduced comprehensive
platform safety regulation, though several more dispersed efforts have emerged at the federal
and state levels. In the literature, scholars commonly identify three key challenges that impede
platform regulation in the US: legal-historical constraints, political-institutional fragmentation, and

the dominance of ndustry-led self-regulation.

First, legal-historical trajectories shape US regulation. The country is often characterised as

a liberal regulatory state that favours individual liberties, industry-led solutions, free markets,
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and limited government intervention (Aglietta, 1976/2000; Schmidt, 2005; Wheeler, 2023).
While regulation of the private sector does take place, compared to international counterparts,
regulations in the US tend to be more industry-friendly, less precautionary, and more reactive
and ad hoc (Wheeler, 2023). With regard to platform safety regulation, there are also
important constitutional constraints. The First Amendment of the US Constitution provides
strong protections and individual liberties for freedom of speech which are more wide-
reaching than those of other advanced democracies (Appleman, 1995; Gasser & Schulz,
2015). Together with CDA Section 230, which shields internet services from liability for third-
party content, scholars have argued that this historical-legal trajectory renders state
intervention in matters of speech both politically unviable and legally difficult (Citron, 2023;
CDA, 1996; Kaye, 2019). Conversely, platform safety regulations in countries like Germany
and the UK often revolve around issues like illegal and harmful speech, which are generally

off-limits for regulatory intervention in the US.

Second, scholars have pointed to political-institutional challenges. The regulatory system
of the US is dispersed. No single federal agency holds dedicated oversight over the digital
sector or platforms, and existing, limited regulatory remits are stretched across multiple
institutions at the federal, state, and local levels (Brennen et al., 2024; Gorwa, 2024).
Additionally, recent Supreme Court rulings have limited the influence of regulatory agencies.
The major questions doctrine is a principle in US law that requires clear congressional
authorisation for federal agencies to regulate matters of major economic or political influence.
It was affirmed in 2022, shifting influence to the US Congtress (West |irginia et al. v.
Environmental Protection Agency et al., 2022). The Chevron doctrine, a principle of US law that
required courts to defer to federal agencies to interpret ambiguous statutes, was overruled
in 2024 — restricting federal agency discretion (Laper Bright Enterprises et al. v. Gina Raimondo,
Secretary of Commerce, et al., 2024). And in 2024, the Supreme Court ruled that executive

agencies must use federal courts when imposing significant penalties, weakening agency
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enforcement capacity (SEC . Jarkesy, 2024). Meanwhile, since the rise of giant technology
platforms in the 2010s, Congress has been frequently divided along partisan lines including

during the periods 2011-2015, 2019-2021, and again since 2023 — making legal reform

difficult across all domains.

Third, research has highlighted the dominant role of zndustry self-regulation. Since 2016, giant
technology companies have increasingly undertaken self-regulatory initiatives in the US.
Researchers have documented how platforms have developed internal technical systems and
policies to address online safety, have established bodies for adjudicating safety decisions, and
maintain large trust and safety teams devoted to keeping the platforms secure (Gorwa et al.,
2020; Kettemann & Schulz, 2020). Scholars note that this aligns with the long-standing US
preference for market-led solutions over direct state intervention. Additionally, several
scholars have suggested that industry self-regulation may be more effective or better suited
than state-led approaches (Bloch-Wehba, 2019; Citron, 2018). However, existing research has
often eclipsed the role of the state in self-regulation — whether through public pressures,
legislative threats, or coordination. What is more, the effectiveness of self-regulatory measures
remains difficult to evaluate, especially as platforms withhold data about the safety risks and

mitigation measures on their services.

While this research has identified important challenges to comprehensive regulation, it has
largely focused on legal, institutional, and governance arrangements in isolation. However, it
has overlooked the dynamics between state and platform actors that underpin regulatory

development in the US. This research seeks to address this gap.
6.2.3  Regulation as State—Platform Relationship Dynamics

To explain how platform regulation takes shape in practice, or how and why it fails to
materialise, I argue that it is necessary to shift focus to the relationship between state and

platform actors. While a rich body of interpretive policy analysis has demonstrated that power
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dynamics between regulator and regulatee, actors’ understanding of regulatory meanings, and
lived experiences shape regulation in practice, this perspective has rarely been applied to
platform regulation. In US platform regulation, this power dynamic is especially high stakes:
the federal government as a regulator — a high-capacity advanced democracy — interacts with
giant technology platforms as regulatees — extraordinarily influential drivers of domestic

wealth, growth, and innovation in the US.

This research treats regulation not as a static legal-institutional arrangement but
approaches it as a power dynamic enacted between states and platforms. It draws on a
relational definition of regulation as “the sustained and focused attempt to alter the behaviour
of others ... with the intention of producing a broadly identified outcome” (Black, 2002a,

p- 20). From this perspective, regulation is not merely the outcome of legislation, institutional
design, or governance arrangements, but an ongoing process shaped through the interactions

of regulatory actors on the ground.

To understand how power dynamics operate within this regulatory relationship, this
research builds on Lindvall and Teorell’s (2016) conception of state power as the capacity to
achieve intended policy outcomes through the mobilisation of resources. In their model,
resources function as “inputs” (2016, p. 9) to regulatory capacity and power emerges when
capacity is put to use to implement regulation. Thus, resources are necessary but not sufficient
for power to emerge. As such, they suggest that analysing an actot’s resource endowments
offers a practical proxy for power in regulation. From this perspective, the greater a state’s
resource base — and its capacity to use those resources — the greater its potential to exercise

power.

Black (2002b, 2003) offers a complementary view that brings together ideas of resources,
capacity, and power in the domain of regulation. She defines regulatory capacity as an actor’s

ability to mobilise relevant resources toward regulatory goals. Both state and non-state actors
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can hold relevant resources, and may access and mobilise the resources of other actors in
pursuit of regulatory goals. Entwining Black’s (2002b, 2003) emphasis on resource-enabled
regulation with Lindvall and Teorell’s (2016) understanding of power as the capacity to
mobilise resources, I define regulatory power as the capacity of a regulator to mobilise

resources in order to influence the behaviour of a regulatee in pursuit of regulatory goals.

Building on this theoretical foundation, I draw from an original framework of four key
regulatory resources developed in Chapter 2 of this thesis and employed in previous research
on platform regulation in the UK (Chapter 4) and Germany (Chapter 5), published in the
Internet Policy Review (Neudert, 2023) and the Journal of Information Policy (Neudert, 2024)
respectively: information, authority, treasure, and organised expertise. While not all resources
are always mobilised in every regulatory context, each plays a critical role in enabling platform

regulation. Table 16 defines the four resources and their roles in platform regulation.

Table 16: Overview of key regulatory resources.

Regulato o, . .
g y Definition and use in regulation

resource

Information Relevant and timely data about regulatee behaviour, necessary for regulatory
policymaking, informed decision-making, and monitoring of compliance

Authority The legal or de facto influence and legitimacy of the state to demand, forbid, guarantee,
and adjudicate within its legal system; critical for the enforcement of regulatory policy

Treasure Financial capital required to fulfil regulatory functions and to acquire other relevant

regulatory resources, including organised expertise

Organised expertise  Professional staff with expert knowledge and domain-specific know-how relevant to the
regulatory context

Note: This conceptualisation of key regulatory resources builds on the author’s prior research on platform
regulation in Germany and the United Kingdom. It adapts existing frameworks, including Black’s (2002b, 2003)
“regulatory resources”, Dunleavy and Carrera’s (2013) “organised expertise”, and Hood’s (1983) “tools of
government”, and draws on the synthesis of empirical interview data to distinguish four key regulatory resources
relevant in platform regulation.

I argue that this relational and resource-centric approach is especially well suited for
studying platform regulation in the US context, where regulation is dispersed across multiple
branches of the federal government and rarely exercised through comprehensive, formalised
frameworks. It foregrounds regulatory power as something enacted not only through laws,

institutional mandates, and governance arrangements, but also through the configuration,
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mobilisation, and enactment of resources within the relationship between regulator and

regulatee.

6.3 Methods

This research spotlights the US as an instrumental case study of platform regulation. This
approach affords deep insights into the US case but also allows for drawing broad interpretive
generalisations that offer insights into platform regulation in other contexts (Mills et al., 2010).
This section details the methods underpinning this case analysis, though a more detailed

discussion of the methods is provided in Chapter 3.

There were three key reasons for selecting the US as a case study. First, it is home to the
headquarters of many of the giant technology platforms at the centre of international
regulatory interest, making its regulatory action especially consequential. Second, the US is an
advanced democracy and a thought leader in regulation, likely shaping regulatory trajectories
internationally. Third, unlike many other major advanced democracies, the US has not
introduced comprehensive legal frameworks aimed at platforms, but instead pursued more
dispersed measures, reflecting a distinctive regulatory strategy in the broader landscape of

platform regulation.

This research adopts an interpretive policy analysis (IPA) to generate thick descriptions of
decisional insights into how and why emergent platform regulation is interpreted and enacted
by state actors in the US. The analysis triangulated across three methods: a document analysis
of 43 policy texts including bills, court rulings and proceedings, and executive orders; 33 elite
interviews with experts and practitioners in US technology policy; and process tracing across
these sources aimed at reconstructing detailed timelines and regulatory trajectories. The time
period for analysis begins in November 2016, coinciding with the election of Donald Trump
and the widespread emergence of public debate about the safety of user-facing platforms, and

extends to July 2025 — spanning almost a decade of regulatory activity.
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While these methods were triangulated throughout the research, the first part of the
analysis — which maps regulatory measures across the three branches of the federal
government — draws primarily on document analysis. To identify relevant documents on
platform safety regulation, targeted searches were conducted across government archives and
document repositories, including the Federal Register, the White House Archives (catalogued
in the National Archives), and the archival collections of relevant regulatory agencies and
departments. These included the Department of Justice (DOYJ), the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC), the Federal Trade Commission (FT'C), the OSTP, the Office of the
United States Trade Representative (USTR), and, where relevant, the Department of
Commerce (DOC) and its subagency the National Telecommunications and Information
Administration (NTIA), the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), and the Centers for

Disease Control and Prevention (CDC).

To query archives, Boolean operators were combined with keywords including algorithm*,
AT*, big*, censorship*, content*, content moderation®, digital®, election™, misinformation™, platform™®, safety*,
Section 230, speech®, tech*. The archive included action plans, bills, draft bills, court rulings and
proceedings, guidance documents, executive orders, memoranda, press releases, speeches of
public officials, and webpage materials on official .gov domains. The archive of documents

analysed is available in Appendix D.

The second part of the analysis, on regulatory relationships and resources between state
and platform actors, draws primarily on 33 elite interviews conducted between
March 2024 and June 2025, in triangulation with document analysis and process tracing.
Following Littig (2009), elite interviews targeted both functional elites with formal decision-
making roles inside the federal government and giant technology platforms, and professional

experts with specialised knowledge of platform regulation and US technology policy.



Lisa-Maria Neudert 212

There were three primary groups for recruitment: first, experts and policy practitioners
based in federal government departments and regulatory bodies; second, lobbyists and public
affairs staff at giant technology platforms at the centre of ongoing regulatory efforts in the
US; and third, experts from academia, civil society, and law who work on platform-focused

policy issues, often advising, collaborating, or engaging with US federal actors.

All interviews were conducted over Zoom and lasted between 36 and 72 minutes.
Recruitment combined cold outreach via LinkedIn and public email addresses with warm
outreach through the researcher’s professional network. Snowball sampling was also

employed, with participants recommending further interviewees.

In 27 of the interviews, the participants came from academia, civil society, and law —
reflecting the maturity of the tech policy field outside of formal government structures. Five
participants held current positions in major platforms and tech, with two additional
participants drawing on prior experience in this sector. Only one interviewee held a current
government or regulatory position at the time they were interviewed. However, nine others
had previously served in such roles, and several maintained ongoing ties to their former
institutions through advisory roles or continued consulting. Table 17 offers an overview of

the three target groups and the distribution of participants.

Despite sustained outreach efforts, no interviews were secured with representatives from
the judiciary or legislative branches, due to non-response or constraints related to professional
codes of conduct that prohibited potential participants from taking part in research
interviews. Contacting US lawmakers and their staff proved particulatly difficult through
official channels, many of which required proof of constituent status which I do not hold. In
this area in particular, interview data were supplemented and triangulated with document

analysis of key policy materials produced by these institutions. Moreover, several participants
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across groups had extensive experience interacting with federal state actors, offering valuable

insights into the perspectives of policymakers.

Table 17: Overview of key target groups for interview recruitment.

Target .. Number of
Description . .

group participants

Government Current or former policy experts from federal government departments and 1

and regulators  regulatory agencies focused on tech policy

Platform and ~ Lobbyists and public affairs staff from major US-headquartered technology 5

tech companies including Alphabet, Meta, Niantic, and OpenAl

Acadenia, Experts from tech policy—focused civil society organisations (CSOs), non- 27

civil society, profit organisations, think tanks, civic tech firms, universities, and legal

law consultancies; this group also includes tech journalists

Total 33

All interviews were fully transcribed using the Trint transcription software. Participants
were given the option to contribute on the record, off the record, pseudonymously, or
anonymously. Where requested, participants reviewed and approved their quotes prior to

inclusion in this research.

Data were analysed using qualitative coding, beginning with open-ended codes and
progressing toward broader conceptual categories and interpretive themes. Process coding
was used to identify sequences of events (Saldafia, 2009). A detailed account of my coding

strategy is offered in Chapter 3.

6.4 Analysis: Platform Regulation in a Fragmented Federal System
6.4.1  Mapping Federal Regulatory Measures (Document Analysis)

The document analysis revealed not an absence of platform regulation, but rather a rich, if
dispersed, regulatory landscape spread across the three branches of the federal government.
While comprehensive federal legislation, such as that which has emerged in the EU or the
UK, remained elusive, regulatory measures aimed specifically at platform safety were
widespread. These included measures like executive orders, agency investigations and

guidance, limited legislative action, and judicial rulings aimed at altering platform behaviour.
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However, these interventions were often disjointed across administrations, politicised along

ideological lines, and scattered across different institutions.

In this section, I draw from the document analysis to present a comprehensive overview
of regulatory measures aimed at the online safety of digital platforms across the executive,
legislative, and judicial branches of the US federal government. Insights from the elite
interviews provided additional empirical context and offered further evidence to understand

the impact of these regulatory measures.

To identify relevant measures from the archive of documents collected, I applied a flexible
and empirically grounded understanding of platform safety regulation. The research broadly
conceptualises platforms as web-based digital infrastructure that allows different users to
interact and transact. Reflecting the state of the regulatory field, I predominantly focused on
giant technology platforms in the US and, to a lesser extent, the Chinese platform TikTok,
which is operated by ByteDance — because these platforms were the main targets of US

platform safety regulation.

Regulation was defined here as the attempt by a regulator — in this case, the US federal
government — to change the behaviour of a regulatee — in this case, giant technology
platforms — in pursuit of a broadly defined outcome (Black, 2002a; see also Section 2.2.3). 1
specifically focused on safety-oriented regulations: measures aimed at mitigating platform-
associated harms, such as those related to algorithmic bias, content and speech, and user
privacy. Reforms to CDA Section 230 and measures aimed at preventing alleged online
censorship were also included, as they were closely connected to debates about platform
accountability, user safety, and democratic harms — in particular threats to freedom of speech.
In addition, selected executive measures on trade, tariffs, and industrial policy were included
where they were commonly associated with concerns about US tech sovereignty and

leadership over China, as these measures were frequently framed as matters of national
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security and public safety in the US. In contrast, antitrust and competition measures were

excluded, as they fall outside the scope of safety-focused regulation in this analysis.
6.4.1.1  Executive Action
Executive Orders

In the US legal system, executive orders (EOs) are binding directives issued by the president.
Their use has intensified since 2021 with both Biden and Trump heavily relying on EOs as a
regulatory instrument. In his first 100 days in office, Biden signed 89 EOs, more EOs than
any president since President Harry Truman, including the reversal of several of the 220 EOs
signed by Trump during his first term. In his second term in office, Trump signed 143 EOs in
his first 100 days in office, more than any other president — rescinding several of Biden’s EOs
(Peters & Woolley, 2025). In the context of platform regulation, both administrations have
focused executive actions on issues around Al safety, online censorship, and freedom of

speech.

During Trump’s first term, in 2020, ‘Preventing online censorship’ (Exec. Order No.
13925, 2020) was the first major EO directly aimed at digital platforms and followed a public
feud between Trump and the platform Twitter (now X) after the company had fact-checked
one of his tweets on mail-in voting. The order instructed a petition for the FCC to review
CDA Section 230 and the conditions for platform immunity, reflecting concerns that
platforms were censoring conservative voices, causing democratic harms, and posing threats
to freedom of speech. The order was later rescinded by Biden before any formal action was

taken.

Under Biden, the most significant order concerning platforms was ‘Safe, secure, and
trustworthy development of AI’ (Exec. Order No. 14110, 2023), which aimed to guide
responsible Al development. It required major tech companies to conduct and share results of

safety tests and transparency reports with federal agencies, including the DOC. While not
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exclusively targeted at platforms, the order applied to companies developing major AI models,
including companies such as Alphabet, Microsoft, and Meta, whose platform services

increasingly integrate these Al systems.

In his second term, Trump issued a series of platform-aimed EOs, signalling a renewed
focus on perceived safety threats associated with alleged anti-conservative bias and demands
for ideological neutrality, as well as for the promotion of American leadership. On day one in
office, he issued ‘Restoring speech and ending federal censorship’ (Exec. Order No. 14149,
2025), which banned federal agencies from coordinating with platforms on content
moderation. It instructed the attorney general to review the Biden administration’s state—
platform interactions during events such as the 2020 presidential election, the

January 6 Capitol attack in 2021, and the Covid-19 pandemic.

The order ‘Removing barriers to American leadership in AI” (Exec. Order No. 14179,
2025) rescinded Biden’s ‘Safe, secure, and trustworthy development of A’ (Exec. Order No.
14110, 2023). It explicitly rejected so-called ideological bias or social agendas in Al

development. It also suspended corporate safety testing and disclosure obligations.

In a follow-up order, ‘Preventing woke Al in the federal government’ (Exec. Order No.
14319, 2025) published alongside ‘Winning the race: America’s Al action plan’ (OSTP, 2025),

Trump introduced new procurement rules for the federal use of Al, effectively requiring

vendors to demonstrate ideological neutrality and reject so-called woke ideas.?

Additionally, in 2025 Trump issued the EO ‘Application of Protecting Americans from
Foreign Adversary Controlled Applications Act to TikTok’ (Exec. Order No. 14166, 2025)
that formally invokes the Protecting Americans from Foreign Adversary Controlled

Applications (PAFACA) in relation to TikTok; however, the order simultaneously delayed the

13 According to the Oxford English Dictionary, the term ‘woke’ previously described a state of being aware of
social and racial injustice but has since come to be used by conservatives to criticise liberal and progressive views
as performative. The term is considered derogatory (Oxford University Press, n.d.-b).
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implementation of the Act, postponing a ban or sale. A subsequent order ‘Extending the
TikTok enforcement delay’ (Exec. Order No. 14258, 2025) further extended this

postponement, delaying any decisions regarding a ban or forced sale.
Executive Trade, Tariff, and Industrial Policy

Another form of executive action concerns the inclusion of CDA Section 230—style
provisions in trade agreements. Since the mid-2010s, the US has frequently included such
provisions in trade agreements (Liu, 2022). Under Trump, such clauses were included in the
United States—Mexico—Canada Agreement (2020) and the United States—Japan Trade
Agreement (2020), requiring partner countries to adopt similar liability protections for online
platforms (USTR, 2020a, 2020b). These inclusions were made by the USTR, a cabinet-level
office reporting directly to the president. Under Biden, the USTR withdrew CDA Section 230
clauses from trade agreements, aligning with broader calls for reform within his administration

(Kern, 2022).

While not exclusively aimed at platform safety, tariffs have become a central executive
tool of tech policy. Under the first Trump administration, the USTR initiated investigations
into foreign digital services taxes (DST), finding that they unfairly burdened US firms,
including Amazon, Meta, and Google. This led to proposed retaliatory tariffs on countries
such as Austria, France, and the UK, as well as the EU. The incoming Biden administration
immediately paused implementation and instead pursued OECD and G20 negotiations
(USTR, 2021). In 2025, Trump issued a presidential memorandum instructing the USTR to
revive and expand DST investigations, framing foreign taxes and regulations as
“discriminatory, disproportionate” (Trump, 2025, Section 2). The memorandum also ordered
investigations into whether any EU or UK policy “incentivizes US companies to develop or
use products and technology in ways that undermine free speech or foster censorship”,

thereby explicitly framing these tariff measures as a matter of platform safety (White House,
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2025, para. 1). Since 2016, the USTR has maintained sweeping tariffs on Chinese technology
goods and restricted exports of Al-enabling supplies, citing security concerns (USTR, 2025).
By targeting platform-adjacent technologies, the tariffs indirectly impact US platforms by

incentivising domestic investments and limiting Chinese competition.

Industrial policy has likewise emerged as a channel of executive action directed at
platforms. In 2022, Biden signed the CHIPS and Science Act, a congressional statute aimed at
supporting the US semiconductor industry (CHIPS and Science Act, 2022). Its
implementation is controlled by executive agencies, including the DOC, whose priorities are
shaped by presidential agendas. In alignment with presidential priorities, CHIPS funding has
been allocated toward infrastructure — citing supply chain security as a key objective —
supporting cloud computing, Al development, and backbone computing technologies that

also enable large-scale platforms (Office of Public Affairs, 2022).

At the start of his second term, Trump announced the Stargate Project, a US$500 billion
Al infrastructure initiative, described by researchers as a public—private partnership (ZEW —
Leibniz Centre for European Economic Research, 2024). While the federal government is not
a direct investor, Trump has formally endorsed the project as a driver for US leadership in the
global Al race. The administration has invoked emergency declarations to accelerate
infrastructure permits and cut red tape. In addition, government agencies are reportedly

involved in coordinating energy supply and siting decisions (Maloney, 2025).
Executive Agencies

In the US, most federal agencies are part of the executive branch. Their leadership is
appointed by the president, and their agendas are shaped by presidential policy priorities.
Some bodies, including the FCC and FTC, are independent agencies that operate at arm’s

length from the president, but are still subject to executive influence. With regard to platform
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regulation and online safety issues, three key agencies have led the majority of efforts

since 2016: the FTC, the DOJ, and the FCC.

The FTC, responsible for civil antitrust law and consumer protection, has become an
important site of platform safety regulation. During Trump’s first term, the FTC focused on
consumer protection and high-profile enforcement. In 2019, Facebook was fined a record
sum of US$5 billion for privacy violations related to Cambridge Analytica (FT'C, 2019b).

In 2019, TikTok (then known as Musical.ly) agreed to a settlement for allegedly violating
children’s privacy (FTC, 2019a). Under Biden, Lina Khan, a prominent big tech critic, was
appointed chair of the FTC. In 2022, it initiated a rule-making process on commercial
surveillance and algorithmic targeting (FTC, 2022). In Trump’s second term, the FTC opened
an inquiry into safety risks related to content moderation under the EO ‘Restoring speech and
ending federal censorship’ (Exec. Order No. 14149, 2025), signalling a shift toward a more

politicised agenda focused on platform content moderation and alleged censorship.

The DOJ, responsible for enforcing federal laws, entered platform safety regulation late in
Trump’s first term by issuing recommendations in 2020 to narrow CDA Section 230
protections for platforms, aimed at addressing speech harms in line with Trump’s broader
online censorship agenda (Office of Public Affairs, 2020). Under Biden, in 2024, its Civil
Rights Division issued guidance on algorithmic bias and discrimination, aimed at mitigating
civil rights harms arising from platform decision-making (DOJ, Civil Rights Division, 2024).
In Trump’s second term, the attorney general was instructed to investigate Biden-era
coordination between federal agencies and platforms regarding Covid-19 and election-related
content under ‘Restoring speech and ending federal censorship’ (Exec. Order No. 14149,

2025).

The FCC has also played a role in platform safety oversight. Following Trump’s

‘Preventing online censorship’ (Exec. Order No. 13925, 2020), it was tasked with clarifying
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the interpretation of CDA Section 230 regarding platforms’ immunity for content

moderation. While the agency initiated a rule-making process under the EO, the incoming
Biden administration did not pursue the proposal, and no formal rule-making followed. Under
Biden, the FCC largely withdrew from platform safety issues (Wheeler, 2021). As of mid-
2025, the FCC under the new Trump administration has not revived platform-focused
actions. However, Project 2025 — a controversial political blueprint, co-authored by the
current FCC Chair Brenden Carr, which is intended to reshape the federal government along
Trump-aligned priorities and which has substantially shaped the policies of the second Trump
administration — proposes that the FCC should rein in big tech platforms (Dans & Groves,

2023).

Other agencies have also contributed to platform safety regulation. Under Biden, the
OSTP released a ‘Blueprint for an Al Bill of Rights’ (OSTP, 2022), addressing platform harms
in areas like algorithmic bias and lack of transparency. The CDC coordinated with platforms
to flag health misinformation during the Covid-19 pandemic and the DHS engaged with
platforms on election integrity (DHS, Office of Inspector General, 2024; Kettemann &
Fretman, 2020). Under Trump’s second administration, the NTIA has become involved in
supporting the reinterpretation of CDA Section 230 as directed in the EO on ‘Preventing

online censorship’ (Exec. Order No. 13925, 2020).
6.4.1.2  Legislative Action

While there has been sustained bipartisan interest in platform safety issues over the years,
federal legislative action in the US has remained limited. Initial momentum emerged after

the 2016 US presidential elections and concerns about foreign interference.

Between 2017 and 2018, the Senate Judiciary and Senate Intelligence Committee held hearings
on election interference, questioning top tech executives from platforms like Facebook,

Google, and Twitter. Lawmakers expressed frustration over platforms’ lack of transparency
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and accountability, sparking calls for regulation (Committee on the Judiciary House of

Representatives, 2018; Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, 2018).

In 2017 the Honest Ads Bill, a proposed bill aimed at regulating digital campaigning,
gained bipartisan support but ultimately failed (Honest Ads Bill, 2017). Following the
Cambridge Analytica scandal in 2018, Facebook’s Mark Zuckerberg testified before Congress.
While no legislation followed, the FTC imposed a substantial fine (FTC, 2019b). In 2019, the
Senate held hearings on alleged anti-conservative bias prompted by Trump, and other

Republicans made claims of social media favouritism toward Democrats (Shepardson, 2019).

One of the most substantial legislative actions regarding platform safety materialised
in 2018 with the passage of the Stop Enabling Sex Traffickers Act (SESTA) and the Allow
States and Victims to Fight Online Sex Trafficking Act (FOSTA) — collectively known as
SESTA-FOSTA — the first and only legislative reform to CDA Section 230 to date (SESTA,
2018). The Acts excluded content that assists, supports, or facilitates sex trafficking from
liability exemptions. Though criticised by pro—free speech groups, the initiative received
bipartisan support. Since 2020, Congress has introduced a range of bills targeting CDA
Section 230 reform, though none of them have been passed into law. Democratic proposals
have aimed to remove immunity for certain types of harmful content, while Republican
proposals have focused on curbing alleged state overreach in online speech matters and
platform online censorship, mainly related to collaboration between state and platform actors
around Covid-19, the 2020 presidential election, and the January 6 Capitol attack of 2021

(Citron, 2023).

Under Biden, the Senate Commerce and Science Committee held a hearing following
revelations made in 2021 by Facebook whistle-blower Frances Haugen, who released internal
documents showing the company’s awareness of safety risks associated with its services,

particularly to teenagers (Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation,
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Subcommittee on Consumer Protection, Product Safety, and Data Security, 2021). In
response to this and broader concerns around child safety, the bipartisan Kids Online Safety
Bill (KOSA) was introduced in 2022, alongside several other bills on platform safety, but none

passed into law (Kids Online Safety Bill, 2025).

The second substantial legislative effort emerged with PAFACA in 2024, which allows the
president to ban or require the divestment of foreign apps under national security concerns
(PAFACA, 2024). The bipartisan bill materialised in response to ongoing concerns about

Chinese data access and surveillance, particularly relating to TikTok.

Between 2023 and 2025, Congress held several hearings on Al risks to public safety,
featuring high-profile tech executives from companies such as Google, Microsoft, and
OpenAl (House Judiciary Committee, 2025). Several Al-focused bills emerged addressing
harms around facial recognition, deepfakes, and criminal exploitation of AI (American Action
Forum, 2025). Notably, a 10-year moratorium preventing states from enforcing Al rules was
proposed in the One Big Beautiful Bill Act (2025), but this clause was removed before the Act

was passed.
6.4.1.3  Judicial Action

The US federal judiciary is an active regulatory actor in platform regulation. While the
Supreme Court, as the highest court in the federal system, sets national precedent, lower
federal courts, including district courts (which handle trials) and circuit courts of appeals
(which hear appeals), have also made relevant decisions shaping the regulatory landscape.
Importantly, the role of courts in regulation has been strengthened relative to that of

executive agencies, as discussed in Section 6.2.2 of this chapter.

Since 2016, US federal courts have played an important role in affirming CDA Section
230 (CDA, 1996). For example, Herrick v. Grindr LLLC (2019) and Force v. Facebook, Inc. (2019)

from the Second Circuit Court of Appeals upheld broad interpretations of platform immunity.
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In Twitter, Inc. v. Taamneh (2023), the Supreme Court ruled that platforms could not be held
liable under antiterrorism law for failing to remove terrorist content, reinforcing core
protections of the CDA Section 230. In Gonzgalez v. Google I.LC (2023), the Supreme Court
avoided directly addressing whether algorithmic recommender systems are protected by CDA
Section 230, leaving intact the prevailing interpretations that such systems are generally
covered. In Moody v. NetChoice, L.C (2024), the Supreme Court vacated rulings on Florida and
Texas laws that had sought to restrict platform content moderation following claims of
censorship. While remanding the cases for further review, the court affirmed that platforms
have a First Amendment right to make editorial decisions on content. Taken together, these
decisions underscore the federal judiciary’s role in reaffirming CDA Section 230, even as the

executive and legislative branches have explored reform.

Furthermore, the federal judiciary has shaped platform regulation through constitutional
interpretation, particularly concerning the First Amendment. In Knight First Amendment Institute
v. Trump (2019), the Second Circuit ruled that Trump, who was the president at the time,
could not block people from his Twitter (now X) account, treating it as a public forum subject
to First Amendment protections. When the case reached the Supreme Court, the ruling was
vacated due to Trump leaving office. In Murthy v. Missouri (2024), the Supreme Court reviewed
lower court injunctions against executive agencies, where judges had argued that coordination
on content between agencies and platforms amounted to unconstitutional coercion by the
government to strong-arm platforms into suppressing free speech. In the US context, this
practice is also commonly referred to as “jawboning” (Bambauer, 2015; Harbath & Perault,
2023), a form of state actor overreach in speech matters, describing efforts by public officials
to coerce private actors, here platforms, to remove or suppress content, without formal
mandates. The Supreme Court ultimately dismissed the case for lack of standing, leaving

unresolved the constitutional boundaries of government—platform engagement.
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6.4.1.4  Interim Summary: A Fragmented Regulatory Field

This analysis has challenged the assumption that the US is a wholly unregulated digital Wild
West. Rather, over the last decade, a plethora of regulatory measures aimed at platform safety
emerged. Table 18 offers an overview of the platform regulation measures that have been
discussed. Nevertheless, federal regulation remained fragmented in three key ways: it is
politicised along partisan lines, dispersed across the branches of the federal government and

its institutions, and piecemeal in its character.

First, platform regulation was highly politicised along partisan lines, particularly across the
executive and legislative branches of the federal government. Executive-level efforts under
both Trump administrations focused on perceived threats of online censorship, anti-
conservative ideological bias in tech and especially Al, and national security risks stemming
from Chinese-owned technologies. Trump-era executive measures banned agency—platform
coordination, imposed new rules requiring ideological neutrality, and rescinded EOs on Al
safety put in place by the Biden administration. In contrast, under Biden executive action
focused on Al safety, child protection, and algorithmic accountability. Similar partisan divides
emerged in Congress. While Republicans focused their efforts on penalising alleged platform
censorship, limiting content moderation, and exposing perceived jawboning of tech platforms
by the Biden administration, Democrats advocated for stronger oversight of the digital realm
— including through narrowing or reforming CDA Section 230 protections. This divide
directly undermined the prospect of legislative efforts, especially the possibility of coherent

bipartisan legislation, with most proposals stalling or being dismissed.

Second, platform safety regulation was highly fragmented across all three branches of the
US federal government and their respective institutions. Rather than being homed in a
dedicated regulatory agency — such as Germany’s Federal Network Agency or the UK’s Office

of Communications (Ofcom) — platform regulation in the US was distributed across a range
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of executive agencies, departments, legislative committees, and courts. On the executive level,
presidential EOs were a central mode of regulatory action emerging directly from the White
House, occasionally in coordination with the OSTP. Additionally, enforcement measures and
regulatory guidance came from a range of agencies including the FCC, the FTC, and the DOJ.
There were also several examples of overlapping initiatives across branches and agencies, with
multiple actors pursuing similar regulatory aims without coordination and sometimes with
conflicting measures. For example, Biden’s executive actions on Al safety, the OSTP
‘Blueprint for an Al Bill of Rights’, and FT'C rule-making all addressed algorithmic bias, but
without coordination or even a joint approach. Legislative activity involved multiple Senate
and House committees, though aside from increased scrutiny and hearings, only a few
substantial measures were passed. SESTA-FOSTA remained the only legislation. On the
judicial level, the Supreme Court and federal courts reinforced CDA Section 230 liability
exemptions but largely fell short of interpreting constitutional limits on state—platform
interactions through First Amendment jurisprudence. In sum, the regulatory efforts remained
disjointed, overlapping, and even conflicting, reflecting a wider pattern of institutional

fragmentation.

Third, regulation was piecemeal and at times contradictory, lacking an overall direction.
Executive actions proved vulnerable to reversal and were frequently short-lived in scope.
Trump’s orders were often impulsive, reactive, and marked by personal grievance, whereas
Biden’s reflected a more programmatic and long-term agenda. Yet his administration still
failed to bring durable change, with key EOs being revoked, as demonstrated when Trump
rescinded Biden’s executive actions on Al within his first 100 days in office in 2025, replacing
them with a deregulatory approach that suspended safety and reporting obligations.
Additionally, the strong emphasis on executive action over legislation raises concerns about
the democratic legitimacy of measures. Legislation measures also proved fragile. Though

carried by bipartisan support, major proposals such as the Honest Ads Bill or KOSA were
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never signed into law. Ambitions for CDA Section 230 reform stand in contrast to the actions

of the newly empowered federal judiciary, which reaffirmed the existing liability exemptions in

recent rulings.

Taken together, these patterns reveal a fragmented regulatory landscape characterised by

political volatility, institutional dispersion, and a lack of regulatory direction. While rich in

activity, no coherent, stable, and effective measures aimed at ensuring platform safety

emerged. While the document analysis has mapped this emergent regulatory field over the

past decade, it has left unaddressed how and why this fragmented regulatory development is

shaped by underlying power dynamics between state and platform actors.

Table 18: US platform regulation measures across the executive, legislative, and judicial branch of the federal government (2016—

2025).
Branch Year Measure Type/focus Status
Executive 2016 Tariffs on Chinese tech Trade restrictions on Active
goods (2016-2025) Chinese tech
Executive 2019 FTC: US$5bn fine to Platform privacy and Completed
Facebook enforcement
Executive 2019 FTC: TikTok privacy Children’s data privacy Completed
settlement
Executive 2020 Exec. Order No. 13925 Preventing online Rescinded by Biden
censorship
Executive 2020 FCC: Rule-making process ~ CDA Section 230 reform Initiated but
on interpretation of CDA abandoned under
Section 230 Biden
Executive 2020 USMCA Trade Agreement CDA Section 230 clauses in ~ Active
trade agreements
Executive 2020 US—Japan Trade Agreement CDA Section 230 clausesin ~ Active
trade agreements
Executive 2020 DOJ: Recommendations to  CDA Section 230 reform Issued
narrow CDA Section 230
Executive 2022 OSTP: Blueprint for an Al ~ Guide for society on Al Released
Bill of Rights safety
Executive— 2022 CHIPS and Science Act Industrial policy supporting  Active
Legislative platform infrastructure
Executive 2022 FTC: Rule-making on Commertcial surveillance Initiated under
commercial surveillance and algorithmic targeting Biden
Executive 2023 Exec. Order No. 14110 Safe, secure, and Rescinded by Trump
trustworthy development of
Al
Executive 2024 DQOJ Civil Rights Division: Algorithmic bias and Issued

Guidance on algorithmic
bias

discrimination
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Executive
Executive
Executive
Executive
Executive
Executive

Executive

Executive
Legislative
Legislative
Legislative
Legislative
Legislative
Legislative
Legislative

Legislative

Legislative
Legislative
Judicial
Judicial
Judicial

Judicial

Judicial
Judicial

Judicial

2025

2025

2025

2025

2025

2025

2025

2025

2017

2017

2018

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022
2024

2025

2019

2019

2019

2023

2023

2024

2024

Exec. Order No. 14149
Exec. Order No. 14166
Exec. Order No. 14179
Exec. Order No. 14258
Exec. Order No. 14319

FTC: Content moderation
inquiry

Presidential memorandum
on DST's

Stargate Project
Honest Ads Bill

Senate hearings on election
interference (2017-2018)

Cambridge Analytica
hearings

SESTA-FOSTA Act

Senate hearings on anti-
conservative bias

CDA Section 230 reform
proposals (2020-2025)

Senate hearings with
Frances Haugen testimony

Kids Online Safety Act
PAFACA

One Big Beautiful Bill Act
Force v. Facebook, Inc.
Herrick v. Grindr LLC
Knight First Amendment
Institute v. Trump
Gonzalez v. Google LL.C
Twitter, Inc. v. Taamneh

Moody v. NetChoice, LLL.C

Murthy v. Missouri

Restoring speech and
ending federal censorship

Application of PAFACA to
TikTok

Removing barriers to
American leadership in Al

Extending the TikTok
enforcement delay

Preventing woke Al in the
federal government

Content moderation and
political censorship

USTR instructed to revive
and expand DST
investigations

Endorsing public—private
Al infrastructure initiative
Digital campaigning
transparency

Election interference and
platform transparency

Platform accountability and
data privacy

Sex trafficking carve-out
from CDA Section 230

Online censorship and
algorithmic bias

CDA Section 230 reform
Online child safety

Online child safety

Foreign platform ban on
national security grounds

Al regulation and state
moratorium proposal

Reaffirming CDA
Section 230 liability

Reaffirming CDA
Section 230 liability

Social media as a public
forum

Algorithmic
recommendation systems
liability

CDA Section 230 and
terrorism content immunity

First Amendment and
content moderation

First Amendment and
content moderation

Active under Trump
Active under Trump
Active under Trump
Extended delay
Active under Trump
Launched under

Trump

Active

Endorsed, not
publicly funded
Failed

Held

Held

Passed

Held

Not passed

Held

Not passed
Passed

Vacated
Affirmed
Affirmed
Dismissed

Vacated

Avoided
Vacated

Dismissed
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Legislative 2023—  Congtessional hearings and Al risks including deepfakes ~ Held; not passed
2025 bills on Al and facial recognition

Note: All measures listed here were identified by the author based on their relevance to platform safety
regulation in the US.

6.4.2  Analysing Resonrces, Relationships and Power (Elite Interviews)

The previous section offered a detailed analytical mapping of safety-focused platform
regulations in the US from 2016 to 2025, presenting a rich, yet fragmented regulatory
landscape. In this section, I shift the focus from what regulations have been imposed to
decisional perspectives into how and why regulation is enacted through the relationship
between regulator and regulatee, as shaped by complex constellations of resources and power.
This interpretive analysis moves away from the formalised regulations spotlighted in the
previous section to consider regulation as an actor-constructed process that is deeply shaped

by interpretations of resources, capacity, and power.

Drawing on resource-based conceptions of regulatory power and informed by 33 in-depth
elite interviews with US tech policy experts, this section traces the mobilisation of four
regulatory resources: information, authority, treasure, and organised expertise. Three central

resource constellations emerged from this analysis:

1. Interdependence, where state and platform actors mutually exchanged, shared, and
co-produced resources, posing risks of alignment and dampened regulatory oversight.

2. Asymmetry, where platforms held a resource advantage over the federal government,
diminishing its capacity to regulate.

3. Enrolment, where the federal government enlisted platform resources and delegated
self-regulatory and quasi-public functions to private platforms, without a legal

mandate and against constitutional obligations.
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Taken together, these resource constellations paint a picture of deep and structural
entanglement between state and platform actors — an entanglement that often blurred public—

private boundaries and blunted the federal government’s capacity to enact regulatory power.
6.4.2.1  Interdependence

Interviews revealed a persistent pattern of resource interdependence between the US federal
government and giant technology platforms, in which resources — predominately organised

expertise and treasure — were actively exchanged, shared, and co-produced.

The most commonly cited example was the circulation of organised expertise between the
federal government and giant technology platforms. Multiple interviewees described a well-
established revolving door spanning both working-level policy professionals and high-ranking
advisory or board positions. Rather than a series of individual career moves, participants
described an elite, networked professional community, characterised by overlapping

affiliations, shared language, and deep familiarity with their respective organisational cultures.

Alissa Cooper, who has held roles in both sectors, described a “melding of people from
the tech industry directly into government” (interview 88, Cooper, 19 December 2024).
Similarly, Mark Scott, a journalist who has covered US tech policy for more than a decade,
described a close-knit community where “everyone in the space knows each other ... [There
is] a chumminess, a closeness ... They all went to the same colleges, the same conferences”
(interview 76, Scott, 4 June 2024). Thus, not only was there an overarching network, but it
was also characterised by close personal ties, friendly relationships, and mutual familiarity —

with blurred boundaries between the professional and the personal.

Interview participants disagreed whether this interdependent relationship strengthened or
compromised regulatory capacity vis-a-vis platform actors. Some participants saw this shared
expertise and overlapping professional networks as beneficial. They argued it facilitated

productive working relationships and mutual understanding. Several participants described
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emergency situations where, by virtue of personal relationships, government and platform
actors could “just pick up the phone” (interview 81, anonymous 27, Platform and tech,
14 August 2024) and speak directly to someone in charge — bypassing the complex hierarchies

that characterise both the federal government and giant technology platforms.

However, other participants expressed concern that shared organised expertise could
suppress dissent and compromise the regulatory process, as state actors may withhold scrutiny

to avoid putting at risk their own career trajectories.

The revolving door is a reciprocal relationship that does incentivise people not to push the
boat too far. You don’t want to do anything too controversial, because you don’t want to
alienate a company you might later want to work for. (interview 80, anonymous 20,
Platform and tech, 6 August 2024)

A stint in government was seen as a stepping stone up the corporate ladder and a potential
salary bump. Several participants explained that tech giants viewed experience in the federal
government — and especially government relationships — as extremely valuable, both for
internal expertise on public policy issues and as strategic entry points for lobbying efforts.
Johannes Bauer, Chief Economist at the FCC, pointed out that there were also substantial
financial incentives to incentivise career moves from federal government into platforms:
“Some people come from a tour in government and then cash in later. Salaries are typically

double or triple” (interview 83, Bauer, 21 February 2025).

Yet resource interdependence also extended beyond organised expertise to other types of
resources: participants often pointed to the structural entanglement of state and platform
treasure, as financial and economic resources. While formal budgets remained distinct, the
economic interests of the US federal government and tech giants, especially those affiliated
with big tech platforms, were inherently aligned. Platforms were generally seen as major
drivers of employment, GDP growth, and innovation — especially in strategically important

areas, such as the Al sector, which has become a key area of geopolitical interest to the US
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federal government. As one participant put it, the logic was simple: a thriving platform
industry generates national wealth, advances US competitiveness internationally, and, in turn,

strengthens the domestic economy (interview 86, Drake, 26 November 2024).

When asked whether platforms’ economic importance resulted in preferential or
exceptional treatment, participants were divided. While several were quick to agree, others
argued that “the tech exceptionalism is not around American platforms” (interview 93,
Nelson, 13 June 2025), insofar as the federal government would treat any major industry as
valuable to the US economy. As technology policy expert and government advisor John
Perrino explained, the relationship was not unusual at all: “These are American companies.

Part of the government’s job is to protect American companies” (interview 92, Perrino,

2 August 2024).

Several interview participants believed that this structural alignment of financial and
economic interests hampered the US federal government’s willingness to regulate or even to
seriously consider regulation of tech giants. This hesitation was seen as rooted in a deep-
seated, quintessentially American belief that regulation could “break the magic” (interview 84,
Wheeler, 5 November 2024) of markets. And beyond that, it could even lead to geopolitical
vulnerability vis-a-vis the US’s main strategic rival, China. Tom Wheeler, former Chairman of

the FCC, explained:

We have been drinking the Kool-Aid that has been dished out by big tech, saying that if
you impose regulation, you will harm the innovative success of the US ... The argument is
they are the big secret to us beating China. (interview 84, Wheeler, 5 November 2024)

Mark Scott argued that, if made to choose between public safety and economic strength, the
US federal government would opt for the latter — effectively blunting prospects of platform
safety regulation: “The US would rather have an industry-first approach ... safety is important

but not at the detriment of the US Inc.” (interview 706, Scott, 4 June 2024).



Lisa-Maria Neudert 232

Beyond mere alignment of interests, interviews revealed forms of direct financial
transactionality between state and platform actors, undermining prospects of regulation and
giving platforms leverage to shape policy agendas. “Silicon Valley writes a lot of big cheques
in Washington” (interview 71, Jackson, 23 April 2024) shared Dean Jackson — formerly
involved in congressional committees and regularly interfacing with US policymakers —
referring to the role of lobbying and campaign expenditures. Tech journalist and investigative
reporter Matthew Ingram described a broader culture of “quid pro quo”, in which elected
officials were “always thinking about a future campaign and how to get it funded”
(interview 78, Ingram, 2 August 2024) and adjusted their policy stances accordingly. Alissa
Cooper directly connected this dynamic to democratic backsliding, describing it as the
“oligarchs’ playbook”, whereby “currying favour and spending money” (interview 88,

Cooper, 19 December 2024) is exchanged for favourable policy.

Conversely, platforms were also reliant on public treasure through major government
contracts, infrastructure investments, subsidies, and tax breaks. Alondra Nelson, former
Director of the OSTP, challenged the prevailing myth of tech-sector wealth as self-made,
noting that public investment underpinned the early success of platforms such as Google
Search and Amazon Web Services. She stressed that “a lot of the big platform technology
companies were built in small part or large part in collaboration with the federal government”
(interview 93, Nelson, 13 June 2025). Tom Wheeler went so far as to refer to tech giants —
and Elon Musk in particular — as the “government corporate welfare queen” (interview 84,

Wheeler, 5 November 2024), emphasising that capital-intensive platform ventures such as Al

development would not be feasible without sustained federal financial support.

Taken together, this empirical evidence of resource interdependence suggests that, rather
than a mere alignhment of interests, state and platform actors have become systemically

interdependent and their resources entangled — a dynamic Alondra Nelson encapsulated in her
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remark that “the US government and digital platforms have always needed each other”
(interview 93, Nelson, 13 June 2025). Courtney Radsch, a director at the Open Markets
Institute, put it more starkly, describing this interdependence as “an unprecedented fusion of
technology and political power” (interview 91, Radsch, 23 January 2025) a dynamic she saw as

signalling the breakdown of the traditional separation between regulator and regulatee.
6.4.2.2  Asymmetry

Interviews identified persistent resource asymmetries, with platforms holding superior
regulatory resources, and often actively withholding them, relative to the federal government.
These asymmetries were seen to diminish the federal government’s capacity to regulate
platforms. Asymmetries were evident across three key resources: authority, information, and,

to a lesser extent, organised expertise.

Across interviews, asymmetries in authority were the most widely discussed. Participants
saw this authority in particular as a form of direct platform influence exercised over their
users, networks, and technology that enabled them to issue orders and make binding

decisions.

While the US federal government holds formal legal authority over the public, participants
often described giant technology platforms as exercising a form of de facto authority that
resembled that of the state. Several participants drew comparisons between nation states and
platforms: they likened user bases to publics, corporate policies to laws, their content
moderation to regulation, and their appeal systems to courts — albeit without the checks and

balances of the US federal system.

Platform authority over speech, in particular, emerged as a major discussion point. Jack
Balkin, Professor of Constitutional Law at Yale, argued that platform authority over speech
matters was in some respects superior to that of the US federal government. He noted that

platforms possess “methods of regulation that are not available to nation states”; and
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emphasised that, in the US context, “private parties are allowed to regulate speech in ways the

state is not” (interview 72, Balkin, 25 April 2024) under CDA Section 230.

Similarly, Thomas Berry, a director at the Cato Institute, highlighted the capacity of
platforms to make binding decisions about the content on their networks. He drew parallels
to other private actors in the US — such as newspapers or bookstores — who also enjoy
constitutional protections to curate content. However, he acknowledged that tech giants’
decisions are more wide-reaching due to their enormous scale (interview 62, Berry,

26 March 2024).

Furthermore, participants identified asymmetries in information, with platforms
gatekeeping access to basic knowledge and data about their systems, practices, and threat
assessments. While platforms shared some information with state actors — for example, via
briefings, public reports, data repositories, or when legally required — participants argued that
these disclosures were insufficient to adequately assess safety risks — and, in turn, the need for
regulatory intervention. Dean Jackson, a tech policy expert and former analyst to the House
Select Committee on the January 6 Capitol attack, described a fundamental information gap:
there still was “no solid evidence base on what the harms are or how they can be mitigated”,
making it “hard for policymakers to come up with the appropriate rules” (interview 71,

Jackson, 23 April 2024).

Participants offered different explanations for platforms’ limited information-sharing.

<

Several participants emphasised that US technology platforms have been historically “cautious
about the government getting involved” (interview 75, Bode, 30 May 2025), citing concerns

about data security, privacy, and state surveillance programmes — including PRISM,

introduced under President George W. Bush, which relied on access to platform data.

Some believed that platforms intentionally withheld information as a deliberate strategy to

“shape policy by virtue of their asymmetric control ... of information about their activities”
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(interview 86, Drake, 26 November 2024). At the same time, government requirements for
scarce information also created points of contact through which platforms could engage with
politicians, their staffers, and agency experts: state—platform briefings were not only
opportunities for the state to obtain information, but also for platforms to influence state

actofrs.

One anonymous participant, a senior global affairs executive at a very large social media
platform, openly acknowledged this as an intentional corporate strategy: ““The number 1 goal
of government engagement is to prevent negative government interference in the business”
(interview 80, anonymous 26, 6 August 2024). Furthermore, this participant described limiting
information-sharing with state actors — whom the participant viewed as insufficiently tech-

savvy to make sense of platform information — as an easy way to avoid unwanted scrutiny.

While interviewees acknowledged personnel interdependencies related to organised
expertise, many also described a pronounced expertise gap between the US federal
government and tech giants. This gap was widely attributed to the tech sector’s aggressive
hiring strategies and significantly higher salaries, which drew technical talent away from the
government, as well as to a perceived lack of digital competence among many elected officials
and government employees. Several participants argued that, due to this lack of in-house
expertise, regulatory proposals were often driven more by political motives than technical
substance. One anonymous participant described them as a “performative chastisement of
multi-billion-dollar companies ... to score political points” (interview 81, anonymous 27,
Platform and tech, 14 August 2024). As a result, proposals for regulation lacked a substantive

understanding of the underlying technologies, and failed, in part because of that.

Yet several participants pushed back on the idea that federal organised expertise was
insufficient for regulation. For instance, Alondra Nelson suggested that the perception of

platforms as uniquely expert was at least partly shaped by lobbying narratives that portray
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platforms as so complex that “mere mortals” could not “possibly create a governance
structure that is appropriate” (interview 93, Nelson, 13 June 2025). Courtney Radsch echoed
this framing, arguing that platforms had purposefully pushed the idea that technology “is so
complicated, so innovative, so advanced that the ordinary person and regulator cannot
possibly understand it” (interview 91, Radsch, 23 January 2025). In doing so, platforms

effectively positioned any kind of organised expertise as inadequate to regulate tech giants.
6.4.2.3  Enrolment

My interviews identified several instances where state actors actively enrolled platform
resources — particularly, in domains where platforms held a resource advantage, including
authority, information, and organised expertise, but also treasure — and mobilised them to
tulfil quasi-public functions and self-regulatory tasks. This occurred not only in areas where
the state lacked a mandate and had little prospect of securing one, but also, more complexly,

in domains where the state was constitutionally obligated to abstain from action.

A key example raised across numerous interviews concerned the enrolment of platform
resources in content moderation during moments of crisis under the Biden administration.
Participants referenced the Covid-19 pandemic, national and local election security efforts,
including around the 2020 presidential election, and foreign digital interference from states
like China or Russia. To address such risks, states and platforms directly coordinated, whereby
both sides initiated contact. Touchpoints often took the form of joint briefings, but also
informal meetings and personal outreach over email, calls, and text messages — many

occurring outside formal oversight structures.

Some of these interactions were even institutionalised through formal coordination
mechanisms, particularly under Biden. For example, the Foreign Influence Task Force of the
DOJ and the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), originally established in 2017 under

Trump, was expanded under Biden to facilitate information-sharing about foreign malign
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influence operations. It was shut down in 2025 following political pressure around allegations
of unconstitutional jawboning (Dilanian, 2025). Similarly, the misinformation teams at the
Cybersecurity and Infrastructure Security Agency (CISA) coordinated with social media
platforms around election and public safety, but these initiatives were suspended

in 2025 under Trump (Geller, 2025). Finally, the Disinformation Governance Board,
established under Biden in 2022 to counter online disinformation, was disbanded after only a
few months following immense political backlash. Its former director, Nina Jankowicz,
described facing “threats and doxxing” (interview 85, Jankowicz, 20 November 2024) from

right-wing extremists even years later.

Participants described how, in these contexts, platforms were regularly called upon to
assist federal actors by sharing corporate threat intelligence, amplifying trustworthy
information from government agencies on their networks (for example, about vaccines or
mail-in voting), and enforcing internal content policies in response to illegal and harmful but
legal content flagged by public actors. Not only did the government enrol platform resources,
but platforms performed what participants described as quasi-public functions: disseminating
public health guidance, preserving the integrity of electoral information, and mitigating

national security threats.

While some participants described these efforts as legitimate forms of coordination,
others raised concerns about state overreach and the potential for jawboning — where
government actors pressured platforms, for example by threatening regulation, to moderate
harmful but legal content that the state itself could not constitutionally restrict. Thomas Berry
explained that this kind of platform enrolment risked blurring the line between voluntary

cooperation and government coercion:

The question is, were these just suggestions that the platforms were free to take or leave,
or ... did the platforms make choices ... because they were worried that the government
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is essentially saying: “We’re going to use our unique government power to make life
difficult for you.” (interview 62, Berry, 26 March 2024)

Participants also identified Al safety as a key domain where platform resources were
enrolled by the state, specifically under Biden’s EO on Al safety from 2023, which was
rescinded under Trump in 2025, as discussed earlier in Section 6.4.1 (Exec. Order No. 14110,
2023). The order required major Al companies to conduct safety testing, establish
transparency reporting, and develop risk evaluation standards. In doing so, the federal
government enlisted platform resources — particularly, information, organised expertise, and

by extension treasure — to perform self-regulatory tasks.

Participants’ opinions diverged. Several participants viewed the EO as a form of regulated
self-regulation or light-touch governance that granted platforms flexibility while also
establishing federal “guardrails” (interview 93, Nelson, 13 June 2025). Others were more
sceptical, arguing that high-stakes regulatory decisions had been effectively outsourced to
private actors without adequate oversight, guidance on compliance, or enforcement
mechanisms. Rather than constituting a true public mandate, one participant described this as
the “heavy lift” (interview 76, Scott, 4 June 2024) of regulation being offloaded to industry

through self-regulation.

Joan Donovan, a researcher and vocal critic of tech giants, added that these measures
reflected a broader ideological acceptance in the US of entrusting the private sector with self-
regulatory functions without state oversight or guidance, even at the expense of

accountability:

In the US there is this idea that corporations can run something [regulation] better or
more efficiently than government. But we lose a lot of our rights in the process of that.
(interview 66, Donovan, 9 April 2024)

A small number of participants flagged concerns about the enrolment of platform

resources — namely, treasure and organised expertise — in the provision of critical
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infrastructure without sufficient oversight. Areas of concern included data storage, chip
manufacturing, and backbone infrastructure such as fibre-optic cables and data transmission
networks, but also energy and water supply — which are increasingly required to operate Al
centres. Participants noted that the federal government had often directly incentivised or
supported the development of such infrastructures, for example through initiatives such as

CHIPS and Science Act or the Stargate Project, as discussed earlier in Section 6.4.1.1.

However, several participants explained that infrastructure projects remained largely
exempt from the types of regulatory obligations applied to traditional public infrastructure,
such as “public utility regulation, must-carry regulations, or service guarantees” (interview 91,
Radsch, 23 January 2025). As a result, platforms provided critical infrastructure functions
without being subject to formal state oversight. Participants argued that this created risks to
public safety, as platforms were not legally obligated to ensure access to these infrastructures —

even in times of crisis or high public demand.
6.4.24  Interim Summary: Entangled Regulatory Power

This analysis found that the US federal government and giant technology platforms have
become deeply entangled as regulatory actors, blunting regulatory power and diminishing the
prospects for future regulation. It identified three resource constellations that structure
interactions between state and platform actors: interdependence, asymmetry, and enrolment.
Many participants regarded these resource constellations not as short-term and fluid, but as
structural features of the relationship between state and platform actors. Rather than seeing
them as challenges to be addressed, they viewed them as entrenched, accepted them as part of

the status quo, or even considered them mutually beneficial.

First, there was interdependence, marked by the co-production, sharing, and mutual
reliance on regulatory resources by state and platform actors. On the one hand, this dynamic

fostered proximity and mutual understanding. On the other hand, interdependence also
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introduced forms of transactionality and structural alighment between state and platform
interests, which complicated efforts at mutual scrutiny and undermined accountability. These
deep structural ties blurred traditional boundaries between public and private actors,

particularly the line between regulator and regulatee.

Second, there was asymmetry, where platforms controlled key regulatory resources that
the state was unable to mobilise. Interview evidence suggested that platforms strategically
restricted access to these resources in order to hinder the state’s regulatory capacity while
retaining autonomy over their own services and self-regulatory practices. Resource
asymmetries were viewed not simply as deficits to be addressed, but as manifestations of a
deeper entanglement — where platforms leveraged their advantages to stay close to the state

and obstruct regulation.

Third, there was enrolment, where the state drew on superior platform resources to
perform self-regulatory and quasi-public functions on its behalf that it could not fulfil alone.
This enrolment often took place in informal or high-pressure political environments, without
formalised legal guardrails. It often concerned areas such as content moderation, harmful but
legal speech, and misinformation, where the US government not only lacked a legal mandate

but was also constrained by First Amendment protections around free speech.

6.5 Fragmented Yet Entangled: A Risk to Regulatory Power?

This case study set out to analyse platform regulation in the US over the period from 2016 to
2025, using a twofold approach. First, it mapped regulatory measures across the executive,
legislative, and judicial branches of the federal government. Rather than revealing an absence
of regulation, the analysis found an active yet fragmented regulatory landscape. Regulation
was politicised, dispersed, and lacked cohesion. Second, it analysed the power dynamics
between state and platform actors by tracing their mobilisation of regulatory resources. This

revealed a pattern of structural entanglement: state and platform actors were mutually
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interdependent; platforms held resource advantages; and state actors repeatedly enrolled
platform resources, often without a clear mandate. This discussion section offers reflections
on the implications of this fragmented yet entangled regulatory landscape and identifies three

key risks that arise from it: regulatory inertia, capture, and state overreach.

First, as state and platform actors have become increasingly interdependent, and federal
resources are entangled with those of tech giants, there is a risk of regulatory inertia. The
federal government has a disincentive to implement regulation that could jeopardise platform
resources — or state access to them — which are critical to its own economic and geopolitical
agenda. This dynamic proved especially high-stakes with regard to treasure: participants
argued that platforms were not only integral to the US economy, but also to long-term
ambitions to maintain global leadership, particularly in the context of the Al race with China.
State—platform interdependence could facilitate mutual alignment and cooperative
relationships, potentially enabling future soft law approaches and light-touch governance. Yet
it could also lead the federal government to refrain from regulatory intervention, having
become structurally invested in maintaining a mutually beneficial status quo. In this dynamic,
the state may retain the formal regulatory capacity to regulate platforms. But the entanglement
of critical resources blunts its regulatory power and incentivises continuity over reform — by
undermining the state’s autonomous capacity to mobilise and enact resources independently

of platform actors.

Second, platforms’ resource advantages pose a risk of regulatory capture, whereby the
state advances private interests over public ones. As the federal government relies on
platforms to supply critical regulatory resources, platforms are in a position to withhold those
resources or use them to shape the direction and scope of regulation to their advantage. This
creates a risk of regulation becoming shaped by platform logics. Information asymmetries

emerged as a particulatly relevant dynamic. While state actors often cited insufficient
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information as a barrier to regulation, participants noted that the actual informational
requirements may not be as high as assumed. Rather, platforms deliberately framed their
technologies as so complex that they could not be meaningfully understood — constructing an
impossibly high standard for information while simultaneously withholding the very
information needed to meet it. In a functional regulatory environment, resource advantages
can render platforms well-positioned for self- or co-regulatory arrangements, potentially
offering an avenue for industry-led solutions to the mitigation of harm — an approach often
favoured in the US context. Yet with no legal guardrails, platforms in the US were able to
frustrate the federal government’s regulatory capacity and shape how that capacity was
interpreted and enacted. This dynamic can result in regulatory capture, where regulation is

either obstructed or reflects platform-defined interests.

Third, the federal government enrolling these superior resources without a legal mandate
poses risks of state overreach. Voluntary, arm’s-length state—platform collaboration can serve
as a stopgap regulatory mechanism in moments of crisis or rapidly emerging safety threats, but
ongoing reliance on such enrolment without legal authority raises concerns about the
democratic legitimacy of such measures. In the US, this risk was especially acute in areas
related to speech, where the federal government not only lacked a clear mandate, but is also
constitutionally obligated to abstain from direct intervention. Rather than expanding the
state’s regulatory capacity, this form of enrolment risks hollowing out the federal
government’s regulatory power — by inviting platforms to perform self-regulatory and quasi-
public functions without clear oversight, accountability, or legal authority. This creates both
risks of capture and of state overreach, where state actors pressure platforms to act where the
state itself cannot — but they do so without the legal authority required in democratic
regulation. In contrast, the UK OSA and the EU Digital Services Act (DSA) also enrol

platforms in regulatory regimes, requiring them to conduct risk assessments or share data. But
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this cooperation occurs within the boundaries of clearly defined legal mandates and

accountability structures, reducing risks of informal overreach.

6.6 Conclusion

This research investigated platform regulation through an interpretive case analysis of the US
as a liberal regulatory state. It draws on document analysis of 43 key policy texts, 33 interviews
with experts in US tech policy, and process tracing. The chapter offers a new perspective on
platform regulation, understanding regulation not as a fixed set of formal rules, but as a
relationship shaped by resource dynamics and the enactment of power between state and

platform actors.

The inquiry mapped the emergent regulatory landscape in the US, tracing measures across
the executive, legislative, and judicial branches of government. While the US is often
portrayed as a largely unregulated Wild West when it comes to the regulation of giant
technology platforms, the analysis revealed a patchwork of executive orders, agency initiatives,
limited legislative action, and court rulings — politicised along partisan lines, dispersed across

institutions, and lacking coherence in scope.

To understand how regulatory power is enacted within this fragmented landscape, the
analysis examined relational dynamics between the US federal government as a regulator and
platforms as regulatees. Drawing on a framework of four regulatory resources — information,
authority, treasure, and organised expertise — the chapter traced how state and platform actors

have increasingly become entangled.

Three resource constellations shaping interactions between the federal government and
platforms were identified. First, interdependence, where the sharing, co-production, and
mutual reliance on critical resources may support soft law approaches and alignment, but also
creates incentives for continuity over regulatory reform. Second, asymmetry, where platforms

hold significant advantages in key resources, diminishing the state’s regulatory capacity and
g g y g g ry capacity
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prompting structural dependence on platforms — creating risks of inertia, regulatory capture,
and state overreach. Third, enrolment, whereby the federal government relies on platform-
held resources to perform self-regulatory and quasi-public functions, often without formal

legal mandates or regulatory guardrails.

When evaluating the impact of this research, several limitations should be acknowledged.
This study focused on federal-level, safety-focused platform regulation. Yet scholars such as
Brennen et al. (2024) have shown that platform regulation in the US often occurs at the state
level, particularly in high-capacity states like California, New York, and Texas. This analysis
also did not attend to platform self-regulation, another important focal point of regulatory
action. Similarly, the role of civil society remained unexplored. In the US, civil society and
university-based researchers have been highly active in the tech policy space, but many have
faced growing political pressure, accusations of censorship, loss of funding, and even violent

threats — resulting in a chilling effect on platform scrutiny.

Future research should address these shortcomings. Another worthwhile avenue for
inquiry is to investigate the risk areas identified here, both in the US and other national
contexts. For example: Is the strategic importance of winning the Al race hindering safety
regulation? Are framings and even wordings of key issues introduced by platforms adopted by
state actors? And, amid evidence of eroding press freedoms, are platform actors under
Trump’s second administration experiencing political pressure to moderate content in specific

ways?

In summary, this inquiry into resource-based power dynamics between regulator and
regulatee offers a novel interpretive perspective on how regulation is produced and enacted in
practice. While this approach may not fully capture legal or institutionalised forms of power, it
is well suited to analysing regulation in environments that are dynamic, fragmented, and

informal — as is the case with platform regulation in the US.
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Chapter 7:  Conclusion

7.1 Introduction

This conclusion draws together a decade of my research on platform regulation in Germany,
the United Kingdom, and the United States, from early reforms in Germany in 2016 to
ongoing developments in the United States in 2025. In it, I synthesise findings from the
interpretive policy analysis (IPA) developed through comparative case studies in the preceding
research chapters. Rather than just recapping the within-case analysis, this conclusion answers
the overarching research questions, distils insights across cases, and identifies key similarities
and differences between the cases. I reflect on the conceptual, empirical, and methodological
contributions of this research and highlight its implications for both future research and
regulatory practice. In doing so, my integrative conclusion offers something new — a

comparative, between-case analysis — beyond the sum of the national cases.

At the outset, my thesis sought to reveal decisional insights into how and why platform
regulation is developed — not simply what it says on paper, but how it emerges, who shapes it,
and the power dynamics it reflects. My aim was to shift the focus from static legal,
institutional, and corporate outcomes to regulatory processes in practice, understanding

platform regulation as a contested relationship between regulatory actors.

In platform regulation, two powerful actor groups face each other as regulator and
regulatee: advanced Western democracies with established regulatory apparatus but varied
regulatory cultures; and tech giants, among the largest and most valuable companies in history,
at the forefront of innovation, and deeply embedded in the daily lives of billions of people
wortldwide. The tensions between these two immensely powerful sets of actors raise
fundamental questions about how and why platform regulation emerges, how it is shaped, and

what that reveals about regulation in a digital age.
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To operationalise these inquiries, my research was guided by three overarching research

questions:

RQ1: What regulatory approaches and relationships characterise platform regulation in
Germany, the United Kingdom, and the United States, and what factors explain

similarities and differences across cases?

RQ2: What roles do public and private actors hold in platform regulation, and how do

their relationship dynamics shape regulatory power?

RQ3: In what ways does emergent platform regulatory practice challenge established

models of regulation?

I examined these questions through case studies of three democratic nation states. While
the cases share important characteristics, each case exhibits a distinct regulatory path.
Germany was the first country to introduce platform-specific legislation with the Network
Enforcement Act (NetzDG) in 2017, aimed at enforcing existing laws online. The UK
followed with the Online Safety Act (OSA) in 2023, creating a regime that combines statutory
duties of care with regulator-issued codes and guidance, appointing the Office of
Communications (Ofcom) as the new platform regulator. In the US, regulation has been
dispersed across the branches of government, fragmented in its approach but far from absent.
Together, these cases were selected to offer comparative insights into how powerful

democracies address the regulatory challenges posed by dominant digital platforms.

Analysing these cases in line with the objectives of this research required using a
consistent conceptual lens. Drawing on regulation and governance research, policy studies,
and political science, I developed in the literature review in Chapter 2 a relational, resource-
based conception of regulation to examine how regulatory power is enacted in state—platform
interplay. Building primarily on Hood’s (1983) framework of the tools of government, Black’s

(2002b, 2003) work on regulation and regulatory capacity, and Lindvall and Teorell’s (2010)
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analysis of state power, the approach centred on four types of regulatory resources:
information, treasure, authority, and organised expertise. These resources provided a means to
trace regulatory relationships between regulator and regulatee across the three cases, analysing
who holds which resources; in what ways resource constellations enhance or constrain an
actor’s capacity to regulate; and how resources are interpreted, enacted, and dynamic —
shaping regulatory power. My thesis shows that regulatory power emerges from these
resource-based interactions between state and platform actors, shaped by both resource

constellations and actors’ interpretations of them.

To ground these theoretical conceptions in empirical evidence, I employed an IPA, as
detailed in the discussion of methods in Chapter 3. This approach moved beyond the analysis
of legal, institutional, and corporate policy arrangements, the mapping of actors and
competences, and the evaluation of regulatory outcomes, which often dominate platform
regulation research. Instead, it emphasised the lived experiences, interpretations, and
relationships of regulatory actors, making visible the often-unseen dynamics that shape and

give meaning to regulatory processes in practice.

My analysis employed three key methods. As the first method, I used interpretive elite
interviews. I conducted 93 in-depth elite interviews with lawmakers, regulators, platform
practitioners, and experts from academia, civil society, and law, amounting to close
to 5,000 minutes of recordings across three countries. The second method was document
analysis. I compiled a wide-ranging archive of 103 policy documents spanning legislative texts
and drafts, regulatory guidance, government reportts, press releases, letters, speeches, and
other public communications in German and English. Finally, as the third method, I applied
process tracing across these data to reveal sequences of events and identify causal

underpinnings of regulatory processes.
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This concluding chapter now brings together the findings and contributions of this IPA.
It begins by directly answering the three overarching research questions, offering an overview
of the findings from the case study chapters. In doing so, it also anticipates the contributions
developed in the remainder of the chapter, where these findings are synthesised comparatively
and situated within the empirical, theoretical, and methodological contributions of the
dissertation. The chapter then details the empirical contributions of this work, highlighting the
main findings from each case study, before moving to a comparative synthesis that identifies
overarching findings. This comparative synthesis offers a distinctive empirical perspective into
how advanced democracies regulate giant technology platforms by spotlighting key
differences and similarities across the cases. Following that, I reflect on the theoretical
contributions of this research on regulatory power, presenting a new lens through which to
understand platform regulation and, more broadly, regulation itself. A section on
methodological contributions follows, highlighting how the use of IPA advances platform
regulation research. Finally, I outline key limitations of the study and offer an outlook for
future research and regulatory practice, before I close with a reflection on the wider

implications of my work for democracy, technology, and regulation in a digital age.

7.2 Answering the Research Questions

Following the case analysis in the preceding chapters, this section returns to the three
overarching research questions and answers them directly. In doing so, it necessarily
anticipates elements of the comparative synthesis as well as the empirical, theoretical, and
methodological contributions developed later in this chapter. Yet by answering the questions
here, the section helps to contextualise those later contributions and foregrounds the central
challenge detailed in my thesis: the power struggle between advanced democracies and giant

technology companies. Table 19 offers a detailed comparative overview including case
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findings on regulatory approaches, resource constellations, and actor interpretations that are

also discussed in this section.

RQ1: What regulatory approaches and relationships characterise platform regulation
in Germany, the United Kingdom, and the United States, and what factors explain

similarities and differences across cases?

The interpretive case analysis shows that although state actors in Germany, the UK, and the
US held similar resource configurations for regulation — lacking independent access to
information, holding legal but not readily operational authority over safety threats, possessing
sufficient but relatively limited treasure to regulate, and lacking organised expertise within the
state — they adopted different regulatory approaches. These differences can be explained by
the fact that regulatory actors across the cases interpreted these configurations very
differently, resulting in differences in how regulatory resources were mobilised. In Germany,
frustration with platforms’ perceived failure to address safety threats strained state—platform
relationships and eventually prompted an interventionist approach: NetzDG mobilises state
authority through detailed legal obligations imposed on platforms. In the UK, there were
persistent resource asymmetries between state and platforms, leading to tensions in their
relationship. Interview participants argued that asymmetries even prompted delays in
developing the OSA. Rather than treating these asymmetries as structural problems in need of
some type of intervention, policymakers reframed them as functional. The OSA employs a
regulated self-regulation approach, which extends principle-based, outcome-oriented duties of
care that oblige platforms to mobilise their own resources towards safety goals. These goals
are defined and overseen by Ofcom. By contrast, in the US no comprehensive mandate
emerged. State—platform relationships were marked by interdependence, with platform
resources becoming increasingly entangled with state functions. Instead, a patchwork of

regulatory measures developed across the federal government, leaving state regulation of
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platforms fragmented and producing a structural entanglement between state and platform

powet.

RQ2: What roles do public and private actors hold in platform regulation, and how do

their relationship dynamics shape regulatory power?

Across all three cases, platforms emerged not as passive regulatees but as active regulatory
actors that mobilised their own resources to influence regulation in dynamic relationships with
the state actor. In Germany, this power dynamic was characterised by an assertion of state
power over platforms: policymakers’ and senior politicians’ anger at platforms’ inaction over
safety threats prompted binding legal requirements under NetzDG that are enforced through
strict compliance obligations and sanctions. In the UK, the power dynamic was defined by the
enrolment of platform resources for state-led regulation, whereby platforms are obliged to
mobilise their resources towards regulation. Platforms retain discretion over how they design
and implement measures, while Ofcom sets regulatory goals through guidance and codes of
practice and enforces compliance under the OSA. Regulatory power is negotiated in day-to-
day practice, with the state maintaining ultimate authority. In the US, the power dynamic was
marked by entanglement: where the state lacked independent resources, it repeatedly enrolled
critical resources held by platforms without a legal mandate. This dynamic blurred the
boundary between state and platform roles. The result is a structural entanglement that has
hollowed out the state’s regulatory capacity over platforms. In each case, regulatory power
was enacted through these dynamics: asserted in Germany, shared in the UK, and depleted in
the US, depending on how resource constellations were interpreted and mobilised between

regulators and regulatees.
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RQ3: In what ways does emergent platform regulatory practice challenge established

models of regulation?

Established models remain useful for conceptualising regulatory approaches, such as
interventionist regulation, regulated self-regulation, and self-regulation. Yet what distinguishes
emergent regulatory practice is that regulatory arrangements necessarily involve platforms and
their resources, equipping platforms with substantial leverage over regulatory power. As states
lack sufficient information, operational authority over platform systems, financial resources,
and technical expertise, involving platform resources in regulation is not optional or
complementary but essential. Because platforms control these critical resources, they can
determine if and how states can access their resources and influence regulatory power: they
can withhold, selectively disclose, or strategically mobilise their resources in ways that
strengthen, undermine, or otherwise shape regulation. In this sense, platform regulation
cannot take place without platforms. State authority, as the legal and legitimate basis for rule-
making, is indispensable to enrol platform resources in regulation — both to make sure this
enrolment is legitimate and to make sure resources are directed towards public interests.
Whether exercised through interventionist mandates or regulated self-regulation, states must
apply formal authority; without it, state—platform relationships are vulnerable to risks of
regulatory capture and state overreach. Taken together, the cases show that contemporary
platform regulation is necessarily shaped by ongoing state—platform power struggles, but that

state authority can direct the mobilisation of platform resources towards regulatory goals.

Table 19: Comparative overview of case findings on regulatory approaches, resource constellations, and actor interpretations.

Germany (NetzDG) United Kingdom (OSA) United States

Regulatory Interventionist Regulated self-regulation Fragmentation

approach

Power dynamic  Assertion of power over Enrolment of platform Entanglement of state—
platforms through detailed capacity under principle- platform power hollowing
legal obligations based oversight; power is out regulatory capacity

continuously negotiated in
regulatory practice
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Germany (NetzDG)

United Kingdom (OSA)

United States

Resource
constellations

Information

Aunthority

Treasure

Organised
expertise

Interpretation
of resource
constellations

Risks

Initial constellation:
Regulators lacked access;
dependent on platforms.
Regulatory arrangement:
Detailed reporting
obligations.

Initial constellation:
Authority interpreted as
insufficient; urgency to act.
Regulatory arrangement:
Detailed legal obligations;
substantial fines; BMJV
oversees and enforces
compliance.

Initial constellation: Public
resources modest relative to
platforms.

Regulatory arrangement:
Platforms use their treasure
for providing organised
expertise; substantial fines
but not enforced; imbalance
persists.

Initial constellation: Limited
technical expertise.
Regulatory arrangement:
Enforcement outsourced to
platforms’ organised
expertise.

Asymmetries viewed as
problematic, sparking
frustrations and anger

Over-blocking, chilling
effects, and reliance on
platform resources though
mitigated through statutory
oversight and strict
compliance

Initial constellation:
Regulators lacked access;
dependent on platforms.
Regulatory arrangement:
Risk assessments and
reporting obligations;
Ofcom gains information
powers.

Initial constellation:
Authority interpreted as
insufficient and inferior to
platform authority.
Regulatory arrangement:
Safety duties; guidance and
codes of practice;
substantial fines; Ofcom
oversees and enforces
compliance.

Initial constellation: Public
resources modest relative to
platforms but viewed as
sufficient.

Regulatory arrangement:
OSA allows regulator
funding through platform
fees; substantial fines;
imbalance persists.

Initial constellation: Limited
technical expertise.
Regulatory arrangement:
Platforms allocate organised
expertise towards
compliance with safety
duties, guidance, and codes.

Asymmetries viewed as a
challenge to developing
regulation, then enrolled as
functional

Regulatory capture, whereby
platforms use their
resources to influence
outcomes, though mitigated
through Ofcom’s oversight

Initial constellation:
Entrenched information
asymmetry.

Regulatory arrangement:
Disclosure still voluntary or
crisis-driven; no binding
obligations.

Initial constellation:
Authority interpreted as
structural; fragmented
across branches;
constitutionally constrained
on speech.

Regulatory arrangement: No
comprehensive mandate;
authority remains dispersed.

Initial constellation:
Interdependence through
lobbying, partnerships, and
macroeconomic impact.
Regulatory arrangement:
Industrial policy channels
state treasure into tech
sector; no dedicated
regulatory funding for
safety.

Initial constellation:
Interdependent, limited
technical expertise with
access through revolving
door.

Regulatory arrangement:
Dependence persists via
lobbying, contracts,
revolving doors; little
independent state capacity
built.

Asymmetries viewed as
structural and
interdependent, becoming
widely entrenched

Regulatory inertia;
regulatory capture; state
overreach as platform
resources are enrolled
without a2 mandate
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7.3 Empirical Contributions: Case Findings

In this section, I synthesise empirical contributions. I set out the case-specific findings,

highlighting insights across Germany, the UK, and the US.
7.3.1  Germany: Asserting Power over Platforms

NetzDG was fuelled by an acute political dissatisfaction of feeling that they [policymakers]
were not taken seriously by the big tech concerns. They wanted to make a point.
(interview 52, Klausa, 6 February 2023)

The German case analysed the adoption of NetzDG as an early example of platform safety
regulation. Enacted in 2017, the Act was the first law specifically aimed at platforms,
introducing detailed procedural obligations for social media companies with more than two
million users in Germany to review and remove content deemed illegal under German law. Its
rapid adoption and interventionist approach illustrate how advanced democracies can swiftly
mobilise authority to assert regulatory power over platforms when resource asymmetries are

perceived as a problem.

The analysis in Chapter 5 drew on 26 elite interviews, document analysis of an archive
of 30 documents, and process tracing. I developed a power-integrated multiple streams
approach (MSA) integrating the MSA of Kingdon (1995) with the four-part framework of
resource-based regulatory power. This approach analytically examined the adoption of
NetzDG across the problem, policy, and politics streams, through the lens of how regulatory

resources are interpreted in each stream.

At the problem level, the salience of online hate speech linked to the 2015 migration crisis
propelled concerns about illegal content online onto the public agenda. Confronted with a
pressing hate speech crisis, the state lacked the legal authority to compel platform action
under existing notice-and-takedown regimes. Simultaneously, it lacked insight into the

mechanisms and scale of the spread of viral illegal speech on social media networks — insights
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held by the platforms. Although policymakers repeatedly requested information through

official and more informal channels, platforms failed to comply.

Politically, NetzDG was controversial due to concerns about censorship, yet it was
supported by the majority in the German Bundestag, including the governing coalition. My
interviews revealed that it was frustration, and at times outright anger, over platforms’ refusal
to share information and to adequately draw on their organised expertise to staff content
moderation that drove support for regulation. Platforms’ refusal was perceived as a deliberate
attempt to avoid scrutiny of their services, coupled with a lack of respect for state authority —
for German politicians, laws, and national understandings of freedom of speech that differ
markedly from those in the US but are deeply enshrined in Germany’s post—World War II
political culture. Both policymakers and the wider public attributed the problem of online hate

speech, and the state’s inability to act on it, directly to the platforms.

As for the policy stream, Justice Minister Heiko Maas emerged as a policy entrepreneut,
championing the idea of better enforcing existing speech laws online — ultimately tasking
platforms themselves with enforcement. This idea offered a solution not only to enforcement
challenges but also to strengthening legal authority over politically unpopular Silicon Valley
platforms. At the same time, participants viewed the enrolment of platforms’ superior
information and organised expertise in content moderation as both a logistical necessity and a

way to mitigate concerns about direct state censorship.

The German chapter is a case study of an interventionist regulatory approach marked by
asserted regulatory power. While the online hate speech crisis was driven by a range of issues,
it was platforms’ refusal to share information — perceived as a strategic move to prevent
scrutiny — their failure to allocate sufficient organised expertise for content moderation, and
their lack of respect for state authority that drew blame from policymakers and the wider

public. NetzDG was not merely a policy solution to address problems concerning illegal



Lisa-Maria Neudert 255

speech online; it was actively understood as a way to substantially strengthen state authority —

and, with it, to assert regulatory power over rogue platforms.

Yet resource constellations between the state and platforms remained imbalanced.
NetzDG heavily relied on platforms’ organised expertise and treasure, imposing detailed
procedural requirements for the removal of illegal speech that necessitated technical and
human content moderation. It also drew on platform-held information, mandated through
reporting obligations. However, with clear legal obligations and strict enforcement
mechanisms in place, the use of platform resources eventually occurred on the state’s terms.
NetzDG created detailed rules for the use of platform resources towards regulatory goals —

asserting regulatory power by virtue of its legal authority.
7.3.2 United Kingdom: Enrolling Platform Capacity

[When talking to platforms there| was a concern about not being captured or being seen
as captured. Platforms have an ability to talk about the specifics in a way that sounds
much more authentic and informed than any other actors do. And that’s partly because of
the information asymmetries that exist. (interview 13, anonymous 6, Government and
regulators, 15 July 2021)

The UK case spotlighted the development of the OSA, which sets out comprehensive safety
duties of care for internet services — enrolling platforms into a new regime that requires them
to conduct risk assessments, share information, and comply under the oversight of the
regulator, Ofcom. In development since 2017 and adopted in 2023, the OSA was the product
of a protracted policy process. The analysis highlights that resource asymmetries initially
posed a hurdle to regulation but ultimately contributed to the emergence of a regulated self-
regulation approach — where the state directly enrolled platforms into the regulatory process,
under principle-based regulatory oversight at arm’s length. Here, regulatory power was not

asserted outright but continually negotiated between platforms and the regulator.
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Chapter 4 collected evidence from 33 elite interviews with 34 participants, document
analysis of 30 key policy texts, and process tracing to analytically examine the role of the four
regulatory resources in the development of the OSA. With regard to information, the analysis
revealed persistent challenges within government in obtaining the information deemed
necessary for developing the regulation that became the OSA. Interview participants
frequently attributed this deficiency to platforms strategically withholding information to
impede regulation or selectively sharing biased and incomplete information through their

lobby personnel to influence the emerging regulatory framework.

Interviews revealed that platforms strategically overemphasised the impact of harmful but
legal content — a highly controversial area, as the government lacked a clear mandate to
regulate such content and was deemed highly unlikely to broaden definitions of illegal speech

— as a straw man issue that diverted attention from other regulatory challenges.

As for authority, while the emergent OSA did promise enhanced legal authority,
platforms’ de facto authority over their technical infrastructure, content, and operations was

seen as well equipped to address safety issues — yet lacking democratic legitimacy.

While the state’s available treasure for implementing the OSA was widely viewed as
sufficient, platforms’ financial resources were described as superior. According to interviews,
this gave the platforms privileged access to competitive resources, especially technical staff,
and positioned them to address — and pay for — the very problems they had contributed to

creating.

With regard to organised expertise, the state experienced persistent deficiencies and
increasingly competed with platforms for talent from a limited technical labour pool. Experts
often moved from government into high-salary industry roles — but rarely in the opposite
direction. At the same time, platforms’ authority and organised expertise were seen as

indispensable. With the OSA still pending, the UK state drew on platforms’ corporate
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authority and expertise to moderate harmful and illegal content during times of crisis,
including the Covid-19 pandemic. In this context, enrolling platforms without a clear legal
mandate posed risks of regulatory capture. Platforms could impose their own technical
standards and content policies in quasi-regulatory roles, while maintaining the appearance of
acting in the public interest. In addition, interview data showed that state stakeholders
frequently advised platforms on how to apply their internal rules or proposed new ones
altogether. This dynamic illustrated risks of capture, in which the state adjusted its own

regulatory activities in response to platform authority.

In summary, my analysis showed that during the development of the OSA, policymakers
recognised the state’s regulatory resources as limited. More importantly, the majority of them
believed that platforms held superior resources and saw the involvement of those resources as
essential — not only for shaping the regulatory regime, but also for addressing urgent online
safety concerns. However, this reliance occurred without a legal mandate or clear oversight
mechanisms, prompting significant risks of regulatory capture — though the OSA was already

on the horizon at the time, so these actions occurred in the shadow of potential regulation.

These interpretations of resource constellations during the development of the OSA have
become encoded in the final Act. While early drafts of the online safety regime suggested a
more interventionist approach, including new legal definitions of various online harms, the
OSA takes a different path. It enrols platform capacity into the regulatory process under
Ofcom’s oversight, imposing duties of care, risk assessments, and transparency reporting.
Unlike the interventionist model adopted by NetzDG, these obligations are largely grounded
in non—legally binding codes of practice and guidance issued by Ofcom, reflecting a principle-
based and adaptive approach to regulation. Platforms retain discretion to design their own
measures for compliance, with Ofcom evaluating whether these measures meet the

requirements.
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The UK chapter is a case study of resource enrolment within a regulated self-regulation
approach. While this model mobilises state authority and expands Ofcom’s power, it does so
in a softer and more principle-based manner than the German case. Whereas Germany relies
on legally binding, command-and-control rules, the UK adopts a comply-or-explain model —
platforms are expected to follow Ofcom’s codes and guidance or justify alternative
approaches. Although the UK regime requires platforms to enrol their resources to address
safety issues, it is up to them to decide how, as long as Ofcom deems their approach
sufficient. Ofcom sets expectations, platforms interpret and implement them using their own
resources, and Ofcom evaluates the outcome. In this model, regulatory power is not

unilaterally imposed but continually negotiated through ongoing state—platform interaction.
7.3.3  United States: Entanglement of State—Platform Power

In the US there is this idea that corporations can run something [regulation] better or

more efficiently than government. But we lose a lot of our rights in the process of that.
(interview 66, Donovan, 9 April 2024)

The US case study analysed fragmented platform regulation at the federal level across all three
branches of the federal government. Unlike Germany and the UK, the US did not develop a
comprehensive federal law mandating platform safety regulation. Instead, Chapter 6
demonstrated how a fragmented and evolving patchwork of executive orders, agency actions,
limited congressional measures, and judicial rulings emerged between 2016 and 2025. The US
case shows how resource-based state—platform interplay can result in an entanglement of
interdependent, asymmetric, and highly politicised resources in ways that ultimately blunt
regulatory power. The chapter highlighted how structural interdependencies, entrenched
asymmetries, and sustained enrolment in the absence of statutory authority produced an
entanglement of resources that ultimately hollowed out regulatory power and renders future

regulation unlikely.
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The analysis built on 33 elite interviews, document analysis of an archive of 43 policy
documents, and process tracing. Based on this evidence, the case analysis analytically mapped
regulatory measures across the executive, legislative, and judicial branches of the federal
government over the 2016—2025 decade. At the executive level, a series of executive orders
and fragmented agency initiatives addressed questions of alleged state censorship, Al safety,
and platform accountability. In the legislature, measures focused on partial Communications
Decency Act (CDA) Section 230 reform, I'T industrial policy, and national safety and security,
while numerous bills on platform safety were introduced but failed to pass. Judicial measures
reinforced CDA Section 230 jurisprudence, upholding platform immunity and broad First
Amendment protections. The evidence showed that regulatory measures across all three
branches were highly volatile, frequently challenged in the courts, deeply politicised, and

shifted sharply with changes in administration.

Building on my resource-based framework of regulatory power, the analysis identified
three principal resource constellations in state—platform interplay. The first constellation was
interdependence, in which economic treasure and organised expertise were co-produced in
state—platform interplay, particularly with US-based tech giants. These resources circulated
through lobbying, the revolving door, government contracts, private investment, and
campaign spending, and more broadly through platforms’ contributions to the domestic GDP
and geopolitical power, including in the Al race with China. The second was asymmetry,
whereby platforms restricted access to information and technical expertise, leaving the state
dependent and structurally weakened — that is, not through temporary gaps but through
enduring resource imbalances. While in the German case such asymmetries were framed as an
urgent problem to be redressed, and in the UK they were eventually understood as a
functional opportunity for resource-savvy enrolment, in the US case they remained
unaddressed and were accepted as a structural reality: an embedded resource constellation that

was treated as part of the system rather than a problem to solve. The third constellation was
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enrolment, whereby the state repeatedly relied on platform resources in times of crisis, but
without a legal mandate. In contrast to Germany prior to NetzDG or the UK prior to the
OSA, where statutory authority was already pending, in the US no comprehensive regulation
with binding authority had been on the horizon. Importantly, the state not only lacked such a
mandate but through the First Amendment was constitutionally constrained from intervening
in speech matters. This rendered enrolment structural rather than exceptional, as statutory

authority never materialised and is highly unlikely to do so in the future.

Taken together, the resource constellations identified in the US case revealed a picture of
entanglement. Critical regulatory resources either were embedded in structural
interdependencies that incentivised non-intervention, so as not to disrupt mutually beneficial
relationships; remained out of reach for the state with platforms withholding access; or were
enrolled without a mandate or prospect of a mandate. The state’s regulatory capacity was thus
not only deeply dependent on platforms, but resource imbalances created a structural
entanglement between state and platforms that actively worked against the development of

comprehensive platform regulation.

The US case study is one of a fragmented regulatory approach and the entanglement of
regulatory power. Regulation exists across all branches of government, but has remained ad
hoc, volatile, and highly politicised across partisan divides. Chapter 6 showed that executive
orders and agency initiatives swung with administrations, legislative proposals have largely
stalled in the face of lobbying and gridlock, and judicial rulings have entrenched platform
discretion under CDA Section 230 and the First Amendment. My analysis revealed that
critical resources remain concentrated within platforms: information and expertise are
withheld or selectively shared, enrolment occurs without statutory mandate, and

interdependencies circulate through lobbying, contracts, and the revolving door. The result is
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a structural entanglement in which state capacity is hollowed out and regulatory power is

blunted, leaving the United States dependent on platforms even if it seeks to regulate them.

7.4 Empirical Contributions: Comparative Synthesis

Together, the German, UK, and US case studies capture a decade of emerging platform
regulation in three of the world’s most influential democracies. Between 2016 and 2025, these
states confronted the question of whether — and how — to regulate some of the most powerful
companies in the world. Across all three, this period was marked by evolving regulatory
scrutiny. Germany was the first to act with NetzDG, which has since been largely superseded
by the EU-level Digital Services Act. The UK’s OSA faced delays but has emerged as one of
the most comprehensive national regulatory approaches to date. In contrast, the US has
produced a fragmented stream of federal measures, while digital platforms have become

established as an economic and geopolitical policy priority.

At the outset, one might have anticipated that these countries would adopt similar
approaches. All three are advanced democracies, are experienced in digital technology policy,
and have faced comparable challenges that concern the very same handful of tech giants.
Moreover, the empirical analysis showed that key resource configurations were broadly
consistent across the cases: platforms held superior regulatory resources in those domains
where states were lacking. Yet in practice, the regulatory responses varied. Germany adopted
an interventionist approach. The UK developed a regulated self-regulation model. The US,
meanwhile, enacted a series of fragmented measures that fall short of a comprehensive

regime.

It is my interpretive analysis of regulatory power that has revealed decisional insights into
how and why this diversity emerged. In Germany, NetzDG was used to assert regulatory
power over platforms perceived as disrespectful and unaccountable. In the UK, a principle-

based model enrolled platform resources under regulatory oversight, with regulatory power
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continuously negotiated through ongoing state—platform interactions. In the US, the
entanglement of state and platform resources — especially given the dominance of domestic
tech giants central to the domestic GDP and geopolitical positioning — makes the emergence

of robust, enforceable regulation unlikely.

Despite these differences and the rich nuance that was drawn out in the case-based
analysis, several patterns cut across all three. This section identifies three overarching findings

that are relevant for platform safety regulation well beyond the cases examined here.
74.1  States Lack Regulatory Resources but Retain Authority

First, the states lacked the necessary resources needed to regulate platforms. While Germany,
the UK, and the US are all advanced democracies with highly functional and generally well-
resourced regulatory administrations, my thesis finds that they faced significant deficits in

information, treasure, and organised expertise.

When it came to information, policymakers and regulators often lacked even basic insights
into platform safety threats and their origins, scope, and mechanisms. This gap was widely
acknowledged among interview participants and also in analysed documents. It was especially
those experts actively involved in developing and implementing regulation who described the
lack of information as a regular challenge in their daily work. They reported persistent
difficulties in obtaining data and other information from platforms. In turn, interview
participants reported that this lack of access hampered their ability to determine which

regulatory measures might be needed or effective.

This leads to the second resource deficiency: treasure. While interview participants in
Germany, the UK, and the US generally described regulatory efforts targeting platforms as
adequately funded, giant technology platforms were widely perceived to be financially
dominant. They possessed vast, fungible resources, making them well positioned to absorb

the high costs of safety measures, particularly the development of technical systems and the
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employment of a large number of content moderation staff, as well as other trust and safety
personnel. Importantly, interviews revealed that there was also a prevailing view that
platforms should use their financial resources to help internalise the societal costs generated
by their business models — costs often borne by society in the form of safety risks — rather
than expecting states to carry this burden. In Germany and the UK, these ideas materialised in
regulatory design: through the enrolment of platform resources requiring their use of
significant treasure as well as through the introduction of substantial fines. In the US, by
contrast, such measures have not materialised. Here, state and platform treasure were more
deeply entangled — not only through macroeconomic dependence on the tech sector, but also
via direct financial flows, including government contracts, campaign donations, and public—

private partnerships.

As for organised expertise, my analysis revealed that states generally lacked sufficient staff
with technical backgrounds. Across the three cases, government departments and regulators
described difficulties in attracting technical talent, as the tech sector offered significantly
higher salaries and more attractive career development opportunities than public service.
Again, this was a resource deficiency that states acknowledged and sought to address. For
example, document analysis showed that in the UK, the regulator Ofcom was equipped with
additional resources to recruit technical staff, and the hiring of several former senior platform

employees suggest that this strategy was at least partially successful.

While my interview participants also noted shortages of organised expertise in the US,
they described a well-established revolving door between government and industry, where a
stint in public service often led to faster career progression and salary increases upon return to
the tech sector. Although this kind of talent transfer into government was largely described as
temporary, it appears that the US benefits from a broader base of organised technical

expertise in the public sector compared to Germany and the UK.
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Finally, my interviews linked interpretations of insufficient state expertise to the perceived
scope and complexity of safety issues on platforms. Various participants considered states to
be ill-equipped for the immense tasks at hand. Among interview participants, there was broad
agreement that safety measures — particularly in content moderation or Al safety testing —
required substantial human and technical capacity that states could not efficiently provide in-

house.

Yet where states hold a clear advantage — and in some respects an exclusive position — is
in the domain of authority. While platforms exercise de facto authority over their
infrastructures, users, and content through technical standards, internal rules, and moderation
practices — which have often been likened to state power, as my thesis has discussed — this
authority lacks democratic legitimacy and is limited in enforcement to their own user bases.
By contrast, democratically elected governments governed by the rule of law — as in Germany,
the UK, and the US — hold de jure, legitimate authority. Both the German and UK cases
demonstrated that even in the absence of other relevant proprietary regulatory resources,
authority alone can be sufficient to compel platform safety measures. In Germany, regulatory
power was asserted through detailed legal obligations backed by enforcement. In the UK,
authority was exercised more softly, negotiated in regulatory practice between platforms and
Ofcom. The US case showed that, even in the absence of comprehensive regulation, the state
was capable of wielding authority vis-a-vis platforms. As I discussed in Chapter 6, the creation
of FOSTA-SESTA as a CDA Section 230 carve-out for content related to sex trafficking, and
the resulting platform removal of services and sections hosting such content, demonstrated
regulatory authority in action — though its scope was narrow. Conversely, authority has not
been applied to a cross-cutting safety framework in the US, reflecting deep resource

entanglements that render such measures politically and economically costly.
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Across all three cases, persistent deficiencies in state-held regulatory resources —
information, treasure, and organised expertise — posed challenges to developing and
implementing effective regulation. As digital technology policy is likely to remain central with
the widespread adoption of generative Al as well as emerging technologies such as
cryptocurrencies and virtual metaverses, it will be crucial for states to actively invest in
developing these regulatory resources in-house. This includes using their information-
gathering powers to obtain information from platforms, designing strategies to attract and

retain digital expertise, and mobilising public funding to build regulatory capacity.
7.4.2  Platforms Challenge Regulation

Second, platforms actively sought to impede regulation and constrain regulatory power.
Across all three cases, they withheld information and organised expertise and by extension
treasure, selectively shared resources to influence the shape of regulation, and contested the

authority of states.

At the level of information, platforms consistently restricted state access to key data such
as information on content removals, algorithmic functioning, or data logs on user complaints.
In some cases, they cited legitimate concerns — including risks of state surveillance or potential
infringements on user privacy and rights. However, my analysis showed that platforms also
withheld low-risk information or aggregate-level data, such as the number of content
moderators employed in Germany, which senior policymakers had requested. Some interview
participants attributed this not to a refusal to share information, but to a lack of knowledge
among the platform representatives contacted, arguing they were either uninformed or
strategically kept in the dark. More often, however, participants thought that platforms’
resistance to sharing data and other information was a deliberate strategy to withhold

resources critical to regulation.
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Participants also raised concerns that platforms selectively shared or strategically amplified
certain narratives through lobbying to influence regulatory outcomes. In the UK, the
platforms disproportionately emphasised harmful but legal content to steer discourse towards
redefining illegal speech, a move considered politically unviable. Across cases, platforms
commonly framed regulatory proposals as technically unworkable. In Germany, they warned
that NetzDG’s removal obligations would require surveillance-like filtering systems, which
would likely prompt public backlash. In the UK, they argued that high implementation costs
under the OSA would drive smaller firms out of business, benefitting big tech platforms. In
the US, proposed regulations were portrayed as existential threats to business models,

innovation, and international competitiveness.

With regard to organised expertise, platforms appeared to under-resource or withhold
these critical regulatory inputs. While states routinely invited platform staff to testify or
participate in workshops and task forces, participants across all three cases described
difficulties in securing engagement in the early years. My thesis revealed that this began to
shift as regulation became more viable and widespread following the adoption of NetzDG.
Even then, engagement from technical engineers remained rare, while public affairs staff were
more readily available. There were also local differences. In Germany, participants reported
challenges in even identifying relevant staff when NetzDG was first being developed, as
platforms often had no personnel based in Germany, with teams located in the US or Ireland.
By contrast, US participants described fewer such issues, suggesting platforms were more

responsive ot better resourced in domestic markets.

As for authority, platforms contested its use across all three contexts — positioning their
own authority as superior and more appropriate to that of the state. In Germany, they framed
NetzDG as a censorship tool, arguing that it illegitimately outsourced public functions

normally exercised by the judiciary to private companies. In doing so, they strategically
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invoked Germany’s historical sensitivities around authoritarianism during the Nazi era and
East Germany. In the UK, platforms emphasised their capacity to remove a wide range of
harmful but legal content, offering state stakeholders privileged access to internal content
moderation systems. These moves positioned platforms’ de facto authority as a viable form of
intervention, given the state’s limited mandate over legal harms. In the US, platforms invoked
First Amendment protections, framing proposals such as CDA Section 230 reform or
advertising restrictions as unconstitutional. They also leveraged concerns about state
overreach in the form of jawboning, particularly around Covid-19 and the January 6th Capitol
insurrection, arguing that state actors sought to exert informal pressure where formal

authority was lacking.

In summary, my research showed that platforms actively mobilised regulatory resources to
challenge both emergent and existing regulation across all three cases. This stands in stark
contrast to the public rhetoric of platform executives, who have repeatedly called for better
rules for the internet and appealed to states for help in addressing the safety challenges posed
by their own services. While platforms have outwardly presented themselves as welcoming
regulation, their actions during the development of platform safety regimes tell a different
story. Platforms are not passive regulatees but active regulatory actors — deploying their
resources to stifle regulatory power. Future regulatory efforts must anticipate this strategic
resource mobilisation, by closing information gaps, building in-house expertise, and

safeguarding legal authority from lobbying and politicisation.
7.4.3  Platform Resources Are Critical for Regulation

Third and finally, platform resources were required in their own regulation. With evident gaps
in regulatory capacity, states needed to rely on external resources to fill these deficits.
Platforms had strategically positioned themselves as providers of such resources, creating

resource monopolies that made their involvement in regulatory arrangements a necessity.
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However, how these resources were mobilised fundamentally shaped regulatory power, as this

thesis has demonstrated.

With regard to information, the analysis highlights that platforms monopolised
information in ways that make their involvement in regulation necessary. While there are valid
concerns about data protection, surveillance, and the protection of trade secrets and patents,
giant technology platforms have increasingly closed off their services to external scrutiny.
Public and research access to platform APIs has become more restrictive or been abolished
altogether. Strict non-disclosure agreements were standard among platform employees and
partners, and even government requests for information were often only partially fulfilled or
denied. While experimental and audit research can offer some insight in the absence of access
to platform information, my research has shown that regulators cannot independently

generate or source sufficient information about platforms from third parties.

As for authority, only democratically elected governments hold democratic authority. But
platforms exercise de facto authority over their infrastructures, users, and content, which —
while not replacing or rivalling state authority as some literature suggests — can both
complement and undermine it. For example, document analysis showed that both NetzDG
and the Digital Services Act (DSA) have relied on platform authority for the day-to-day
removal of illegal content, while state authority defined the legal framework and was
employed to oversee compliance. The DSA further requires that platforms apply their internal
rules, such as community standards and policies, in a diligent, objective, and non-arbitrary
manner. Combined with obligations for risk assessments and due diligence, which create
incentives for internal safety rules, these measures can channel platform authority towards

regulatory goals.

Government platform safety budgets were marginal compared to the treasure held by tech

giants. While public funding might have been generous, the unprecedented market valuations
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and revenues of these firms, combined with their responsibility for the societal costs of online
harms, make their contribution to the costs of online safety both proportionate and legitimate
— a view held by many interview participants. Several models exist for this: mandating the use
of cost-intensive resources such as organised expertise, imposing fines for non-compliance,

introducing digital tax models, or adopting fee structures like Ofcom’s model under the OSA,

which funds its operations through fees levied on regulated services (Ofcom, 2025).

As for organised expertise, platform organisations typically held the technical know-how
and expert staff that were necessary for regulating safety risks on their networks. This includes
both human expertise — engineers and trust and safety teams — and safety technology, such as
systems for automated testing, algorithmic content moderation, and behaviour monitoring.
Much of this expertise remained locked within platform firms. But states can draw on external
sources, such as third-party developers, consulting firms, or academic research. However, the
scale of safety issues that require human attention — particularly in areas such as content
moderation — demands substantial organised expertise, and by extension, treasure. To address
these immense requirements for treasure, one widely adopted strategy has been to outsource
these responsibilities directly to platforms, for example by requiring that they maintain and
fund their own content moderation teams. This approach is used in NetzDG, the OSA, and
the DSA, which all enrol platform actors and their resources in regulatory tasks. While this
type of outsourcing creates the need for coordination and oversight by a regulator, it is a

pragmatic and potentially effective solution.

Yet the enrolment of platform resources can also create important risks. There is a risk
that platforms use touchpoints with states as opportunities to influence regulation, which can
lead to regulatory capture when platforms succeed in steering or shaping regulation — for
example, when regulators adopt problem framings and salience advanced by platform lobby

groups as almost happened in the UK when debates on harmful but legal content threatened
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to dominate the agenda. There are also risks of state overreach, when state actors access
platform resources without a mandate or at least in anticipation of a future mandate. For
example, in the US the state repeatedly leaned on platform authority to remove harmful
content in relation to elections, protests, and Covid-19. These are areas for which the state not
only lacked a mandate but in which it had a constitutional obligation to abstain. Yet even
when enrolment happens on the basis of a legitimate mandate, there are risks. For example, in
Germany the enforcement of German laws by private platforms through their private
authority tasked platforms with quasi-public functions of adjudicating the legality of content.
However, this risk was mitigated by oversight and due process, and options to appeal content

decisions in courts.

In conclusion, enrolling platform resources into regulatory regimes is in some cases
indispensable, in others proportionate, and often the most practical solution. In principle,
there is little reason to oppose such enrolment; involving regulatees is common in sectors like
finance or telecommunications (Wheeler, 2023). What matters is a clear legal basis that sets
the terms of involvement, protecting states from regulatory capture and platforms from

concerns over unlawful overreach, and making sure this enrolment serves the public good.

7.5 Theoretical Contributions

The key theoretical contribution of my thesis is the development of a resource-based
framework of regulatory power for understanding platform regulation in practice. It
reconceptualises regulation as a power dynamic between states and platforms, shaped by
resource constellations, struggles over these resources, and state—platform interplay. My
theoretical contribution operates on three levels. First, it integrates and extends existing
theories of resources, capacity, and power in regulation to establish a novel coherent
theoretical foundation. Second, it operationalises this synthesis into a framework of four

resources — information, authority, treasure, and organised expertise — that offers a conceptual
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tool for analysing platform regulation within and across cases. Third, it shows regulation as
resource-based, relational, and enacted: emphasising platform regulation as a power dynamic

between regulator and regulatee.
7.5.1  Integrating Theories of Regulatory Resources, Capacity, and Power

As a first contribution, my resource-based framework of regulatory power integrates three
main strands of existing theory on resources, capacity, and power in regulation. First, the
literature on resources in governance and regulation emphasises resources as the instruments
through which governments govern, and in particular through which regulatory actors
regulate (Black, 2002b, 2003; Dunleavy & Carrera, 2013; Hood, 1983; Hood & Margetts,
2007). Drawing on this literature and empirical analysis, the thesis has identified four
resources — information, authority, treasure, and organised expertise — as core to platform
regulation. Second, conceptions of regulatory capacity define an actor’s capacity to regulate as
their potential to access and mobilise these resources towards regulatory goals; and suggest
that, when enacted in regulation, capacity becomes power, whereby resource endowments
provide a proxy for power (Black, 2002a, 2002b; Lindvall & Teorell, 2016; Mann, 1984).
Third, established conceptions of power as the ability to shape the behaviour of others are
integrated into and expanded in this framework by defining regulatory power as the attempt
to alter the behaviour of regulatees in line with regulatory aims (Black, 2002a; Dahl, 1957,
Mann, 1984). By integrating these accounts and situating them in an interpretive
understanding of regulation, I position regulatory power as the enactment of resource-based

capacity within dynamic regulator—regulatee relationships aimed at regulatory goals.

In synthesising this literature, I established three premises: that regulatory capacity is
resource-based; that when enacted in a relationship between regulator and regulatee this
regulatory capacity becomes power; and that relative resource constellations are a proxy for

regulatory power, but ultimately regulatory power is shaped by how those constellations are
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interpreted and enacted within this relationship. Together, these premises provide the

theoretical foundation underpinning the framework developed in this research.
7.5.2  Operationalising an Empirical-Comparative Framework

The second theoretical contribution is the operationalisation of these theoretical premises into
a framework of four regulatory resources that can be applied for both within-case and across-
case analysis of platform regulation. These resources were identified from theory and from
empirical interview, document, and process data evidence across Germany, the UK, and the
US. I deductively searched the material for evidence of known resources drawn from existing
models (Black, 2002b, 2003; Dunleavy & Carrera, 2013; Hood, 1983; Hood & Margetts,
2007). Additionally, I inductively coded the data to identify resources that diverged or were
not captured in existing frameworks. Four resources emerged as consistently relevant for

understanding regulatory power in platform regulation:

¢ Information: Regulators require access to timely and reliable information about
regulatee behaviour in order to design and enforce rules. In the context of platforms,
this primarily refers to access to data and knowledge about platform actions,

technologies, workflows, and internal policies.

e Authority: Regulators require a legal mandate and legitimacy to make binding rules
and to order. Platforms exercise a form of de facto authority over their technical
systems and users, enabling them to set and enforce binding rules, but this authority is

not democratically legitimised.

e Treasure: Regulation requires financial resources to fund staff and infrastructure, and
to access relevant resources. In platform regulation, tech giants hold vast financial
resources of their own that are used for safety measures. What is more, state and

platform wealth are often interlinked. Governments rely on platforms for economic
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returns, growth, and innovation, while platforms in turn depend on government

contracts, private—public partnerships, or research and development funding.

¢ Organised expertise: Regulation requires specialised knowledge used by staff in
regulatory organisations in the pursuit of regulatory goals. In platform regulation,
much of this expertise resides with platforms, embedded in professional teams and

technical infrastructures for trust and safety functions.

Operationalising the framework through these four resources offers a conceptual tool for
understanding platform regulation in practice. Focusing on information, authority, treasure,
and organised expertise makes complex power dynamics between regulatory actors not only
visible but also analytically tractable. The framework lends itself not only to mapping
dynamics within a single case but also travels across cases: it provides a lens for comparing
relative resource constellations and power dynamics empirically and comparatively. Its core
value lies in providing a focused tool to cut through the noise and make sense of complex,

dynamic regulatory processes.
7.5.3  Advancing an Interpretive Theory of Regulatory Power

The third theoretical contribution of my thesis is to advance an interpretive view of regulatory
power. While existing accounts often treat power as a direct function of resource endowments
— the more resources an actor holds, the greater their regulatory capacity, and the greater their
power. Ultimately, I argue that regulatory power does not deterministically arise from an
actor’s resource configuration alone, but from how those resources are interpreted and
mobilised towards regulation in regulator—regulatee relationships. This view breaks with
positivist accounts that treat regulatory power as directly measurable through resource
configurations, static, and possessed by actors. Instead, I advance existing conceptions by
showing power to be resource-based, interpretive, and relationally enacted. A closer account

of this conceptualisation including examples is provided in the literature review in Chapter 2.
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First, regulatory power is resource-based. This thesis argues that resources are necessary
but not sufficient inputs to regulatory power. In order to enact power, an actor requires access
to and the capacity to mobilise regulatory resources. Without resources, there is no basis for
power or regulation. Yet resources alone do not automatically constitute power: only when
resources are mobilised in regulator—regulatee relationships does power emerge. This
interpretive view challenges positivist approaches that treat regulatory power as objectively

measurable.

Second, regulatory power is interpretive. It derives from how regulatory actors interpret
resource configurations. Resource constellations are not self-evident, and different actors may
view the same configuration as sufficient, inappropriate, or inadequate for regulation. These
interpretations shape whether and how resources are mobilised. Regulatory power does not
flow automatically from resource endowments, but is enacted through actor interpretations,
which in turn shape how regulatory resources are understood and used. In my view, power is
not static but dynamic, challenging views that assume that identical resources will always

generate identical outcomes.

Third, regulatory power is relationally enacted and emerges only in the interaction
between regulators and regulatees. In my framework, I challenge ideas of regulatory power as
something that actors possess or do not possess, showing that it is actively enacted through
the mobilisation of resources in regulator—regulatee relationships where resources may be
shared, made interdependent, or purposefully contested and withheld in attempts to shape
regulation. Without this relational enactment, a resource remains a resource but not power.
Thus, regulatory power is not an actor attribute but something that is dynamically produced in

regulator—regulatee interactions.
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7.6 Methodological Contributions

Methodologically, interpretive policy analysis is not a novel method in itself. What is novel,
however, is applying it to the emergent field of platform regulation paired with a comparative
case study research design and triangulated with rich empirical data — a combination that

offers unique methodological contributions.

First, my thesis offers a novel interpretive perspective to platform regulation research.
While different forms of interviewing, content analysis of policy texts, and process tracing
have become well established in platform regulation research, what has remained absent is an
interpretive approach. Existing work often applies these methods through positivist,
descriptive approaches, pursuing legal or institutional analysis. Where qualitative insights are
yielded from interviews, they are often used to generate illustrative quotes or corroborate
other sources of evidence, instead of to foreground the experiences and interpretations of
regulatory actors. The analysis of texts often treats documents as factual records rather than as
sites of meaning. And process tracing is mostly used to map descriptions of event sequences,
rather than to reconstruct causal explanations of regulatory developments. While all of these
methods offer valuable entry points into understanding platform regulation, I argue that only
by approaching them interpretively can they effectively capture regulatory dynamics between
states and platforms. The interpretive approach injects life into platform regulation research:
spotlighting the lived experiences, actor dynamics, and everyday power struggles that shape

how regulation is enacted in practice.

The second methodological contribution lies in pairing IPA with a comparative case study
design. As discussed in the methods in Chapter 3, multi-case inquiry into platform regulation
is now well established. However, interpretive methods are mostly used for in-depth analysis
within each case, but less so for comparison across cases. Paired with a comparative design,

IPA is well suited to uncover the meanings that regulatory actors ascribe to regulation within
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cases, as well as to offer grounded explanations for how and why these meanings differ across
contexts (Yanow, 2014). In this research, I applied a resource-based framework of regulatory
power across three national cases. A non-interpretive, comparative approach might have
stopped at comparing resource constellations. The interpretive approach instead investigated
how these constellations are understood by actors on the ground, how they perceived their
capacity to regulate, and how they interpreted power relations — revealing why similar
structural conditions have led to divergent regulatory outcomes in Germany, the UK, and the
US. It is through comparative interpretive analysis that my research revealed that it was actors’
interpretations of resource constellations that prompted those actors to assert power, enrol

platform capacity, or step back from regulation due to entanglement.

The third methodological advancement of my thesis lies in the triangulation of rich
empirical evidence, establishing interpretive depth and rigour, and comprising a rich
qualitative data set. By combining elite interviews, document analysis, and process tracing, I
brought together in-depth actor accounts, formal policy stances, and timelines of regulatory
developments. This enabled a multidimensional understanding of platform regulation,
whereas a single-method approach would have fallen short of providing this level of
dimension. Triangulation also strengthened rigour by enabling checking across sources.
Rather than relying solely on what interview participants said, I traced how their
interpretations aligned with policy documents and how the evidence related to observable
regulatory developments over time. Each method addressed the limits of the others:
interviews provided rich insight but risked anecdotal bias; policy documents revealed formal
positions but lacked production context; process data mapped sequences but, on its own, just

offered timelines instead of explanatory interpretations.

Finally, the triangulation of evidence produced a robust empirical data set. Examining a

decade (2016-2025) of emergent regulatory practice across three countries, the elite interviews
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generated over 5,000 minutes of recordings from 93 experts involved in platform regulation.
Document analysis collected an archive of 103 key policy texts that captured formal regulatory
positions and social artefacts of problem framings. I used process tracing to construct causal
pathways of regulatory developments across Germany, the UK, and the US, identifying key
moments and long-term trajectories. Together, this constitutes a rich qualitative-interpretive,

cross-country data set of a decade of platform regulation that is unique in its scope.

7.7 Limitations

My interpretive policy analysis of platform regulation in advanced democracies inevitably
faces several major limitations. While minor limitations and mitigation strategies have been
discussed in the relevant chapters, the empirical, methodological, and theoretical limitations

discussed here are overarching.

Empirically, the most significant limitation of this work lies in its scope. Striving to
understand platform regulation in advanced democracies, the thesis neglects other important
arenas of contemporary platform regulation. These include intergovernmental bodies such as
the United Nations and the OECD; supranational institutions like the European Union;
smaller democratic and non-democratic states that have experienced salient platform safety
incidents and developed regulatory responses, such as Myanmar (e.g., viral social media
campaigns promoting the genocide of the Rohingya) or New Zealand (e.g., the Christchurch
shooting that was livestreamed on multiple platforms); and large developing countries that are
key markets for tech platforms, such as Brazil, India, and Nigeria, which have also considered
or already implemented regulation. Constellations of resources and actor interpretations are
likely to vary substantially from those in advanced democracies, raising important questions
about how regulatory power operates in these contexts — or whether the framework proposed

here applies at all.
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A similar scope limitation concerns the regulated platforms. The regulations examined in
this inquiry have focused on tech giants including big tech and other very large platforms.
Although regulatory frameworks such as the OSA differentiate between types of internet
services, smaller platforms have been largely eclipsed in this analysis. Yet smaller companies
are still subject to regulation. Typically, they have far less treasure and organised expertise to
address safety risks, their internal authority mechanisms are less developed, and they lack tools
for automated risk detection. What is more, smaller and fringe platforms are key sites of
online harms, including the coordination of terrorist activity or the spread of self-harm
content (Griffith & Stein, 2021; Herasimenka et al., 2023). Examining platform regulation

aimed at non-dominant companies is therefore crucial.

A final empirical issue is that this analysis has centred on state—platform interactions,
largely excluding the role of other stakeholders such as civil society. These actors are often
involved as expert consultants, independent auditors, or evaluators, and possess relevant
resources — including information and organised expertise — that can shape regulation. Their
resources and resource interpretations shape platform regulation in practice, which this

research does not address explicitly.

Theoretically, the model developed here offers a comprehensive but bounded account of
regulatory power. The four-resource framework provides a high-level analytical lens for
within-case analysis and enables cross-case comparison. However, it also makes implicit or
eclipses several other important factors that shape regulatory practice, including regulatory
cultures, historical context, media reporting, and public reactions. These dynamics are not
absent from my research; they emerge in the analysis through actor interpretations, social
artefacts in document analysis, and process tracing. Yet they are not explicitly captured by the

framework itself.
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What is more, by focusing on resource-based, relational conceptions of power specifically
in the context of regulation, the framework leaves aside other influential perspectives, such as
governmentality or network power, which could provide complementary theoretical additions
in the future. Moreover, the model also risks a degree of tautology. Regulatory capacity is
defined as a function of resource endowments, and regulatory power is likewise defined as a
function of those same endowments — but power is not shaped by resources alone, but also
by the interpretations of actors that enact it in dynamic relationships. This distinction is

conceptually valid but only becomes fully meaningful through empirical application.

Methodologically, the interpretive approach limited the external validity and reliability of
the study. While the analysis offers thick descriptions, its findings are not statistically
generalisable. However, the research design accommodates analytic generalisation, developing
concepts and causal pathways that can travel beyond the cases studied. The analysis identified
recurring resource constellations, patterns of sequences in resource-based interaction, and
common power dynamics in state—platform relations, pointing to potentially transferable
mechanisms. However, these mechanisms remain context-dependent: they may operate across

cases and guide the analysis, but thorough empirical evidence is needed to assess this.

I also want to acknowledge that the richness of the interview data was enabled by my
privileged position as an insider in the field. My professional role as a researcher affiliated with
the University of Oxford allowed me to become part of a network of experts on platform
regulation. Most interviews built on warm outreach, or at the very least referenced my
institutional affiliation and role in the field. Anecdotally, several participants noted that they
agreed to an interview because they knew me personally, owed me a favour, or were familiar
with the Oxford Internet Institute’s work. Conducting this research from a less privileged

position likely would not have afforded the same level of access.
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7.8 Outlook

Having outlined the overarching findings, contributions, and limitations of this research, I

look outward and consider avenues for future research and regulation.
7.8.1  Directions for Future Research

The limitations identified above offer a logical starting point for future research. Empirically,
future research should interpretively examine platform regulation across a wider range of
contexts. It should explore less advanced democracies, authoritarian regimes, and majority
world and Global South settings — all of which are likely shaped by very different resource
constellations and state—platform relationships. Research should also focus more closely on
non—giant technology platforms, which often have fewer resources to allocate towards
regulatory goals under formal regimes. In addition, the role of civil society in regulation
should be more systematically analysed to understand how these actors and their resources

shape regulatory practice.

Relatedly, the framework of regulatory power should be applied to adjacent regulatory
domains. With rapid developments in generative Al large language models, and metaverses —
many emerging from the same group of tech giants — this research offers a starting point for
analysing how resource constellations are and can be mobilised to enhance regulatory power
in the regulation of digital technologies. The ways in which platforms challenge regulation by
withholding or selectively sharing resources and the risks identified that relate to the

enrolment of their resources offer starting points for future research in this context.

A final empirical advance would be that, while this study focused on the development and
adoption of regulation, future research should trace implementation and evaluate outcomes.
This includes examining whether the regulatory approaches adopted in Germany, the UK, and

the US meet their intended goals; whether reliance on platform resources undermines or
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strengthens regulatory power over time; and whether resource constellations shift as

regulation matures.

Theoretically, the framework should be more firmly situated within the broader social
science literature on power. Future research should not only build on accounts of power as
the potential to achieve regulatory goals but also explore how the framework relates to
theories of power as diffuse, networked, and embedded in social relationships. For example,
Chapter 5 on Germany examined regulatory power in the context of agenda-setting and policy
change, developing a power-integrated MSA based on Kingdon’s (1995) theoretical
foundations. Future research could extend this by bringing resource-based power into

dialogue with key theories on the different dimensions of power across the regulatory process.

While the four resources conceptualised here are grounded in theory and empirical
evidence, the framework may need to be adapted when applied in different contexts. For
example, in the case of small platforms with limited fungible resources, treasure may not be a
meaningful or relevant factor in shaping regulatory relationships. Similarly, authority in
authoritarian contexts is mostly not derived from legitimacy and democratic processes, but
from force. It could be worthwhile exploring how changes in resource constellations shape

regulatory power.

Methodologically, the IPA of resource constellations and their meanings could be
extended through a quantitative dimension. Developing ways to operationalise and measure
regulatory resources would enhance empirical understanding, improve cross-case
comparability, and enable predictive analysis of regulation. Such an approach could also
support empirically grounded recommendations for the enrolment of different actor groups
based on their resource configurations. That said, interpretive analysis will remain pivotal for

understanding regulatory power as inherently enacted in dynamic relationships.
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7.8.2  Practical Lessons for Regulation

This research offers some valuable lessons for how regulators should address the regulation of

powerful tech giants.

First, modes of enrolment matter. Resource deficiencies frequently make platform
involvement in regulation a necessity. However, when the enrolment of platform capacity
occurs informally, voluntarily, or on an ad hoc basis — as seen in the US case — it comes with
significant risks. Regulation becomes prone to capture by platforms, creating dependencies on
platform-led solutions and risks of entanglement with public regulatory power. But there are
also risks of state overreach, whereby states enrol platform capacity in areas where they do not
hold a mandate, such as the deletion of harmful but legal content. By contrast, when states use
their authority through legally mandated, binding modes of access with clear rules of
engagement — as seen in Germany and the UK — this offers a more stable foundation for the

legitimate enrolment of platform resources.

Second, resources give platforms regulatory leverage. Large technology companies often
have ample resources at their disposal, including in domains where states are lacking. This
makes their enrolment in regulatory regimes to direct their resources to regulatory goals under
a public mandate a viable regulatory strategy. When platforms control access to critical
resources that states need to enrol in order to regulate, this gives platforms leverage over
regulation. It is important for regulators to remember that platforms, no matter how state-like
they look or act, do not optimise for the public interest — they optimise for growth, strategic
advantage, and shareholder value. Importantly, I have shown that platforms are acutely aware
of the regulatory leverage embedded in their resources. Platforms withhold information to
stifle regulation, strategically offer access to partial information to shape regulatory strategies,

and deploy resources in ways that can influence or even capture the regulatory process. It is
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critical that state actors recognise the power embedded in platform resources and enrol only

necessary resources through regulatory design that safeguards the public good.

Third, building state capacity strengthens regulatory power — and regulation can be a
mechanism for building it. While the involvement of external platform resources will likely
remain indispensable, or at least efficient, states should invest in developing their own capacity
to regulate digital systems. This primarily concerns access to information about technical
systems and the cultivation of proprietary digital organised expertise. The latter can be
supported through training, targeted recruitment, and competitive employment packages. The
former is more difficult, as critical information is often withheld by platforms, protected by
non-disclosure agreements, trade secrets, or platforms’ outright refusal to share information
with state actors. Regulation, however, can be used to address this constraint by introducing

reporting obligations and expanding regulators’ information powers.

7.9 The Regulatory Powers That Be

Against the backdrop of pressing threats to public safety associated with digital platforms, I
have examined a decade of emergent platform regulation in Germany, the UK, and the US. At
the heart of my analysis lies a power struggle between two immensely powerful sets of actors.
One of these groups consists of some of the world’s richest and most influential advanced
democracies, which increasingly treat platforms and their executives as key allies for growth,
innovation, and digital transformation. The other group includes the giant technology
platforms — among the largest and wealthiest entities ever to exist — which have become
indispensable intermediaries of public life in these same democracies. This is a power struggle

with very different outcomes across different settings.

Conducting an interpretive policy analysis of three cases, across 93 interviews, 103
documents, and process tracing, my thesis offers rich contributions. Empirically, it shows that

platform regulation is a dynamic field of diverse practices in which states assert regulatory
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powet, negotiate it with platforms, or see it hollowed out through entanglement — and in
which the involvement of platforms is a necessity but not without risks. Theoretically, I have
developed an original framework of regulatory power based on four resources — information,
authority, treasure, and organised expertise — offering a focused conceptual tool that makes
power dynamics analytically tractable and explains how and why they shape platform
regulation. Methodologically, I have applied a new lens to studies of platform regulation, using
an IPA to foreground the lived experiences and actor interpretations of regulation in practice,

dimensions that prior research has often eclipsed.

In reflecting on this thesis, one central insight stands out to me: state power and platform
power are not made equal. State power is public, oriented towards the collective good;
platform power is private, directed towards private interests. While tech giants have
undeniably emerged as central loci of power in the political world order — in some regards
matching or even challenging state power — they lack what is essential to democratic power:
authority, democratically legitimised, encoded in law, backed by force. When states choose to
exercise this authority to exert regulatory power over platforms, platforms have little choice
but to comply, face sanctions, or leave a market. For all the academic rhetoric and political

practice that casts platforms as new sovereigns, platforms are fundamentally unlike states.

The power struggles between states and platforms are likely to remain a defining feature
of contemporary regulation in a digital age. As Al systems proliferate, the same handful of
giant technology companies that are at the centre of this thesis are also driving the Al
transformation. This time, the stakes might be even higher. Not only have these companies
gained even greater geopolitical influence by virtue of controlling the technologies that
promise to transform life as we know it, but the West, in particular the US, and China have
declared Al development a race, the winner of which is forecast to become the new global

hegemon. Without effective regulation, that winner might not be a state at all but the tech
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giants themselves. In a digital age, I believe that regulation is what ensures that democratic

states, not private platforms, remain the powers that be.



Lisa-Maria Neudert 286

References

Abbott, K. W., & Snidal, D. (2009). The governance triangle: Regulatory standards institutions
and the shadow of the state. In W. Mattli & N. Woods (Eds), The politics of global
regulation (pp. 44—88). Princeton University Press.
https://www.degruyterbrill.com/document/doi/10.1515/9781400830732.44 /html

Aglietta, M. (2000). A theory of capitalist regulation: The US experience (D. Fernbach, Trans.; 2nd
ed.). Verso. https://www.versobooks.com/en-gb/products/157-a-theory-of-
capitalist-regulation (Original work published 19706)

Ahmad, H., Amann, M., Rébel, S., & Rosenbach, M. (2018, January 4). Germany’s new hate
speech law: Populists fight for their right to racism. Der Spiegel.
https:/ /www.spiegel.de/international/germany/german-populists-take-on-twitter-
and-the-judiciary-a-1186233.html

Al Council. (2021). Al roadmap [Independent report]. UK Government.
https:/ /www.gov.uk/government/publications/ai-roadmap

Alexa Internet. (2016). The top 500 sites on the web (Archived version from 20 December 2015)
[Data set]. Internet Archive (Wayback Machine).

Allow States and Victims to Fight Online Sex Trafficking Act of 2017, H.R. 1865, 115th
Cong. (2018). https://www.congtess.gov/bill/115th-congtess/house-bill /1865 / text

Alvarez, S. (2019, April 3). Dorothee Bir auf Kuschelkurs: Die Nihe der
Digitalstaatsministerin zu Facebook. Der Tagesspiegel.
https:/ /www.tagesspiegel.de/wirtschaft/die-nahe-der-digitalstaatsministerin-zu-
facebook-5324068.html

American Action Forum. (2025). Al legislation tracker [Data set].

https:/ /www.americanactionforum.org/list-of-proposed-ai-bills-table /


https://www.degruyterbrill.com/document/doi/10.1515/9781400830732.44/html
https://www.versobooks.com/en-gb/products/157-a-theory-of-capitalist-regulation
https://www.versobooks.com/en-gb/products/157-a-theory-of-capitalist-regulation
https://www.spiegel.de/international/germany/german-populists-take-on-twitter-and-the-judiciary-a-1186233.html
https://www.spiegel.de/international/germany/german-populists-take-on-twitter-and-the-judiciary-a-1186233.html
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ai-roadmap
https://www.congress.gov/bill/115th-congress/house-bill/1865/text
https://www.tagesspiegel.de/wirtschaft/die-nahe-der-digitalstaatsministerin-zu-facebook-5324068.html
https://www.tagesspiegel.de/wirtschaft/die-nahe-der-digitalstaatsministerin-zu-facebook-5324068.html
https://www.americanactionforum.org/list-of-proposed-ai-bills-table

Lisa-Maria Neudert 287

Amin, L., & Geoghegan, P. (2025, June 7). Revealed: “Shocking” scale of big tech’s influence over
Labonr. Democracy for Sale. https://democracyforsale.substack.com/p/revealed-
shocking-scale-of-big-tech-influence-labour-peter-kyle-amazon-google-meta

Ananny, M., & Gillespie, T. (20106). Public platforms: Beyond the cycle of shocks and exceptions
[Conference paper]. The IPP2016, The Platform Society, Oxford Internet Institute,
University of Oxford, Oxford, United Kingdom, 22—23 September 2016.
https://blogs.oii.ox.ac.uk/ipp-
conference/sites/ipp/files/documents/anannyGillespie-publicPlatforms-oii-
submittedSept8.pdf

Antrag der Abgeordneten Dr. Konstantin von Notz, Renate Kiinast, Tabea RoBner, Dieter
Janecek, Luise Amtsberg, Katja Keul, Monika Lazar, Irene Mihalic, Ozcan Mutlu, Ulle
Schauws, Hans-Christian Strobele und der Fraktion Bundnis 90/Die Grinen, BT-Drs.
18/11856. (2017). https://dserver.bundestag.de/btd/18/118/1811856.pdf

Appleman, B. A. (1995). Hate speech: A comparison of the approaches taken by the United
States and Germany. Wisconsin International Law Journal, 14(2), 422—439.

Au, C. H., Ho, K. K. W., & Chiu, D. K. W. (2022). The role of online misinformation and
fake news in ideological polarization: Barriers, catalysts, and implications. Information
Systems Frontiers, 24(4), 1331-1354. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10796-021-10133-9

Auxier, B. (2020, October 27). How Americans see U.S. tech companies as government scrutiny increases.
Pew Research Center. https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2020/10/27 /how-
americans-see-u-s-tech-companies-as-government-scrutiny-increases/

Baccardax, M. (2025, July 31). Microsoft and Meta show big tech is eating the markets, the
economy, and the wotld. Barron’s. https:/ /www.batrons.com/articles/microsoft-meta-

big-tech-ai-earnings-e81a8d5a


https://democracyforsale.substack.com/p/revealed-shocking-scale-of-big-tech-influence-labour-peter-kyle-amazon-google-meta
https://democracyforsale.substack.com/p/revealed-shocking-scale-of-big-tech-influence-labour-peter-kyle-amazon-google-meta
https://blogs.oii.ox.ac.uk/ipp-conference/sites/ipp/files/documents/anannyGillespie-publicPlatforms-oii-submittedSept8.pdf
https://blogs.oii.ox.ac.uk/ipp-conference/sites/ipp/files/documents/anannyGillespie-publicPlatforms-oii-submittedSept8.pdf
https://blogs.oii.ox.ac.uk/ipp-conference/sites/ipp/files/documents/anannyGillespie-publicPlatforms-oii-submittedSept8.pdf
https://dserver.bundestag.de/btd/18/118/1811856.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10796-021-10133-9
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2020/10/27/how-americans-see-u-s-tech-companies-as-government-scrutiny-increases
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2020/10/27/how-americans-see-u-s-tech-companies-as-government-scrutiny-increases
https://www.barrons.com/articles/microsoft-meta-big-tech-ai-earnings-e81a8d5a
https://www.barrons.com/articles/microsoft-meta-big-tech-ai-earnings-e81a8d5a

Lisa-Maria Neudert 288

Baldwin, R., Cave, M., & Lodge, M. (2011). Understanding regulation: Theory, strategy, and practice
(2nd ed.). Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093 /acprof:osobl/9780199576081.001.0001

Balkin, J. M. (2014). Old-school/new-school speech regulation. Harvard Law Review, 127(8),
2296-2342.

Balzer, A., Miiller, H., & Rickens, C. (2008, August 29). Angela Merkel: Die Abkanzlerin.
Manager Magazin. https:/ /www.manager-magazin.de/magazin/artikel /a-562436.html

Bambauer, D. E. (2015). Against jawboning. Minnesota Law Review, 100(1), 51-128.

Barlow, J. (2019). A declaration of the independence of cyberspace. Duke Law & Technology
Review, 18(1), 5-7.

Barnett, M., & Duvall, R. (2005). Power in international politics. International Organization,
59(1), 39-75. https://doi.org/10.1017/50020818305050010

Barrett, B., Dommett, K., & Kreiss, D. (2021). The capricious relationship between
technology and democracy: Analyzing public policy discussions in the UK and US.
Policy & Internet, 13(4), 522-543. https://doi.org/10.1002/p0i3.266

Bayer, J. (2022). Procedural rights as safeguard for human rights in platform regulation. Po/icy
& Internet, 14(4), 755—771. https://doi.org/10.1002/p0i3.298

Bayer, J., Holznagel, B., Korpisaari, P., & Woods, L. (Eds). (2021). Perspectives on platform
regulation: Concepts and models of social media governance across the globe (Vol. 1). Nomos
Vetlagsgesellschaft. https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748929789

Beach, D. (2020). Process tracing methods. In C. Wagemann, A. Goerres, & M. B. Siewert
(Eds), Handbuch Methoden der Politikwissenschaft (pp. 699-719). Springer VS.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-16936-7_43

Beamer, G. (2002). Elite interviews and state politics research. State Politics &> Policy Quarterly,

2(1), 86-96. https://doi.org/10.1177/153244000200200106


https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:osobl/9780199576081.001.0001
https://www.manager-magazin.de/magazin/artikel/a-562436.html
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818305050010
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.266
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.298
https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748929789
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-16936-7_43
https://doi.org/10.1177/153244000200200106

Lisa-Maria Neudert 289

Benjamin, R. (2019). Race after technology: Abolitionist tools for the New [im Code. Polity Press.
https:/ /www.politybooks.com/bookdetail?book_slug=race-after-technology-
abolitionist-tools-for-the-new-jim-code--9781509526390

Benkler, Y. (2007). The wealth of networks: How social production transforms markets and freedom. Y ale
University Press. https://yalebooks.yale.edu/book/9780300125771/ the-wealth-of-
networks/

Bevir, M., & Rhodes, R. A. W. (2003). Interpreting British governance. Routledge.

Bietti, E. (2021). A genealogy of digital platform regulation. Georgetown Law Technology Review,
7(1), 1-68.

Big tech is the first to complain when authorities seek to control the web. (1998, June 24).
Australian Financial Review, 11.

Birch, K., & Bronson, K. (2022). Big tech. Science as Culture, 31(1), 1-14.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2022.2036118

Birch, K., & Cochrane, D. T. (2021). Big tech: Four emerging forms of digital rentiership.
Science as Culture, 31(1), 44-58. https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2021.1932794

Black, J. (2002a). Critical reflections on regulation (CARR Discussion Paper No. 4). ESRC Centre
for Analysis of Risk and Regulation. https://eprints.Ise.ac.uk/35985/1/Disspaper4-
1.pdf

Black, J. (2002b). Mapping the contours of contemporary financial services regulation. Journal
of Corporate Law Studies, 2(2), 253-287.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14735970.2002.11419886

Black, J. (2003). Enrolling actors in regulatory systems: Examples from UK financial services
regulation. Public Law, 2003(Spring), 63-91.

Black, J. (2006). What is regulatory innovation? In J. Black, M. Lodge, & M. Thatcher (Eds),
Regulatory innovation: A comparative analysis (pp. 1-16). Edward Elgar Publishing.

https://doi.org/10.4337/9781845427979


https://www.politybooks.com/bookdetail?book_slug=race-after-technology-abolitionist-tools-for-the-new-jim-code--9781509526390
https://www.politybooks.com/bookdetail?book_slug=race-after-technology-abolitionist-tools-for-the-new-jim-code--9781509526390
https://yalebooks.yale.edu/book/9780300125771/the-wealth-of-networks
https://yalebooks.yale.edu/book/9780300125771/the-wealth-of-networks
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2022.2036118
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2021.1932794
https://eprints.lse.ac.uk/35985/1/Disspaper4-1.pdf
https://eprints.lse.ac.uk/35985/1/Disspaper4-1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/14735970.2002.11419886
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781845427979

Lisa-Maria Neudert 290

Bloch-Wehba, H. (2019). Global platform governance: Private power in the shadow of the
state. SMU Law Review, 72(1), 27-80.

Blodget, H. (2009, January 20). Mark Zuckerberg on innovation. Business Insider.
https:/ /www.businessinsider.com/mark-zuckerberg-innovation-2009-10

Boewe, J., & Schulten, J. (2019). The long struggle of the Amazon employees (2nd ed.). Rosa
Luxemburg Stiftung. https://rosalux.eu/wp-content/uploads/kontext-
import/documents/1/b/acf33d.pdf

Bohne, E. (2011). Conflicts between national regulatory cultures and EU energy regulations.
Ultilities Policy, 19(4), 255-269. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jup.2011.05.003

Bourke, B. (2014). Positionality: Reflecting on the research process. The Qualitative Report,
19(3), 1-9. https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2014.1026

Bradshaw, S., Howard, P., Kollanyi, B., & Neudert, L. M. (2019). Sourcing and automation of
political news and information over social media in the United States, 2016-2018.
Political Commmunication, 37(2), 173—193.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2019.1663322

Bradshaw, S., Neudert, L.-M., & Howard, P. (2018). Government responses to malicions use of social
media (Working Paper No. 2018.2). NATO StratCom Centre of Excellence.
https:/ /www.stratcomcoe.org/government-responses-malicious-use-social-media

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2012). Thematic analysis. In H. Cooper, P. M. Camic, D. L. Long, A.
T. Panter, D. Rindskopf, & K. J. Sher (Eds), APA handbook of research methods in
psychology: 1 ol. 2. Research designs: Quantitative, qualitative, neuropsychological, and biological
(pp- 57-71). American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/13620-004

Brennen, S. B., Sanderson, Z., Musquera, A. V., Pagés, P. T., & Pothier, L. (2024). The state of
state technology policy [Report]. New York University Center on Tech Policy.
https:/ /techpolicynyu.org/wp-content/uploads/2024 /12 /state-tech-

policy_2024_CTP_CSMaP_final.pdf


https://www.businessinsider.com/mark-zuckerberg-innovation-2009-10
https://rosalux.eu/wp-content/uploads/kontext-import/documents/1/b/acf33d.pdf
https://rosalux.eu/wp-content/uploads/kontext-import/documents/1/b/acf33d.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jup.2011.05.003
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2014.1026
https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2019.1663322
https://www.stratcomcoe.org/government-responses-malicious-use-social-media
https://doi.org/10.1037/13620-004
https://techpolicynyu.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/state-tech-policy_2024_CTP_CSMaP_final.pdf
https://techpolicynyu.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/state-tech-policy_2024_CTP_CSMaP_final.pdf

Lisa-Maria Neudert 291

Breton, T. (2021, January 10). The 9/11 moment of social media. Po/itico.
https:/ /www.politico.eu/article/ thierry-breton-social-media-capitol-hill-riot/

Bucher, T. (2018). If...then: Algorithmic power and politics. Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780190493028.001.0001

Bundeskartellamt. (2013). Awmazon gibt Preisparitit endgiiltig anf. Bundeskartellamt.
https:/ /www.bundeskartellamt.de/SharedDocs/Meldung/DE /Pressemitteilungen/20
13/26_11_201 3_Amazon_Verfahrenseinstellung.html

Bundeskartellamt. (2016). Bundeskartellam? eriffnet 1 erfabren gegen Facebook wegen 1 erdachts anf
Marktmachtmissbranch durch Datenschutzverstifse [Pressemitteilungen].
https://www.bundeskartellamt.de/SharedDocs/Meldung/DE /Pressemitteilungen/20
16/02_03_2016_Facebook.html

Bundeskartellamt. (2021). Digital Markets Act: Perspectives in (inter)national competition law
[Background papet].
https:/ /www.bundeskartellamt.de/SharedDocs/Publikation/ EN/Diskussions_Hinter
grundpapiere/2021/Working Group_on_Competition_Law_2021.pdf?__blob=publi
cationFile&v=1&utm.com

Bundesministerium der Justiz und fir Verbraucherschutz. (2015). Gemeinsanm gegen
Hassbotschaften: Von der Task Force ,, Umgang mit rechtswidrigen Hassbotschaften im Internet™
vorgeschlagene Wege zur Bekdmpfung von Hassinbalten im Netz [Report]. https:/ /www fait-
im-
netz.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/News/Artikel /12152015_TaskForceErgebnis
papier.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=2

Bundesministerium des Innern. (2001). BundOnline 2005 — Umsetzungsplan fiir die e-Government-
Initiative [Implementation plan|. Verwaltung Innovativ — Bundesverwaltungsamt.

https:/ /www.verwaltung-


https://www.politico.eu/article/thierry-breton-social-media-capitol-hill-riot
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190493028.001.0001
https://www.bundeskartellamt.de/SharedDocs/Meldung/DE/Pressemitteilungen/2013/26_11_2013_Amazon_Verfahrenseinstellung.html
https://www.bundeskartellamt.de/SharedDocs/Meldung/DE/Pressemitteilungen/2013/26_11_2013_Amazon_Verfahrenseinstellung.html
https://www.bundeskartellamt.de/SharedDocs/Meldung/DE/Pressemitteilungen/2016/02_03_2016_Facebook.html
https://www.bundeskartellamt.de/SharedDocs/Meldung/DE/Pressemitteilungen/2016/02_03_2016_Facebook.html
https://www.bundeskartellamt.de/SharedDocs/Publikation/EN/Diskussions_Hintergrundpapiere/2021/Working_Group_on_Competition_Law_2021.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=1&utm.com
https://www.bundeskartellamt.de/SharedDocs/Publikation/EN/Diskussions_Hintergrundpapiere/2021/Working_Group_on_Competition_Law_2021.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=1&utm.com
https://www.bundeskartellamt.de/SharedDocs/Publikation/EN/Diskussions_Hintergrundpapiere/2021/Working_Group_on_Competition_Law_2021.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=1&utm.com
https://www.fair-im-netz.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/News/Artikel/12152015_TaskForceErgebnispapier.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=2
https://www.fair-im-netz.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/News/Artikel/12152015_TaskForceErgebnispapier.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=2
https://www.fair-im-netz.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/News/Artikel/12152015_TaskForceErgebnispapier.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=2
https://www.fair-im-netz.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/News/Artikel/12152015_TaskForceErgebnispapier.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=2
https://www.verwaltung-innovativ.de/SharedDocs/Publikationen/Bestellservice/fehlt_zweites_pdf_bundOnline_2005_umsetzungsplan_f%C3%BCr_die_egovernment.html

Lisa-Maria Neudert 292

innovativ.de/SharedDocs/Publikationen/Bestellservice/ fehlt_zweites_pdf_bundOnli
ne_2005_umsetzungsplan_{%C3%BCr_die_egovernment.html

Bundesministerium fiir Wirtschaft und Klimaschutz. (2025). Auf dem Weg zu industriellen
Datenikosystemen: Skalieren. Gemeinsam. International Interim Report].
https://www.publikationen-bundesregierung.de/pp-de/publikationssuche/industrie-
4-0-bericht-2024-2338262

Bundesregierung. (2020). Bericht der Bundesregierung zur Evaluiernng des
Netzwerkdurchsetzungsgesetzes No. 19/22610).
https://dsetver.bundestag.de/btd/19/226/1922610.pdf

Busch, P.-O., Jorgens, H., & Tews, K. (2005). The global diffusion of regulatory instruments:
The making of a new international environmental regime. The Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science, 598(1), 146—167.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716204272355

Cairney, P. (2013, October 31). Policy concepts in 1000 words: Multiple streams analysis. Pax/
Cairney: Politics & Public Policy.
https://paulcairney.wordpress.com/2013/10/31/policy-concepts-in-1000-words-
multiple-streams-analysis/

Cairney, P. (2019). Understanding public policy: Theories and issues (2nd ed.). Bloomsbury.
https:/ /www.bloomsbury.com/uk/understanding-public-policy-9781137545183 /

Castells, M. (2013). Commmunication power (2nd ed.). Oxftord University Press.
https://global.oup.com/academic/product/communication-power-9780199681938

Cave, S., & Dihal, K. (2020). The whiteness of Al. Philosophy & Technology, 33(4), 685—703.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13347-020-00415-6

Cha, S. (2024). Towards an international regulatory framework for Al safety: Lessons from
the IAEA’s nuclear safety regulations. Humanities and Social Sciences Conmunications,

11(1), Article 506. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-024-03017-1


https://www.verwaltung-innovativ.de/SharedDocs/Publikationen/Bestellservice/fehlt_zweites_pdf_bundOnline_2005_umsetzungsplan_f%C3%BCr_die_egovernment.html
https://www.verwaltung-innovativ.de/SharedDocs/Publikationen/Bestellservice/fehlt_zweites_pdf_bundOnline_2005_umsetzungsplan_f%C3%BCr_die_egovernment.html
https://www.publikationen-bundesregierung.de/pp-de/publikationssuche/industrie-4-0-bericht-2024-2338262
https://www.publikationen-bundesregierung.de/pp-de/publikationssuche/industrie-4-0-bericht-2024-2338262
https://dserver.bundestag.de/btd/19/226/1922610.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716204272355
https://paulcairney.wordpress.com/2013/10/31/policy-concepts-in-1000-words-multiple-streams-analysis
https://paulcairney.wordpress.com/2013/10/31/policy-concepts-in-1000-words-multiple-streams-analysis
https://www.bloomsbury.com/uk/understanding-public-policy-9781137545183
https://global.oup.com/academic/product/communication-power-9780199681938
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13347-020-00415-6
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-024-03017-1

Lisa-Maria Neudert 293

Chadwick, A. (2013). The hybrid media system: Politics and power. Oxtord University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093 /acprof:oso/9780199759477.001.0001

Chaftkin, M. (2021). The contrarian: Peter Thiel and Silicon 1 alley’s pursuit of power. Penguin Press.

Chan, N. K., & Kwok, C. (2021). Guerilla capitalism and the platform economy: Governing
Uber in China, Taiwan, and Hong Kong. Information, Communication & Society, 24(6),
780-796. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2021.1909096

Chan, N. K., & Kwok, C. (2022). The politics of platform power in surveillance capitalism: A
comparative case study of ride-hailing platforms in China and the United States. G/loba/
Media and China, 7(2), 131-150. https://doi.org/10.1177/20594364211046769

Chang, E. (2018). Brotopia: Breaking up the boys’ club of Silicon 1 alley. Portfolio.

CHIPS and Science Act, H.R. 4346, 117th Cong. (2022).
https:/ /www.congtess.gov/bill/117th-congress/house-bill /4346

Christensen, C. M. (2000). The innovator’s dilemma: When new technologies cause great firms to fail.
HarperBusiness.

Citron, D. K. (2018). Extremist speech, compelled conformity, and censorship creep. Nozre
Dame Law Review, 93(3), 1035—-1071.

Citron, D. K. (2023). How to fix Section 230. Boston University Law Review, 103(3), 713-761.

Clarke, L., Williams, O., & Swindells, K. (2021, July 30). How Google quietly funds Europe’s
leading tech policy institutes. New Statesman. https:/ /www.newstatesman.com/science-
tech/big-tech/2021/07 /how-google-quietly-funds-europe-s-leading-tech-policy-
institutes

Clausius, M. (2022). The banning of TikTok, and the ban of foreign software for national
security purposes. Washington University Global Studies Law Review, 21(2), 273—-292.

Clinton, W. J. (2000, March 9). Full text of Clinton’s speech on China trade bill [Speech transcript].

Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy.


https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199759477.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2021.1909096
https://doi.org/10.1177/20594364211046769
https://www.congress.gov/bill/117th-congress/house-bill/4346
https://www.newstatesman.com/science-tech/big-tech/2021/07/how-google-quietly-funds-europe-s-leading-tech-policy-institutes
https://www.newstatesman.com/science-tech/big-tech/2021/07/how-google-quietly-funds-europe-s-leading-tech-policy-institutes
https://www.newstatesman.com/science-tech/big-tech/2021/07/how-google-quietly-funds-europe-s-leading-tech-policy-institutes

Lisa-Maria Neudert 294

https://www.iatp.org/sites/default/files/Full_Text_of_Clintons_Speech_on_China_
Trade_Bi.htm

Coe, P. (2022). The Draft Online Safety Bill and the regulation of hate speech: Have we
opened Pandora’s box? Journal of Media Law, 14(1), 50-75.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17577632.2022.2083870

Cohen, J. E. (2019). Between truth and power: The legal constructions of informational capitalism. Oxford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780190246693.001.0001

Collier, D. (2011). Understanding process tracing. PS: Political Science & Politics, 44(4), 823—830.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096511001429

Collier, R. B., Dubal, V. B., & Carter, C. L. (2018). Disrupting regulation, regulating
disruption: The politics of Uber in the United States. Perspectives on Politics, 16(4), 919—
937. https://doi.org/10.1017/51537592718001093

Committee on the Judiciary House of Representatives. (2018). Facebook, Google and Twitter:
Excamining the content filtering practices of social media giants [Hearing].
https://www.congtess.gov/event/115th-congress/house-event/ 108546/ text

Committee on the Judiciary & Select Subcommittee on the Weaponization of the Federal
Government. (2024). The censorship-industrial complex: How the Biden White House officials
coerced big tech to censor Americans, true information, and critics of the Biden administration
[Interim staff report]. US House of Representatives.
https:/ /judiciary.house.gov/sites/evo-subsites/republicans-
judiciary.house.gov/files/evo-media-document/Biden-WH-Censorship-Report-
final.pdf

Communications Decency Act, Pub. L. No. 104—104, 110 Stat. 56. (1996).
https:/ /www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/PLAW-104publ104/pdf/PLAW-

104publ104.pdf


https://www.iatp.org/sites/default/files/Full_Text_of_Clintons_Speech_on_China_Trade_Bi.htm
https://www.iatp.org/sites/default/files/Full_Text_of_Clintons_Speech_on_China_Trade_Bi.htm
https://doi.org/10.1080/17577632.2022.2083870
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190246693.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096511001429
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592718001093
https://www.congress.gov/event/115th-congress/house-event/108546/text
https://judiciary.house.gov/sites/evo-subsites/republicans-judiciary.house.gov/files/evo-media-document/Biden-WH-Censorship-Report-final.pdf
https://judiciary.house.gov/sites/evo-subsites/republicans-judiciary.house.gov/files/evo-media-document/Biden-WH-Censorship-Report-final.pdf
https://judiciary.house.gov/sites/evo-subsites/republicans-judiciary.house.gov/files/evo-media-document/Biden-WH-Censorship-Report-final.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/PLAW-104publ104/pdf/PLAW-104publ104.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/PLAW-104publ104/pdf/PLAW-104publ104.pdf

Lisa-Maria Neudert 295

CompaniesMarketCap.com. (2025, September 15). Companies: 10,627 ranked by market cap.
https://companiesmarketcap.com/

Competition and Markets Authority. (2021, April 7). Digital Markets Unit. UK Government.
https:/ /www.gov.uk/government/collections/digital-markets-unit

Competition and Markets Authority, Information Commissioner’s Office, Ofcom, &
Financial Conduct Authority. (2021). The Digital Regulation Cooperation Forum. UK
Government. https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/ the-digital-regulation-
cooperation-forum

Congtressional Research Service. (2023). Antitrust reform and big tech firms (CRS Report No.
R46875). https://ctrsteports.congress.gov/ product/pdf/R/R46875/5

Constantinides, P., Henfridsson, O., & Parker, G. G. (2018). Introduction — Platforms and
infrastructures in the digital age. Information Systems Research, 29(2), 381-400.
https://doi.org/10.1287 /iste.2018.0794

Corporate Europe Observatory. (2022, September 20). The revolving door — from public officials to
big tech lobbyists. https:/ / corporateeurope.otrg/en/2022/09/revolving-doot-public-
officials-big-tech-lobbyists

Couldry, N., & Mejias, U. A. (2019). The costs of connection: How data is colonizing human life and
appropriating it for capitalism. Stanford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781503609754

Courea, E. (2022, March 2). Facebook ramps up UK lobbying hires as privacy battles loom.
Politico. https:/ /www.politico.eu/article/ meta-facebook-ramps-up-uk-eu-lobbying-
hires-privacy-battles/

Criado-Perez, C. (2020). Invisible women: Exposing data bias in a world designed for men. Vintage.

Cukier, K. N., & Mayer-Schonberger, V. (2013). The rise of big data. Foreign Affairs, 92(3), 28—

40.


https://companiesmarketcap.com/
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/digital-markets-unit
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/the-digital-regulation-cooperation-forum
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/the-digital-regulation-cooperation-forum
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R46875/5
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.2018.0794
https://corporateeurope.org/en/2022/09/revolving-door-public-officials-big-tech-lobbyists
https://corporateeurope.org/en/2022/09/revolving-door-public-officials-big-tech-lobbyists
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781503609754
https://www.politico.eu/article/meta-facebook-ramps-up-uk-eu-lobbying-hires-privacy-battles
https://www.politico.eu/article/meta-facebook-ramps-up-uk-eu-lobbying-hires-privacy-battles

Lisa-Maria Neudert 296

Culpepper, P. D., & Thelen, K. (2020). Are we all Amazon primed? Consumers and the
politics of platform power. Comparative Political Studies, 53(2), 288-318.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414019852687

Dachwitz, I. (2023, March 22). NetzDG-Reform ungiiltig: Meta miuss keine Widerspruchsmiglichkeit
anbieten. netzpolitik.org. https:/ /netzpolitik.org/2023 /netzdg-reform-ungueltig-meta-
muss-keine-widerspruchsmoeglichkeit-anbieten/

Dahl, R. A. (1957). The concept of power. Bebavioral Science, 2(3), 201-215.
https://doi.org/10.1002/bs.3830020303

Dal Bo, E. (20006). Regulatory capture: A review. Oxford Review of Economic Policy, 22(2), 203—
225. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxrep/gtj013

Dalton, R. J., Scarrow, S. E., & Cain, B. E. (2004). Advanced democracies and the new
politics. Journal of Democracy, 15(1), 124—138.

Davie, G., & Wyatt, D. (2021). Document analysis. In S. Engler & M. Stausberg (Eds), The
Routledge handbook of research methods in the study of religion (2nd ed., pp. 245-255).
Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003222491-18

de la Garza, A. (2019, April 23). “Technology needs to be regulated,” says Apple’s Tim Cook.
Time. https:/ / time.com/5574143 / technology-regulated-apple-tim-cook/

Deibert, R., Palfrey, J., Rohozinski, R., & Zittrain, J. L. (Eds). (2008). Access denied: The practice
and policy of global internet filtering. MIT Press.
https://doi.org/10.7551 /mitpress/7617.001.0001

Deibert, R., Palfrey, J., Rohozinski, R., & Zittrain, J. L. (Eds). (2010). Access controlled: The
shaping of power, rights, and rule in cyberspace. MIT Press.
https://doi.org/10.7551 /mitpress/8551.001.0001

Delcker, J. (2020, October 1). Germany’s balancing act: Fighting online hate while protecting
free speech. Politico. https:/ /www.politico.eu/article/germany-hate-speech-internet-

netzdg-controversial-legislation/


https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414019852687
https://netzpolitik.org/2023/netzdg-reform-ungueltig-meta-muss-keine-widerspruchsmoeglichkeit-anbieten
https://netzpolitik.org/2023/netzdg-reform-ungueltig-meta-muss-keine-widerspruchsmoeglichkeit-anbieten
https://doi.org/10.1002/bs.3830020303
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxrep/grj013
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003222491-18
https://time.com/5574143/technology-regulated-apple-tim-cook
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/7617.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/8551.001.0001
https://www.politico.eu/article/germany-hate-speech-internet-netzdg-controversial-legislation
https://www.politico.eu/article/germany-hate-speech-internet-netzdg-controversial-legislation

Lisa-Maria Neudert 297

DeNardis, L. (2014). The global war for internet governance. Yale University Press.
https://doi.org/10.2307 /j.ctt5vkz4n

Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport. (2017). Internet Safety Strategy Green Paper
[Green Paper]. UK Government.
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/internet-safety-strategy-green-papet

Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport & Department for Science, Innovation and
Technology. (2023). The UK safety tech sector: 2021 analysis [Independent report]. UK
Government. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/safet-technology-safer-
users-the-uk-as-a-wotld-leader-in-safety-tech / the-uk-safety-tech-sector-2021-analysis

Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport & Home Office. (2019). Online Harms White
Paper [White Paper]. UK Government.
https:/ /www.gov.uk/government/consultations/online-harms-white-paper/online-
harms-white-paper

Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport & Home Office. (2021). Draft Online Safety
B/l [Draft bill]. UK Government.
https:/ /www.gov.uk/government/publications/draft-online-safety-bill

Department for Science, Innovation and Technology. (2023). Digital regulation: Driving growth
and unlocking innovation [Policy paper]. UK Government.
https:/ /www.gov.uk/government/publications/digital-regulation-driving-growth-
and-unlocking-innovation/ digital-regulation-driving-growth-and-unlocking-innovation

Department for Science, Innovation and Technology & Foreign, Commonwealth and
Development Office. (2023). The UK's international technology strategy (Policy Paper No.
CP 810). UK Government. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/uk-
international-technology-strategy/ the-uks-international-technology-strategy

Department of Health and Social Care, Zahawi, N., Dowden, O., & Hancock, M. (2021, June

21). Leading social media platforms unite to support COV’ID-19 vaccine drive [Press release].


https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt5vkz4n
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/internet-safety-strategy-green-paper
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/safer-technology-safer-users-the-uk-as-a-world-leader-in-safety-tech/the-uk-safety-tech-sector-2021-analysis
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/safer-technology-safer-users-the-uk-as-a-world-leader-in-safety-tech/the-uk-safety-tech-sector-2021-analysis
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/online-harms-white-paper/online-harms-white-paper
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/online-harms-white-paper/online-harms-white-paper
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/draft-online-safety-bill
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/digital-regulation-driving-growth-and-unlocking-innovation/digital-regulation-driving-growth-and-unlocking-innovation
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/digital-regulation-driving-growth-and-unlocking-innovation/digital-regulation-driving-growth-and-unlocking-innovation
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/uk-international-technology-strategy/the-uks-international-technology-strategy
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/uk-international-technology-strategy/the-uks-international-technology-strategy

Lisa-Maria Neudert 298

UK Government. https://www.gov.uk/government/news/leading-social-media-
platforms-unite-to-support-covid-19-vaccine-drive

Department of Homeland Security, Office of Inspector General. (2024). DHS improved election
infrastructure security, but its role in countering disinformation has been reduced (Report No.
OIG-24-52). US Department of Homeland Security.
https://www.oig.dhs.gov/sites/default/files /assets/2024-09/ O1G-24-52-Sep24.pdf

Department of Justice, Civil Rights Division. (2024, March 11). Artificial intelligence and civil
rights. https:/ /www.justice.gov/archives/crt/ai

Deutscher Bundestag. (2017). Plenarprotokoll 18/ 244 (pp. 25105-25254). Deutscher Bundestag.
https://dsetver.bundestag.de/btp/18/18244.pdf

Digital, Culture, Media and Sport Committee. (2022). The Draft Online Safety Bill and the legal but
harmful debate. Government response to the committee’s eighth report (Special Report No. HC
1221). UK Parliament.
https://committees.parliament.uk/publications /9407 /documents /161164 /default/

Digital, Culture, Media and Sport Sub-Committee on Online Harms and Disinformation.
(2020). Oral evidence: Online harms and disinformation (HC 234). House of Commons.
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/459/pdf/

Dilanian, K. (2025, February 6). Pam Bondi ends FBI effort to combat foreign influence in
US politics. NBC News. https:/ /www.nbcnews.com/ politics/national-security/bondi-
ends-fbi-effort-combat-foreign-influence-us-politics-rcnal191012

Dinenage, C. (2020, December 14). Question for Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport
(Written question ULN 124329, tabled by Charlotte Nichols). UK Parliament.
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-questions/detail /2020-12-
02/124329

Directive 2000/31/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 2000 on

Certain Legal Aspects of Information Society Services, in Particular Electronic


https://www.gov.uk/government/news/leading-social-media-platforms-unite-to-support-covid-19-vaccine-drive
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/leading-social-media-platforms-unite-to-support-covid-19-vaccine-drive
https://www.oig.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/assets/2024-09/OIG-24-52-Sep24.pdf
https://www.justice.gov/archives/crt/ai
https://dserver.bundestag.de/btp/18/18244.pdf
https://committees.parliament.uk/publications/9407/documents/161164/default
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/459/pdf
https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/national-security/bondi-ends-fbi-effort-combat-foreign-influence-us-politics-rcna191012
https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/national-security/bondi-ends-fbi-effort-combat-foreign-influence-us-politics-rcna191012
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-questions/detail/2020-12-02/124329
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-questions/detail/2020-12-02/124329

Lisa-Maria Neudert 299

Commerce, in the Internal Market, OJ L 178. (2000). https://eut-
lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2000/31/0j/eng

Dittel, A. (2022). The UK’s Online Safety Bill: The day we took a stand against serious online
harms or the day we lost our freedoms to platforms and the state? Journal of Data
Protection & Privacy, 5(2), 183—194.

Déhler, M., & Wegrich, K. (2010). Regulierung als Konzept und Instrument moderner
Staatstatigkeit. dwzs — der moderne staat — Zeitschrift fiir Public Policy, Recht und Management,
3(1), 31-52. https://doi.org/10.3224 /dms.v3i1.02

Dommett, K. (2021). The inter-institutional impact of digital platform companies on
democracy: A case study of the UK media’s digital campaigning coverage. New Media
& Society, 25(10), 2763-2780. https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448211028546

Dommett, K., Kefford, G., & Kruschinski, S. (2024). Data-driven campaigning and political parties:
Five advanced democracies compared. Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780197570227.001.0001

Dommett, K., & Zhu, J. (2022). The barriers to regulating the online world: Insights from UK
debates on online political advertising. Policy & Internet, 14(4), 772—787.
https://doi.org/10.1002/p0i3.299

Drapalova, E., & Wegrich, K. (2024). Platforms’ regulatory disruptiveness and local regulatory
outcomes in Europe. Internet Policy Review, 13(2).
https://doi.org/10.14763/2024.2.1745

Duguay, S., Burgess, J., & Suzor, N. (2020). Queer women’s experiences of patchwork
platform governance on Tinder, Instagram, and Vine. Convergence, 26(2), 237-252.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354856518781530

Dunleavy, P., & Carrera, L. (2013). Growing the productivity of government services. Edward Elgar

Publishing. https://doi.org/10.4337/9780857934994


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2000/31/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2000/31/oj/eng
https://doi.org/10.3224/dms.v3i1.02
https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448211028546
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197570227.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.299
https://doi.org/10.14763/2024.2.1745
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354856518781530
https://doi.org/10.4337/9780857934994

Lisa-Maria Neudert 300

eco — Verband der deutschen Internetwirtschaft e. V. (2017). Szellungnabme zum Referentenentwnrf
eines Gesetzes zur Verbesserung der Rechtsdurchsetzung in sozialen Netzwerken
(Netzwerkdurchsetzungsgeserz) [Position statement].
https:/ /www.bundesgerichtshof.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/Bibliothek/ Gesetz
esmaterialien/18_wp/NetzDG/stellung_eco_refe.pdf?__blob=publicationFile

Eddy, M. (2017, February 6). How a refugee’s selfie with Merkel led to a Facebook lawsuit.
The New York Times. https:/ /www.nytimes.com/2017/02/06/business/ sytia-refugee-
anas-modamani-germany-facebook.html

European Commission. (2015). Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the
Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Commuittee of the Regions: A digital
single marfket strategy for Europe (Legislative Proposal No. COM(2015) 192 final).
https://eut-lex.europa.cu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A52015DC0192

European Parliament. (2021, April 22). Shaping the digital transformation: EU strategy explained.
https:/ /www.europatl.europa.eu/news/en/headlines/society/20210414STO02010/s
haping-the-digital-transformation-eu-strategy-explained

Exec. Order No. 13925, 85 F.R. 34079. (2020).
https:/ /www.federalregister.gov/documents/2020,/06/02/2020-12030/ preventing-
online-censorship

Exec. Order No. 14110, 88 F.R. 75191. (2023).
https:/ /www.federalregister.gov/documents/2023/11/01/2023-24283 /safe-secure-
and-trustworthy-development-and-use-of-artificial-intelligence

Exec. Order No. 14149, 90 F.R. 8243. (2025).
https:/ /www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/28/2025-01902/ restoring-

freedom-of-speech-and-ending-federal-censorship


https://www.bundesgerichtshof.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/Bibliothek/Gesetzesmaterialien/18_wp/NetzDG/stellung_eco_refe.pdf?__blob=publicationFile
https://www.bundesgerichtshof.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/Bibliothek/Gesetzesmaterialien/18_wp/NetzDG/stellung_eco_refe.pdf?__blob=publicationFile
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/02/06/business/syria-refugee-anas-modamani-germany-facebook.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/02/06/business/syria-refugee-anas-modamani-germany-facebook.html
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A52015DC0192
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/headlines/society/20210414STO02010/shaping-the-digital-transformation-eu-strategy-explained
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/headlines/society/20210414STO02010/shaping-the-digital-transformation-eu-strategy-explained
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2020/06/02/2020-12030/preventing-online-censorship
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2020/06/02/2020-12030/preventing-online-censorship
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2023/11/01/2023-24283/safe-secure-and-trustworthy-development-and-use-of-artificial-intelligence
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2023/11/01/2023-24283/safe-secure-and-trustworthy-development-and-use-of-artificial-intelligence
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/28/2025-01902/restoring-freedom-of-speech-and-ending-federal-censorship
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/28/2025-01902/restoring-freedom-of-speech-and-ending-federal-censorship

Lisa-Maria Neudert 301

Exec. Order No. 14166, 90 F.R. 8611. (2025).
https:/ /www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/30/2025-02087 /application-
of-protecting-americans-from-foreign-adversary-controlled-applications-act-to-tiktok

Exec. Order No. 14179, 90 F.R. 8741. (2025).
https:/ /www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/31/2025-02172/removing-
barriers-to-american-leadership-in-artificial-intelligence

Exec. Order No. 14258, 90 F.R. 15209. (2025).
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/04/09/2025-06162/ extending-
the-tiktok-enforcement-delay

Exec. Order No. 14319, 90 F.R. 35389. (2025).
https:/ /www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/07/28/2025-14217 / preventing-
woke-ai-in-the-federal-government

Facebook. (2016). Facebook O4 2016 results [Investor presentation].
https://s21.q4cdn.com/399680738/files/doc_presentations/FB-Q4'16-Earnings-
Slides.pdf

Farrell, H., & Newman, A. L. (2010). Making global markets: Historical institutionalism in
international political economy. Review of International Political Econony, 17(4), 609—638.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09692291003723672

Federal Trade Commission. (2019a, February 27). 1deo social networking app Musical.ly agrees to
settle FTC allegations that it violated children’s privacy law [Press release].
https:/ /www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2019/02 /video-social-
networking-app-musically-agrees-settle-ftc-allegations-it-violated-childrens-privacy

Federal Trade Commission. (2019b, July 24). FIC imposes §5 billion penalty and sweeping new
privacy restrictions on Facebook [Press release]. https:/ /www.ftc.gov/news-
events/news/press-releases/2019/07 / ftc-imposes-5-billion-penalty-sweeping-new-

privacy-restrictions-facebook


https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/30/2025-02087/application-of-protecting-americans-from-foreign-adversary-controlled-applications-act-to-tiktok
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/30/2025-02087/application-of-protecting-americans-from-foreign-adversary-controlled-applications-act-to-tiktok
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/31/2025-02172/removing-barriers-to-american-leadership-in-artificial-intelligence
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/31/2025-02172/removing-barriers-to-american-leadership-in-artificial-intelligence
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/04/09/2025-06162/extending-the-tiktok-enforcement-delay
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/04/09/2025-06162/extending-the-tiktok-enforcement-delay
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/07/28/2025-14217/preventing-woke-ai-in-the-federal-government
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/07/28/2025-14217/preventing-woke-ai-in-the-federal-government
https://s21.q4cdn.com/399680738/files/doc_presentations/FB-Q4'16-Earnings-Slides.pdf
https://s21.q4cdn.com/399680738/files/doc_presentations/FB-Q4'16-Earnings-Slides.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/09692291003723672
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2019/02/video-social-networking-app-musically-agrees-settle-ftc-allegations-it-violated-childrens-privacy
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2019/02/video-social-networking-app-musically-agrees-settle-ftc-allegations-it-violated-childrens-privacy
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2019/07/ftc-imposes-5-billion-penalty-sweeping-new-privacy-restrictions-facebook
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2019/07/ftc-imposes-5-billion-penalty-sweeping-new-privacy-restrictions-facebook
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2019/07/ftc-imposes-5-billion-penalty-sweeping-new-privacy-restrictions-facebook

Lisa-Maria Neudert 302

Federal Trade Commission. (2022). Commercial surveillance and data security rulemaking [Federal
register notice]. https://www.ftc.gov/legal-library/browse/ federal-register-
notices/commercial-surveillance-data-secutity-rulemaking

Feiner, L. (2021, August 25). Goagle, Microsoft plan to spend billions on cybersecurity after meeting with
Biden. CNBC. https:/ /www.cnbe.com/2021/08/25/google-microsoft-plan-to-spend-
billions-on-cybersecurity-after-meeting-with-biden.html

Fernandez, R., Adriaans, I, Klinge, T. J., & Hendrikse, R. (2020). Engineering digital monopolies:
The financialisation of big tech. Centre for Research on Multinational Corporations.
https://edoc.ku.de/id/eprint/30767/

Field, M., & Titcomb, J. (2024, October 20). Starmer cosies up to ‘big tech’ in his desperate
search for growth. The Telegraph.
https:/ /www.telegraph.co.uk/business /2024 /10/20/starmer-cosies-up-to-big-tech-
desperate-search-for-growth/

Fischer, F. (2003). Reframing public policy: Discursive politics and deliberative practices. Oxford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/019924264X.001.0001

Fleischhauer, J. (2016, October 5). Facebook: Die Hass-Maschine. Der Spiegel.
https:/ /www.spiegel.de/spiegel/ facebook-die-hass-maschine-a-1115052.html

Flew, T. (2021). Regulating platforms. Polity Press.
https:/ /www.politybooks.com/bookdetail?book_slug=regulating-platforms--
9781509537075

Flew, T., & Gillett, R. (2021). Platform policy: Evaluating different responses to the challenges
of platform powet. Journal of Digital Media & Poliey, 12(2), 231-2406.
https://doi.org/10.1386/jdmp_00061_1

Flew, T., Gillett, R., Martin, F., & Sunman, L. (2021). Return of the regulatory state: A

stakeholder analysis of Australia’s Digital Platforms Inquiry and online news policy.


https://www.ftc.gov/legal-library/browse/federal-register-notices/commercial-surveillance-data-security-rulemaking
https://www.ftc.gov/legal-library/browse/federal-register-notices/commercial-surveillance-data-security-rulemaking
https://www.cnbc.com/2021/08/25/google-microsoft-plan-to-spend-billions-on-cybersecurity-after-meeting-with-biden.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2021/08/25/google-microsoft-plan-to-spend-billions-on-cybersecurity-after-meeting-with-biden.html
https://edoc.ku.de/id/eprint/30767
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/business/2024/10/20/starmer-cosies-up-to-big-tech-desperate-search-for-growth
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/business/2024/10/20/starmer-cosies-up-to-big-tech-desperate-search-for-growth
https://doi.org/10.1093/019924264X.001.0001
https://www.spiegel.de/spiegel/facebook-die-hass-maschine-a-1115052.html
https://www.politybooks.com/bookdetail?book_slug=regulating-platforms--9781509537075
https://www.politybooks.com/bookdetail?book_slug=regulating-platforms--9781509537075
https://doi.org/10.1386/jdmp_00061_1

Lisa-Maria Neudert 303

The Information Society, 37(2), 128—145.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01972243.2020.1870597

Flew, T., & Martin, F. R. (Eds). (2022). Digital platform regulation: Global perspectives on internet
governance. Springer International. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-95220-4

Fokuhl, J., Hofer, J., Koch, M., Hépner, A., & Schimroszik, N. (2025, June 12). Nvidia-chef
kommt nach Berlin — Das steckt hinter der Werbetour.
https://www.handelsblatt.com/politik/international / nvidia-nvidia-chef-kommt-nach-
berlin-das-steckt-hinter-der-werbetour/100134592 . html

Force v. Facebook, Inc., 934 F.3d 53 (2d Cir. 2019).
https://law.justia.com/cases/federal /appellate-courts/ca2/18-397/18-397-2019-07-
31.html

Foucault, M. (2019). Power: The essential works of Miche! Founcanlt 1954-1984 (J. D. Faubion, Ed.).
Penguin Press.

Froio, C., & Ganesh, B. (2019). The transnationalisation of far right discourse on Twitter.
European Societies, 21(4), 513-539. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2018.1494295

Fuchs, C. (2018). The online advertising tax as the foundation of a public service internet: A CAMRI
extended policy report. University of Westminster Press.
https://doi.org/10.16997 /book23

G7 Italy. (2024). G7 interior and security ministers’ communigné [Communiqué].
https:/ /www.g7italy.it/wp-content/uploads/G7-Intetior-Communique-G7-
FINAL.pdf

Galloway, S. (2017). The four: The hidden DINA of Amazon, Apple, Facebook, and Google.
Transworld Digital.

Gasser, U., & Schulz, W. (2015). Governance of online intermediaries: Observations from a

series of national case studies. Korea International Law Review, 18, 79-98.


https://doi.org/10.1080/01972243.2020.1870597
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-95220-4
https://www.handelsblatt.com/politik/international/nvidia-nvidia-chef-kommt-nach-berlin-das-steckt-hinter-der-werbetour/100134592.html
https://www.handelsblatt.com/politik/international/nvidia-nvidia-chef-kommt-nach-berlin-das-steckt-hinter-der-werbetour/100134592.html
https://law.justia.com/cases/federal/appellate-courts/ca2/18-397/18-397-2019-07-31.html
https://law.justia.com/cases/federal/appellate-courts/ca2/18-397/18-397-2019-07-31.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2018.1494295
https://doi.org/10.16997/book23
https://www.g7italy.it/wp-content/uploads/G7-Interior-Communique-G7-FINAL.pdf
https://www.g7italy.it/wp-content/uploads/G7-Interior-Communique-G7-FINAL.pdf

Lisa-Maria Neudert 304

Gathmann, F., Harms, F.; & Nelles, R. (2016, November 7). Wer hasst, wird in diesem Land
nicht die Mehrheit erringen. Der Spiegel.
https://www.spiegel.de/politik/deutschland /joachim-gauck-wer-hasst-wird-nicht-die-
mehrheit-erringen-a-1119752.html

Geller, E. (2025, February 14). Top US election security watchdog forced to stop election
secutity work. Wired. https:/ /www.wired.com/story/ cisa-election-security-freeze-
memo/

Gemmell, K. (2021, December 20). Facebook hires top lawyer from U.K.’s antitrust
watchdog. Bloomberg. https:/ /www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2021-12-
20/revolving-doors-in-metaverse-as-facebook-hires-watchdog-s-lawyer

George, A., & Bennett, A. (2005). Case studies and theory development in the social sciences. MIT
Press. https://mitpress.mit.edu/9780262572224 / case-studies-and-theory-
development-in-the-social-sciences/

Gerring, J. (2007). Case study research: Principles and practices. Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511803123

Gesetz zur Durchfithrung der Verordnung (EU) 2022/2065 des Europiischen Parlaments
und des Rates vom 19. Oktober 2022 tber einen Binnenmarkt fir Digitale Dienste
und zur Anderung der Richtlinie 2000/31/EG sowie zur Durchfithrung der
Verordnung (EU) 2019/1150 des Europiischen Patlaments und des Rates vom 20.
Juni 2019 zur Férderung von Fairness und Transparenz fiir Gewerbliche Nutzer von
Online-Vermittlungsdiensten und zur Anderung Weiterer Gesetze -
Bundesgesetzblatt, BGBL 2024, Nr. 149. (2024).
https://www.recht.bund.de/bgbl/1/2024/149/VO.html

Gesetzentwutf der Fraktionen der CDU/CSU und SPD, 18/12356 29. (2017).

https://dserver.bundestag.de/btd/18/130/1813013.pdf


https://www.spiegel.de/politik/deutschland/joachim-gauck-wer-hasst-wird-nicht-die-mehrheit-erringen-a-1119752.html
https://www.spiegel.de/politik/deutschland/joachim-gauck-wer-hasst-wird-nicht-die-mehrheit-erringen-a-1119752.html
https://www.wired.com/story/cisa-election-security-freeze-memo
https://www.wired.com/story/cisa-election-security-freeze-memo
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2021-12-20/revolving-doors-in-metaverse-as-facebook-hires-watchdog-s-lawyer
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2021-12-20/revolving-doors-in-metaverse-as-facebook-hires-watchdog-s-lawyer
https://mitpress.mit.edu/9780262572224/case-studies-and-theory-development-in-the-social-sciences
https://mitpress.mit.edu/9780262572224/case-studies-and-theory-development-in-the-social-sciences
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511803123
https://www.recht.bund.de/bgbl/1/2024/149/VO.html
https://dserver.bundestag.de/btd/18/130/1813013.pdf

Lisa-Maria Neudert 305

Gesetzesentwurf der Bundesregierung, 18/12727 31. (2017).
https://dserver.bundestag.de/btd/18/127 /1812727 .pdf

Gillespie, T. (2010). The politics of ‘platforms’. New Media & Society, 12(3), 347-364.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444809342738

Gillespie, T. (2018a). Custodians of the internet: Platforms, content moderation, and the hidden decisions
that shape social media. Yale University Press. https://doi.org/10.12987/9780300235029

Gillespie, T. (2018b). Regulation of and by platforms. In J. Burgess, A. Marwick, & T. Poell
(Eds), The SAGE handbook of social media (pp. 254-278). SAGE.
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781473984066.n15

Gillespie, T. (2020). Content moderation, Al, and the question of scale. Big Data & Society,
7(2). https:/ /doi.org/10.1177/2053951720943234

Glaser, B. G. (1978). Theoretical sensitivity: Advances in the methodology of grounded theory. Sociology
Press.

Gonzalez v. Google LLLC, 598 U.S. ____ (2023).
https:/ /www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/22pdf/21-1333_6j7a.pdf

Gore, A. (1994, January 11). Remarks at Superbighway Summit. The Clinton White House
Archives.
https://clintonwhitehousel.archives.gov/White_ House/EOP/OVP/other/superhig.
html

Gorwa, R. (2019a). The platform governance triangle: Conceptualising the informal regulation
of online content. Internet Policy Review, 8(2), 1-22.
https://doi.org/10.14763/2019.2.1407

Gorwa, R. (2019b). What is platform governance? Information, Communication & Society, 22(6),

854-871. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2019.1573914


https://dserver.bundestag.de/btd/18/127/1812727.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444809342738
https://doi.org/10.12987/9780300235029
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781473984066.n15
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951720943234
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/22pdf/21-1333_6j7a.pdf
https://clintonwhitehouse1.archives.gov/White_House/EOP/OVP/other/superhig.html
https://clintonwhitehouse1.archives.gov/White_House/EOP/OVP/other/superhig.html
https://doi.org/10.14763/2019.2.1407
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2019.1573914

Lisa-Maria Neudert 306

Gorwa, R. (2021). Elections, institutions, and the regulatory politics of platform governance:
The case of the German NetzDG. Telecommunications Policy, 45(6), Article 102145,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.telpol.2021.102145

Gorwa, R. (2024). The politics of platform regulation: How governments shape online content moderation.
Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780197692851.001.0001

Gorwa, R., Binns, R., & Katzenbach, C. (2020). Algorithmic content moderation: Technical
and political challenges in the automation of platform governance. Big Data & Society,
7(1). https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951719897945

Greenwald, G. (2015). No place to hide: Edward Snowden, the NSA and the surveillance state. Penguin
Press.

Griffin, R. (2022). New school speech regulation as a regulatory strategy against hate speech
on social media: The case of Germany’s NetzDG. Telecommunications Policy, 46(9),
Article 102411. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.telpol.2022.102411

Griffin, R. (2023). Rethinking rights in social media governance: Human rights, ideology and
inequality. European Law Open, 2(1), 30-56. https://doi.org/10.1017/elo.2023.7

Griffith, F. J., & Stein, C. H. (2021). Behind the hashtag: Online disclosure of mental illness
and community response on tumblr. Awerican Journal of Community Psychology, 67(3—4),
419-432. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12483

Grundgesetz fiir die Bundesrepublik Deutschland [GG], BGBL. I 1. (1949).
https:/ /www.gesetze-im-internet.de/gg/

Haggart, B., & Keller, C. I. (2021). Democratic legitimacy in global platform governance.
Telecommunications Policy, 45(6), Article 102152.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.telpol.2021.102152

Hameleers, M. (2019). Putting our own people first: The content and effects of online right-
wing populist discourse surrounding the European refugee crisis. Mass Communication

and Society, 22(6), 804-826. https://doi.org/10.1080/15205436.2019.1655768


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.telpol.2021.102145
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197692851.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951719897945
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.telpol.2022.102411
https://doi.org/10.1017/elo.2023.7
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12483
https://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/gg
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.telpol.2021.102152
https://doi.org/10.1080/15205436.2019.1655768

Lisa-Maria Neudert 307

Harbath, K., & Perault, M. (2023, October 3). Jawboned. Knight First Amendment Institute.
http:/ /knightcolumbia.org/blog/jawboned

Hayward, F. (2021, February 16). What the term “big tech” tells us about the future of Silicon
Valley titans. New Statesman. https:/ /www.newstatesman.com/science-
tech/2021/02/what-term-big-tech-tells-us-about-future-silicon-valley-titans

He, D. (2020). Governing hate content online: How the Rech#sstaat shaped the policy discourse
on the netzdg in Germany. International Journal of Communication, 14, 3746—3768.
https:/ /ijoc.otg/index.php/ijoc/article/view /14213

Hein, A., Schreieck, M., Riasanow, T., Setzke, D. S., Wiesche, M., Bohm, M., & Krcmar, H.
(2020). Digital platform ecosystems. Electronic Markets, 30, 87-98.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12525-019-00377-4

Heldt, A. (2019a). Let’s meet halfway: Sharing new responsibilities in a digital age. Journal of
Information Policy, 9, 336-369. https://doi.org/10.5325/jinfopoli.9.2019.0336

Heldt, A. (2019b). Reading between the lines and the numbers: An analysis of the first
NetzDG repotts. Internet Policy Review, 8(2). https://doi.org/10.14763/2019.2.1398

Helmond, A., Nieborg, D., & van der Vlist, F. N. (2019). Facebook’s evolution: Development
of a platform-as-infrastructure. Internet Histories, 3(2), 123—146.
https://doi.org/10.1080/24701475.2019.1593667

Helmore, E. (2025, January 20). Trump inauguration: Zuckerberg, Bezos and Musk seated in
front of cabinet picks. The Guardian. https:/ /www.theguardian.com/us-
news/2025/jan/20/trump-inauguration-tech-executives

Hemmert-Halswick, M. (2021). Lessons learned from the first years with the NetzDG. In J.
Bayer, B. Holznagel, P. Korpisaari, & 1. Woods (Eds), Perspectives on platform regulation:
Concepts and models of social media governance across the globe (pp. 415—432). Nomos.

https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748929789-415


http://knightcolumbia.org/blog/jawboned
https://www.newstatesman.com/science-tech/2021/02/what-term-big-tech-tells-us-about-future-silicon-valley-titans
https://www.newstatesman.com/science-tech/2021/02/what-term-big-tech-tells-us-about-future-silicon-valley-titans
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/14213
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12525-019-00377-4
https://doi.org/10.5325/jinfopoli.9.2019.0336
https://doi.org/10.14763/2019.2.1398
https://doi.org/10.1080/24701475.2019.1593667
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2025/jan/20/trump-inauguration-tech-executives
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2025/jan/20/trump-inauguration-tech-executives
https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748929789-415

Lisa-Maria Neudert 308

Herasimenka, A., Bright, J., Knuutila, A., & Howard, P. (2023). Misinformation and
professional news on largely unmoderated platforms: The case of telegram. Journal of
Information Technology & Politics, 20(2), 198—212.
https://doi.org/10.1080/19331681.2022.2076272

Dans, P., & Groves, S. (Eds). (2023). Mandate for leadership: The conservative promise (Project 2025)
[Policy paper|. The Heritage Foundation.
https://static.heritage.org/project2025/2025_MandateForLeadership_ FULL.pdf

Hern, A. (2022, November 29). Changes to Online Safety Bill tread line between safety and
appearing ‘woke’. The Guardian.
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2022/nov/29/changes-to-online-safety-
bill-tread-line-between-safety-and-appearing-woke

Hern, A. (2023, April 18). WhatsApp and Signal unite against Online Safety Bill amid privacy
concerns. The Guardian.
https:/ /www.theguardian.com/technology/2023/apr/18 /whatsapp-signal-unite-
against-online-safety-bill-privacy-messaging-apps-safety-security-uk

Herrick v. Grindr LLC, 765 F. App’x 586 (2d Cit. 2019). https://case-
law.vlex.com/vid/herrick-v-gtindr-1lc-889256425

Heywood, D. (2022, June 13). Regulating and enforcing the Online Safety Bill — Ofcon’s powers and
duties |Briefing]. Taylor Wessing.
https:/ /www.taylorwessing.com/en/interface /2022 / the-online-safety-bill---the-uks-
answet-to-addressing-online-harms/dl-regulating-and-enforcing-the-online-safety-bill-
ofcoms-powers-and-duties

HM Treasury. (2020). Spending Review 2020 [Policy paper]. UK Government.
https:/ /www.gov.uk/government/publications/spending-review-2020-

documents/spending-review-2020


https://doi.org/10.1080/19331681.2022.2076272
https://static.heritage.org/project2025/2025_MandateForLeadership_FULL.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2022/nov/29/changes-to-online-safety-bill-tread-line-between-safety-and-appearing-woke
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2022/nov/29/changes-to-online-safety-bill-tread-line-between-safety-and-appearing-woke
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2023/apr/18/whatsapp-signal-unite-against-online-safety-bill-privacy-messaging-apps-safety-security-uk
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2023/apr/18/whatsapp-signal-unite-against-online-safety-bill-privacy-messaging-apps-safety-security-uk
https://case-law.vlex.com/vid/herrick-v-grindr-llc-889256425
https://case-law.vlex.com/vid/herrick-v-grindr-llc-889256425
https://www.taylorwessing.com/en/interface/2022/the-online-safety-bill---the-uks-answer-to-addressing-online-harms/dl-regulating-and-enforcing-the-online-safety-bill-ofcoms-powers-and-duties
https://www.taylorwessing.com/en/interface/2022/the-online-safety-bill---the-uks-answer-to-addressing-online-harms/dl-regulating-and-enforcing-the-online-safety-bill-ofcoms-powers-and-duties
https://www.taylorwessing.com/en/interface/2022/the-online-safety-bill---the-uks-answer-to-addressing-online-harms/dl-regulating-and-enforcing-the-online-safety-bill-ofcoms-powers-and-duties
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/spending-review-2020-documents/spending-review-2020
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/spending-review-2020-documents/spending-review-2020

Lisa-Maria Neudert 309

Hoefer, R. (2022). The multiple streams framework: Understanding and applying the
problems, policies, and politics approach. Journal of Policy Practice and Research, 3(1), 1-5.
https://doi.org/10.1007 /s42972-022-00049-2

Hoffmann-Riem, W. (2020). Artificial intelligence as a challenge for law and regulation. In T.
Wischmeyer & T. Rademacher (Eds), Regulating artificial intelligence (pp. 1-29). Springer
International. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-32361-5_1

Honest Ads Bill, S. 1989, 115th Cong. (2017). https://www.congtess.gov/bill/115th-
congress/senate-bill/1989/text

Hood, C. (1983). Tools of government. Macmillan International Higher Education.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-17169-9

Hood, C. (2008). The tools of government in the information age. In R. Goodin, M. Moran,
& M. Rein (Eds), The Oxford handbook of public policy (pp. 469—481). Oxford University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199548453.003.0022

Hood, C., & Margetts, H. (2007). The tools of government in the digital age (2nd ed.). Palgrave.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-137-06154-6

House Judiciary Committee. (2025). Artificial intelligence and criminal exploitation: A new era of risk
[Hearing]. https://www.congress.gov/event/119th-congress/house-event/ 118467

House of Commons Digital, Culture, Media and Sport Committee. (2019). Disinformation and
fake news’: Final report (Report No. HC 1791). House of Commons.
https://publications.patliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmcumeds/1791/1791.p
df?utm.com

Howard, P. (2020). Lie machines: How to save democracy from troll armies, deceitful robots, junk news
operations, and political operatives. Yale University Press.
https://doi.org/10.12987/9780300252415

Howard, P., Ganesh, B., Liotsiou, D., Kelly, J., & Francois, C. (2018). The IRA, social media and

political polarization in the United States, 2012-2018 [Working paper]. Project on


https://doi.org/10.1007/s42972-022-00049-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-32361-5_1
https://www.congress.gov/bill/115th-congress/senate-bill/1989/text
https://www.congress.gov/bill/115th-congress/senate-bill/1989/text
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-17169-9
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199548453.003.0022
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-137-06154-6
https://www.congress.gov/event/119th-congress/house-event/118467
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmcumeds/1791/1791.pdf?utm.com
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmcumeds/1791/1791.pdf?utm.com
https://doi.org/10.12987/9780300252415

Lisa-Maria Neudert 310

Computational Propaganda, Oxford Internet Institute, Oxford University.
https://demtech.oii.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/12/2018/12/The-IRA-
Social-Media-and-Political-Polarization.pdf

Howard, P., & Hussain, M. M. (2013). Democracy’s fourth wave? Digital media and the Arab Spring.
Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093 /acprof:oso/9780199936953.001.0001

Huber, J. (2015, August 27). Antwort auf Brief von Heiko Maas: Facebook: ‘Kein Ort fiir
Rassismus’. Der Tagesspiegel.
https://www.tagesspiegel.de/gesellschaft/medien/facebook-kein-ort-fut-rassismus-
8517787.html

Internet firms face a global techlash. (2017, August 10). The Economist.
https:/ /www.economist.com/international /2017/08/10/internet-firms-face-a-global-
techlash

Jaursch, J. (2022a). New EU rules for digital services: Why Germany needs strong platform oversight
structures [Policy brief]. Stiftung Neue Verantwortung. https://www.interface-
eu.org/publications/new-eu-rules-digital-services-why-germany-needs-strong-
platform-oversight-structures

Jaursch, J. (2022b). Platform oversight: Here is what a strong Digital Services Coordinator should look like
[Policy brief]. Stiftung Neue Verantwortung. https://www.interface-
eu.org/publications/platform-oversight-what-strong-digital-services-coordinator-
should-look

Jhaver, S., Frey, S., & Zhang, A. X. (2023). Decentralizing platform power: A design space of
multi-level governance in online social platforms. Social Media + Society, 9(4).
https://doi.org/10.1177/20563051231207857

Johnson, J. (1988). Mixing humans and nonhumans together: The sociology of a door-closet.

Social Problems, 35(3), 298-310. https://doi.org/10.2307 /800624


https://demtech.oii.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/12/2018/12/The-IRA-Social-Media-and-Political-Polarization.pdf
https://demtech.oii.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/12/2018/12/The-IRA-Social-Media-and-Political-Polarization.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199936953.001.0001
https://www.tagesspiegel.de/gesellschaft/medien/facebook-kein-ort-fur-rassismus-8517787.html
https://www.tagesspiegel.de/gesellschaft/medien/facebook-kein-ort-fur-rassismus-8517787.html
https://www.economist.com/international/2017/08/10/internet-firms-face-a-global-techlash
https://www.economist.com/international/2017/08/10/internet-firms-face-a-global-techlash
https://www.interface-eu.org/publications/new-eu-rules-digital-services-why-germany-needs-strong-platform-oversight-structures
https://www.interface-eu.org/publications/new-eu-rules-digital-services-why-germany-needs-strong-platform-oversight-structures
https://www.interface-eu.org/publications/new-eu-rules-digital-services-why-germany-needs-strong-platform-oversight-structures
https://www.interface-eu.org/publications/platform-oversight-what-strong-digital-services-coordinator-should-look
https://www.interface-eu.org/publications/platform-oversight-what-strong-digital-services-coordinator-should-look
https://www.interface-eu.org/publications/platform-oversight-what-strong-digital-services-coordinator-should-look
https://doi.org/10.1177/20563051231207857
https://doi.org/10.2307/800624

Lisa-Maria Neudert 311

Jones, M. D, Peterson, H. L., Pierce, J. J., Herweg, N., Bernal, A., Lamberta Raney, H., &
Zahariadis, N. (20106). A river runs through it: A multiple streams meta-review. Po/icy
Studies Journal, 44(1), 13-36. https://doi.org/10.1111/psj. 12115

Jugendschutz. (2016). Laschung rechtswidriger Hassbeitrage bei Facebook, YouTnube und Twitter:
Ergebnisse des Monitorings von Beschwerdemechanismen jugendaffiner Dienste.
https:/ /www.bmfsfj.de/resource/blob/111514/f5c7e2ale1087£c21{91235208be03ad
/20160926-testergebnisse-jugendschutz-net-hassbotschaften-data.pdf

Jungherr, A., & Schroeder, R. (2021). Disinformation and the structural transformations of
the public arena: Addressing the actual challenges to democracy. Social Media + Society,
7(1). https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305121988928

Jungherr, A.,; Schroeder, R., & Stier, S. (2019). Digital media and the surge of political
outsiders: Explaining the success of political challengers in the United States,
Germany, and China. Social Media + Society, 5(3).
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305119875439

Kadri, T. E., & Klonick, K. (2019). Facebook v. Sullivan: Public figures and newsworthiness
in online speech. Southern California Law Review, 93(1), 37-99.

Kahl, J. & Liepert, S. (2022a, November 28). 74 wichtige Nenregelungen des Digital Services Act
(DS A) im Vergleich zum NetzDG. Spirit Legal.
https://www.spititlegal.com/de/aktuelles/details / 14-wichtige-neuregelungen-des-
digital-services-act.html

Kahl, J., & Liepert, S. (2022b, December 9). Digital Services Act: Was sich gegentiber dem
NetzDG idndert. Heise Online. https:/ /www.heise.de/hintergrund /Digital-Services-
Act-Was-sich-gegenueber-dem-NetzDG-aendert-7367625.html

Kanno-Youngs, Z., & Kang, C. (2021, July 16). “They’re killing people’: Biden denounces

social media for virus disinformation. The New York Times.


https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12115
https://www.bmfsfj.de/resource/blob/111514/f5c7e2a1e1087fc21f91235208be03ad/20160926-testergebnisse-jugendschutz-net-hassbotschaften-data.pdf
https://www.bmfsfj.de/resource/blob/111514/f5c7e2a1e1087fc21f91235208be03ad/20160926-testergebnisse-jugendschutz-net-hassbotschaften-data.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305121988928
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305119875439
https://www.spiritlegal.com/de/aktuelles/details/14-wichtige-neuregelungen-des-digital-services-act.html
https://www.spiritlegal.com/de/aktuelles/details/14-wichtige-neuregelungen-des-digital-services-act.html
https://www.heise.de/hintergrund/Digital-Services-Act-Was-sich-gegenueber-dem-NetzDG-aendert-7367625.html
https://www.heise.de/hintergrund/Digital-Services-Act-Was-sich-gegenueber-dem-NetzDG-aendert-7367625.html

Lisa-Maria Neudert 312

https:/ /www.nytimes.com/2021/07/16/us/politics /biden-facebook-social-media-
covid.html

Kanzler Scholz zu Musk-Attacken: »Da muss man cool bleiben«. (2025, January 4). Der Spiegel.
https:/ /www.spiegel.de/politik /kanzler-olaf-scholz-zu-attacken-von-elon-musk-da-
muss-man-cool-bleiben-a-80a608£6-4cd9-4cc8-bebe-209af5d3849a

Karppinen, K., & Moe, H. (2012). What we talk about when we talk about document analysis.
In M. Puppis & N. Just (Eds), Trends in communication policy research: New theories, methods
and subjects (pp. 177-194). Intellect. https://doi.org/10.2307 /j.ctv36xvj36.12

Kay, A., & Baker, P. (2015). What can causal process tracing offer to policy studies? A review
of the literature. Policy Studies Journal, 43(1), 1-21. https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12092

Kaye, D. (2019). Speech police: The global struggle to govern the internet. Columbia Global Reports.
https://doi.org/10.2307 /j.ctv1fx4h8v

Kelion, L. (2020, April 5). Coronavirus: Tech firms summoned over ‘crackpot’ 5G
conspiracies. BBC. https://www.bbc.com/news/technology-52172570

Keller, C. I. (2021). Policy by judicialisation: The institutional framework for intermediary
liability in Brazil. International Review of Law, Computers & Technology, 35(3), 185-203.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13600869.2020.1792035

Kenney, M., & Zysman, J. (2016). The rise of the platform economy. Issues in Science and
Technology, 32(3), 61-69.

Kent, J., Kirkham, J., & Ward, C. (2020, December 2). Whatever happened to the online
harms bill? Media@I SE. https:/ /blogs.Ise.ac.uk/medialse/2020/12/02/whatevet-
happened-to-the-online-harms-bill/

Kern, R. (2022, September 9). White House renews call to ‘remove’ Section 230 liability
shield. Politico. https:/ /www.politico.com/news/2022/09/08 /white-house-renews-

call-to-remove-section-230-liability-shield-00055771


https://www.nytimes.com/2021/07/16/us/politics/biden-facebook-social-media-covid.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/07/16/us/politics/biden-facebook-social-media-covid.html
https://www.spiegel.de/politik/kanzler-olaf-scholz-zu-attacken-von-elon-musk-da-muss-man-cool-bleiben-a-80a608f6-4cd9-4cc8-be6e-209af5d3849a
https://www.spiegel.de/politik/kanzler-olaf-scholz-zu-attacken-von-elon-musk-da-muss-man-cool-bleiben-a-80a608f6-4cd9-4cc8-be6e-209af5d3849a
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv36xvj36.12
https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12092
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv1fx4h8v
https://www.bbc.com/news/technology-52172570
https://doi.org/10.1080/13600869.2020.1792035
https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/medialse/2020/12/02/whatever-happened-to-the-online-harms-bill
https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/medialse/2020/12/02/whatever-happened-to-the-online-harms-bill
https://www.politico.com/news/2022/09/08/white-house-renews-call-to-remove-section-230-liability-shield-00055771
https://www.politico.com/news/2022/09/08/white-house-renews-call-to-remove-section-230-liability-shield-00055771

Lisa-Maria Neudert 313

Kettemann, M., & Fretman, M. (2020). [7ral information: How states and platforms deal with
COVID-19-related disinformation: An exploratory study of 20 countries (GDHRNet Working
Paper No. 1). Verlag Hans-Bredow-Institut. https://doi.org/10.21241/ss0ar.75124

Kettemann, M., & Schulz, W. (2020). Sezting rules for 2.7 billion: A (first) look into Facebook’s norm-
mafking system: Results of a pilot study (Working Paper No. 1). Leibniz Institute for Media
Research. https://doi.org/10.21241/ss0ar.71724

Kids Online Safety Bill, S. 1748, 119th Cong. (2025). https://www.congtess.gov/bill/119th-
congress/senate-bill/1748/text

Kim, E. (2016, August 29). This chart shows how completely Amazon is dominating the retail
market. Business Insider. https:/ /www.businessinsider.com/amazons-completely-
dominating-the-retail-market-2016-8

Kingdon, J. (1995). Agendas, alternatives, and public policies, npdate edition, with an epilogue on health
care (2nd ed.). Pearson.

Kirschsieper, E.-M. (2017, May 18). Eva-Maria Kirschsieper zum #NetzDG. World Wide
Wagner. https://www.wwwagner.tv/?p=36152

Klausa, T. (2023). Graduating from ‘new-school’ — Germany’s procedural approach to
regulating online discourse. Information, Communication & Society, 26(1), 54—69.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2021.2020321

Kleine Anfrage der Abgeordneten Heike Hinsel, Sevim Dagdelen, Inge Héger, Andrej
Hunko, Niema Movassat, Norbert Miller (Potsdam), Dr. Petra Sitte, Kersten Steinke,
Alexander Ulrich, Katrin Werner und der Fraktion Die Linke, 18/11986. (2017).
Deutscher Bundestag. https://dsetver.bundestag.de/btd/18/119/1811986.pdf

Klinger, U., Kreiss, D., & Mutsvairo, B. (2023). Platforms, power, and politics: An introduction to

political commmunication in the digital age. Polity Press.


https://doi.org/10.21241/ssoar.75124
https://doi.org/10.21241/ssoar.71724
https://www.congress.gov/bill/119th-congress/senate-bill/1748/text
https://www.congress.gov/bill/119th-congress/senate-bill/1748/text
https://www.businessinsider.com/amazons-completely-dominating-the-retail-market-2016-8
https://www.businessinsider.com/amazons-completely-dominating-the-retail-market-2016-8
https://www.wwwagner.tv/?p=36152
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2021.2020321
https://dserver.bundestag.de/btd/18/119/1811986.pdf

Lisa-Maria Neudert 314

Klonick, K. (2017). The new governors: The people, rules, and processes governing online
speech. Harvard Law Review, 131(6), 1598-1670. https:/ /harvardlawreview.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/04/1598-1670_Online.pdf

Klonick, K. (2020). The Facebook oversight board: Creating an independent institution to
adjudicate online free expression. Yale Law Journal, 129(8), 2418-2499.

Knight First Amendment Institute v. Trump, 928 F.3d 226 (2d Cir. 2019).
https://law.justia.com/cases/federal /appellate-coutts/ca2/18-1691/18-1691-2020-
03-23.html

Knill, C., & Lehmkuhl, D. (2002). Private actors and the state: Internationalization and
changing patterns of governance. Governance, 15(1), 41-63.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0491.00179

Knill, C., & Lenschow, A. (2003). Modes of regulation in the governance of the European Union:
Towards a comprebensive evaluation (European Integration Online Paper No. 2003—001).
European Community Studies Association Austria.
https://doi.org/10.2139/sstn.380680

Knoke, D. (2011). Policy networks. In J. Scott & P. J. Carrington (Eds), The SAGE handbook of
social network analysis (pp. 210-222). SAGE.
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446294413.015

Kovacic, W. E. (2024). Adaptable platforms for platform regulation: The role of the Federal
Trade Commission. Journal of Law & Innovation, 7(1), 106—133.
https://doi.org/10.58112/jli.7-1.5

Krause, T., & Grassegger, H. (2016, December 15). Inside Facebook: So arbeitet das Arvato-
Loschteam. Siddentsche Zeitung. https:/ /www.sueddeutsche.de/digital /exklusive-sz-
magazin-recherche-inside-facebook-1.3297138

Krauss, M. (2015, September 22). Null Toleranz bei Hassparolen. Jiidische Allgemeine.

https:/ /www.juedische-allgemeine.de/politik /null-toleranz-bei-hasspatrolen/


https://harvardlawreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/1598-1670_Online.pdf
https://harvardlawreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/1598-1670_Online.pdf
https://law.justia.com/cases/federal/appellate-courts/ca2/18-1691/18-1691-2020-03-23.html
https://law.justia.com/cases/federal/appellate-courts/ca2/18-1691/18-1691-2020-03-23.html
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0491.00179
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.380680
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446294413.n15
https://doi.org/10.58112/jli.7-1.5
https://www.sueddeutsche.de/digital/exklusive-sz-magazin-recherche-inside-facebook-1.3297138
https://www.sueddeutsche.de/digital/exklusive-sz-magazin-recherche-inside-facebook-1.3297138
https://www.juedische-allgemeine.de/politik/null-toleranz-bei-hassparolen

Lisa-Maria Neudert 315

Krempl, S. (2015, December 15). Runder Tisch mit Maas: ‘Hate Speech’ soll binnen 24
Stunden aus dem Netz. Heise Online. https:/ /www.heise.de/news/Runder-Tisch-mit-
Maas-Hate-Speech-soll-binnen-24-Stunden-aus-dem-Netz-3044223.html

Krempl, S. (2023, April 28). Plattform-Regulierung: Deutsches Digitale-Dienste-Gesetz soll
NetzDG ersetzen. Heise Online. https:/ /www.heise.de/news/Plattform-Regulierung-
Deutsches-Digitale-Dienste-Gesetz-soll-NetzDG-ersetzen-8982385.html

Kretschmer, M., Furgal, U., & Schlesinger, P. (2022). The emergence of platform regulation in
the UK: An empirical-legal study. Wezzenbaum Journal of the Digital Society, 2(2), Article
w2.2.4. https://doi.org/10.34669 /wi.wjds/2.2.4

Lancaster, K. (2017). Confidentiality, anonymity and power relations in elite interviewing:
Conducting qualitative policy research in a politicised domain. International Journal of
Social Research Methodology, 20(1), 93—103.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2015.1123555

Lange, C. (1921, December 13). Internationalism. Nobel Lecture.
https://www.nobelptize.org/prizes/peace/1921 /lange/lecture/

Langley, P., & Leyshon, A. (2023). FinTech platform regulation: Regulating with/against
platforms in the UK and China. Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society, 16(2),
257-268. https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsad005

Laux, J., Wachter, S., & Mittelstadt, B. (2021). Taming the few: Platform regulation,
independent audits, and the risks of capture created by the DMA and DSA. Computer
Law & Security Review, 43, Article 105613. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clst.2021.105613

Lehdonvirta, V. (2024). Cloud empires: How digital platforms are overtaking the state and how we can
regain control. MIT Press.

Leiner, B. M., Cerf, V. G,, Clark, D. D., Kahn, R. E., Kleinrock, L., Lynch, D. C., Postel, J.,
Roberts, L. G., & Wolff, S. (2009). A brief history of the internet. Computer

Communication Review, 39(5), 22-31. https://doi.org/10.1145/1629607.1629613


https://www.heise.de/news/Runder-Tisch-mit-Maas-Hate-Speech-soll-binnen-24-Stunden-aus-dem-Netz-3044223.html
https://www.heise.de/news/Runder-Tisch-mit-Maas-Hate-Speech-soll-binnen-24-Stunden-aus-dem-Netz-3044223.html
https://www.heise.de/news/Plattform-Regulierung-Deutsches-Digitale-Dienste-Gesetz-soll-NetzDG-ersetzen-8982385.html
https://www.heise.de/news/Plattform-Regulierung-Deutsches-Digitale-Dienste-Gesetz-soll-NetzDG-ersetzen-8982385.html
https://doi.org/10.34669/wi.wjds/2.2.4
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2015.1123555
https://www.nobelprize.org/prizes/peace/1921/lange/lecture
https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsad005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clsr.2021.105613
https://doi.org/10.1145/1629607.1629613

Lisa-Maria Neudert 316

Lessig, L. (1999). Code: And other laws of cyberspace. Basic Books.

Leuffen, D. (2007). Case selection and selection bias in small-n research. In T. Gschwend &
F. Schimmelfennig (Eds), Research design in political science: How to practice what they preach
(pp- 145-160). Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230598881_8

Levi-Faur, D. (2011). Regulation and regulatory governance. In D. Levi-Faur (Ed.), Handbook
on the politics of regulation (pp. 3—21). Edward Elgar Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.4337/9780857936110.00010

Li, L. (2024a). Interviewing elites. In J. Cyr & S. W. Goodman (Eds), Doing good gualitative
research (pp. 183—194). Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780197633137.003.0016

Li, L. (2024Db). The specter of global ByteDance: Platforms, regulatory arbitrage, and politics.
Information, Communication & Society, 27(10), 2005-2021.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2024.2352634

Liesching, M., Funke, C., Hermann, A., Kneschke, C., Michnik, C., Nguyen, L., Prif3ner, J.,
Rudolph, S., & Zschammer, V. (2021). Das NetzDG in der praktischen Anwendung: Eine
Teilevaluation des Netzerkdurchsetzungsgesetzes. Carl Grossmann Verlag.
https://doi.org/10.24921/2020.94115953

Lindvall, J., & Teorell, J. (2016). State capacity as power: A conceptual framework (STANCE
Working Paper No. 1). Department of Political Science, Lund University.
https://portal.research.lu.se/files /102775891 /WP_1_Lindvall_and_Teorell State_Ca
pacity_as_Power_A_Conceptual_Framework.pdf

Littig, B. (2009). Interviewing the elite — Interviewing experts: Is there a difference? In A.
Bogner, B. Littig, & W. Menz (Eds), Interviewing experts (pp. 98—113). Palgrave

Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230244276_5


https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230598881_8
https://doi.org/10.4337/9780857936110.00010
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197633137.003.0016
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2024.2352634
https://doi.org/10.24921/2020.94115953
https://portal.research.lu.se/files/102775891/WP_1_Lindvall_and_Teorell_State_Capacity_as_Power_A_Conceptual_Framework.pdf
https://portal.research.lu.se/files/102775891/WP_1_Lindvall_and_Teorell_State_Capacity_as_Power_A_Conceptual_Framework.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230244276_5

Lisa-Maria Neudert 317

Liu, H.-W. (2022). Exporting the First Amendment through trade: The global ‘constitutional
moment’ for online platform liability. Georgetown Journal of International Law, 53(1), 1-56.
https://doi.org/10.2139/sstn.4059650

Lobel, O. (2016). The law of the platform. Minnesota Law Review, 101(1), 87—-166.

Lombardi, P. (2022, March 22). Big Tech boosts lobbying spending in Brussels. Po/itico.
https:/ /www.politico.eu/atticle /big-tech-boosts-lobbying-spending-in-brussels/

Loper Bright Enterprises et al. v. Gina Raimondo, Secretary of Commerce, et Al., 603 U.S.
369. (2024). https:/ /www.suptremecourt.gov/opinions/23pdf/22-451_7m58.pdf

Lucas, J. (1998). The tension between despotic and infrastructural power: The military and the
political class in Nigeria, 1985-1993. Studies in Comparative International Development,
33(3), 90-113. https://doi.org/10.1007 /BF02687493

Lukes, S. (2022). Power: A radical view (3rd ed.). Bloomsbury Academic.
https:/ /www.bloomsbury.com/uk/power-9781352012347/

Maas, H. (2016, July 15). Brief vom Justizminister Heiko Maas an Eva-Maria Kirschsieper und Richard
Allan. https:/ / fragdenstaat.de/anfrage/brief-von-maas-an-
facebook/53091/anhang/BMJVIFG-Bescheidvom27.07.2016_geschwaerzt.pdf

Macron, E., & Scholz, O. (2024, May 27). Macron and Scholz: We must strengthen European
sovereignty. https:/ /www.ft.com/content/853f0ba0-c6f8-4dd4-a599-6fc5a142e879

Maloney, P. (2025, January 22). Trump plans to use emergency powers to fast-track
generation co-located with Al. U#/ity Dive. https:/ /www.utilitydive.com/news/trump-
emergency-co-located-power-plants-ai-data-center-davos /738209 /

Mann, M. (1984). The autonomous power of the state: Its origins, mechanisms and results.
European Journal of Sociology | Archives Enropéennes de Sociologie, 25(2), 185-213.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003975600004239


https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4059650
https://www.politico.eu/article/big-tech-boosts-lobbying-spending-in-brussels
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/23pdf/22-451_7m58.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02687493
https://www.bloomsbury.com/uk/power-9781352012347
https://fragdenstaat.de/anfrage/brief-von-maas-an-facebook/53091/anhang/BMJVIFG-Bescheidvom27.07.2016_geschwaerzt.pdf
https://fragdenstaat.de/anfrage/brief-von-maas-an-facebook/53091/anhang/BMJVIFG-Bescheidvom27.07.2016_geschwaerzt.pdf
https://www.ft.com/content/853f0ba0-c6f8-4dd4-a599-6fc5a142e879
https://www.utilitydive.com/news/trump-emergency-co-located-power-plants-ai-data-center-davos/738209
https://www.utilitydive.com/news/trump-emergency-co-located-power-plants-ai-data-center-davos/738209
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003975600004239

Lisa-Maria Neudert 318

Margetts, H., & John, P. (2024). How rediscovering nodality can improve democratic
governance in a digital world. Public Administration, 102(3), 969-983.
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12960

Margetts, H., John, P., Hale, S., & Yasseri, T. (2015). Political turbulence: How social media shape
collective action. Princeton University Press. https://doi.org/10.2307 /j.ctvc773c7

Mchangama, J., & Fiss, J. (2019). The digital Berlin Wall: How Germany (accidentally) created a
prototype for global online censorship [Repott]. Justitia. https://justitia-int.org/ the-digital-
betlin-wall-how-germany-created-a-prototype-for-global-online-censorship /

Medzini, R. (2021a). Credibility in enhanced self-regulation: The case of the European data
protection regime. Policy & Internet, 13(3), 366—384. https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.251

Medzini, R. (2021b). Enhanced self-regulation: The case of Facebook’s content governance.
New Media & Society, 24(10), 2227-2251. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444821989352

Merkel, A. (2015, September 11). Interview mit Bundeskanzlerin Angela Merkel: ,,Grundrecht auf Asyl
kennt keine Obergrenze“ [Interview]. https://rp-online.de/politik/deutschland /angela-
merkel-das-grundrecht-auf-asyl-kennt-keine-obergrenze_aid-9533771

Merriam, S. B. (1998). Qualitative research and case study applications in education (2nd ed.). Jossey-
Bass.

Miller, D., & Dinan, W. (2008). Corridors of power: Lobbying in the UK. Observatoire de Ia
Société Britannique, 6, 25—45. https:/ /doi.org/10.4000/0sb.409

Mills, A., Durepos, G., & Wiebe, E. (Eds). (2010). Instrumental case study. In Encyclopedia of
case study research (pp. 474—475). SAGE. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412957397.0175

Minkin, A. (2025, January 22). Big fech cozies up to new administration after spending record sums on
lobbying last year. Issue One. https://issueone.org/articles/big-tech-spent-record-sums-
on-lobbying-last-year/

Mitchell, E. S. (1986). Multiple triangulation: A methodology for nursing science. Adpances in

Nursing Science, 8(3), 18-26. https://doi.org/10.1097/00012272-198604000-00004


https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12960
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvc773c7
https://justitia-int.org/the-digital-berlin-wall-how-germany-created-a-prototype-for-global-online-censorship
https://justitia-int.org/the-digital-berlin-wall-how-germany-created-a-prototype-for-global-online-censorship
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.251
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444821989352
https://rp-online.de/politik/deutschland/angela-merkel-das-grundrecht-auf-asyl-kennt-keine-obergrenze_aid-9533771
https://rp-online.de/politik/deutschland/angela-merkel-das-grundrecht-auf-asyl-kennt-keine-obergrenze_aid-9533771
https://doi.org/10.4000/osb.409
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412957397.n175
https://issueone.org/articles/big-tech-spent-record-sums-on-lobbying-last-year
https://issueone.org/articles/big-tech-spent-record-sums-on-lobbying-last-year
https://doi.org/10.1097/00012272-198604000-00004

Lisa-Maria Neudert 319

Mittelstadt, B., Russell, C., & Wachter, S. (2019). Explaining explanations in AlL. In Proceedings
of the 2019 Conference on Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency (pp. 279-288).
Association for Computing Machinery. https://doi.org/10.1145/3287560.3287574

Moody v. NetChoice, LLC, 603 U.S. 707. (2024).
https:/ /www.suptemecourt.gov/opinions/23pdf/22-277_d18f.pdf

Moore, M., & Tambini, D. (2018). Digital dominance: The power of Google, Amazon, Facebook, and
Apple. Oxford University Press. https://global.oup.com/academic/product/digital-
dominance-9780190845124

Morgan, H. (2022). Conducting a qualitative document analysis. The Qualitative Report, 27(1),
64-77. https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2022.5044

Murthy v. Missouri, 603 U.S. ___ (2024).
https:/ /www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/23pdf/23-411_3dq3.pdf

Nakashima, R. (2018, August 13). Google tracks your movements, like it or not. AP News.
https://apnews.com/article/828aefab64d4411bac257a07clafOech

Napoli, P. M. (2015). Social media and the public interest: Governance of news platforms in
the realm of individual and algorithmic gatekeepers. Telecommunications Policy, 39(9),
751-760. https://doi.org/10.1016/].telpol.2014.12.003

Nash, V. (2019). Revise and resubmit? Reviewing the 2019 Online Harms White Paper. Journal
of Media Law, 11(1), 18-27. https://doi.org/10.1080/17577632.2019.1666475

Nechushtai, E. (2018). Could digital platforms capture the media through infrastructure?
Journalism, 19(8), 1043-1058. https://doi.org/10.1177/1464884917725163

Neft, G. (2012). Venture labor: Work and the burden of risk in innovative industries. MIT Press.
https://doi.org/10.7551 /mitpress/9780262017480.001.0001

Netzwerkdurchsetzungsgesetz [NetzDG]J, BGBL I 3352. (2017). https:/ /www.gesetze-im-

internet.de/netzdg/


https://doi.org/10.1145/3287560.3287574
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/23pdf/22-277_d18f.pdf
https://global.oup.com/academic/product/digital-dominance-9780190845124
https://global.oup.com/academic/product/digital-dominance-9780190845124
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2022.5044
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/23pdf/23-411_3dq3.pdf
https://apnews.com/article/828aefab64d4411bac257a07c1af0ecb
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.telpol.2014.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/17577632.2019.1666475
https://doi.org/10.1177/1464884917725163
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/9780262017480.001.0001
https://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/netzdg
https://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/netzdg

Lisa-Maria Neudert 320

Neudert, L.-M. (2020). Hurdles and pathways to regulatory innovation in digital political
campaigning. The Political Quarterly, 91(4), 713—721. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
923X.12915

Neudert, L.-M. (2023). Regulatory capacity capture: The United Kingdom’s online safety
regime. Internet Policy Review, 12(4). https://doi.org/10.14763/2023.4.1730

Neudert, L.-M. (2024). Reclaiming digital sovereignty: Policy and power dynamics behind
NetzDG. Journal of Information Policy, 14, 417—-470.
https://doi.org/10.5325/jinfopoli.14.2024.0013

Neudert, L.-M., Howard, P., & Kollanyi, B. (2019). Sourcing and automation of political news
and information during three European elections. Social Media + Society, 5(3).
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305119863147

Neuerer, D. (2018, July 27). Drei Viertel der gemeldeten YouTube-Inhalte bleiben im Netz.
Handelsblatt. https:/ /www.handelsblatt.com/politik/deutschland /netzdg-drei-viertel-
der-gemeldeten-youtube-inhalte-bleiben-im-netz/22852184.html

Newman, N., Fletcher, R., Kalogeropoulos, A., Levy, D. A. L., & Nielsen, R. K. (2017).
Reuters Institute digital news report 2017 [Report|. Reuters Institute for the Study of
Journalism.
https://reutersinstitute.politics.ox.ac.uk/sites /default/ files / Digital 720N ews%20Rep
ort%202017%20web_0.pdf

Newman, N., Fletcher, R., Kalogeropoulos, A., Levy, D. A. L., & Nielsen, R. K. (2018).
Reuters Institute digital news report 2018 [Report|. Reuters Institute for the Study of
Journalism. https://papets.sstn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3245355

Newman, N., Fletcher, R., Kalogeropoulos, A., & Nielsen, R. K. (2019). Reuters Institute digital
news report 2019 [Report|. Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism.
https:/ /reutersinstitute.politics.ox.ac.uk/sites/default/files /2019-

06/DNR_2019_FINAL_0.pdf


https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-923X.12915
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-923X.12915
https://doi.org/10.14763/2023.4.1730
https://doi.org/10.5325/jinfopoli.14.2024.0013
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305119863147
https://www.handelsblatt.com/politik/deutschland/netzdg-drei-viertel-der-gemeldeten-youtube-inhalte-bleiben-im-netz/22852184.html
https://www.handelsblatt.com/politik/deutschland/netzdg-drei-viertel-der-gemeldeten-youtube-inhalte-bleiben-im-netz/22852184.html
https://reutersinstitute.politics.ox.ac.uk/sites/default/files/Digital%20News%20Report%202017%20web_0.pdf
https://reutersinstitute.politics.ox.ac.uk/sites/default/files/Digital%20News%20Report%202017%20web_0.pdf
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3245355
https://reutersinstitute.politics.ox.ac.uk/sites/default/files/2019-06/DNR_2019_FINAL_0.pdf
https://reutersinstitute.politics.ox.ac.uk/sites/default/files/2019-06/DNR_2019_FINAL_0.pdf

Lisa-Maria Neudert 321

Nguyen, H. Y. (2020). Fintech in Vietnam and its regulatory approach. In M. Fenwick, S. Van
Uytsel, & B. Ying (Eds), Regulating FinTech in Asia: Global context, local perspectives (pp.
115-138). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-15-5819-1_7

Nieborg, D., Poell, T., Caplan, R., & van Dijck, J. (2024). Introduction to the special issue on
locating and theorising platform power. Internet Policy Review, 13(2), 1-17.
https://doi.org/10.14763/2024.2.1781

Nielsen, R. K., & Ganter, S. A. (2022). The power of platforms: Shaping media and society. Oxford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780190908850.001.0001

Nissenbaum, H. (2009). Privacy in context: Technology, policy, and the integrity of social life. Stanford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1515/9780804772891

Noble, S. U. (2018). Algorithms of oppression: How search engines reinforce racism. New Y ork
University Press. https://doi.org/10.18574/9781479833641

Nutley, S., Davies, H., & Walter, 1. (2002). Evidence based policy and practice: Cross sector lessons from
the UK (Working Paper No. 9). ESRC UK Centre for Evidence Based Policy and
Practice.
https:/ /www.kcl.ac.uk/sspp/departments/politicaleconomy/research/cep/pubs/pap
ers/assets/wp9b.pdf

Nye, J. S. (1990). Soft powet. Foreign Policy, 80, 153—171. https://doi.org/10.2307 /1148580

Nye, J. S. (2010). Cyber power |Essay]. Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs.
https:/ /www.belfercenter.org/sites/default/files/pantheon_files/files/publication/cy
ber-power.pdf

Obia, V. (2025). Digital policy and Nigeria’s Platform Code of Practice: Towards a radical co-
regulatory turn. Data & Policy, 7, Article el12. https://doi.org/10.1017/dap.2025.1

Ofcom. (2022). Online Safety Bill: Ofcon’s roadmap to regulation [Roadmap].
https:/ /www.ofcom.org.uk/siteassets/resources/documents/online-

safety/information-for-industry/roadmap/online-safety-roadmap.pdf?v=328170


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-15-5819-1_7
https://doi.org/10.14763/2024.2.1781
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190908850.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1515/9780804772891
https://doi.org/10.18574/9781479833641
https://www.kcl.ac.uk/sspp/departments/politicaleconomy/research/cep/pubs/papers/assets/wp9b.pdf
https://www.kcl.ac.uk/sspp/departments/politicaleconomy/research/cep/pubs/papers/assets/wp9b.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2307/1148580
https://www.belfercenter.org/sites/default/files/pantheon_files/files/publication/cyber-power.pdf
https://www.belfercenter.org/sites/default/files/pantheon_files/files/publication/cyber-power.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/dap.2025.1
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/siteassets/resources/documents/online-safety/information-for-industry/roadmap/online-safety-roadmap.pdf?v=328170
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/siteassets/resources/documents/online-safety/information-for-industry/roadmap/online-safety-roadmap.pdf?v=328170

Lisa-Maria Neudert 322

Ofcom. (2025, August 19). Consultation: Online safety — fees and penalties [Consultation document].
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/online-safety/illegal-and-harmful-content/consultation-
online-safety-fees-and-penalties

Oftice of Public Affairs. (2020, June 17). Justice Department issues recommendations for Section 230
reform (Press Release No. 20-556). US Department of Justice.
https://www.justice.gov/archives/opa/pt/justice-department-issues-
recommendations-section-230-reform

Oftice of Public Affairs. (2022, September 6). Biden administration releases implementation strategy
Sfor $50 billion CHIPS for America program |Press release]. US Department of Commerce.
https:/ /www.commerce.gov/news/press-releases/2022/09 /biden-administration-
releases-implementation-strategy-50-billion-chips

Oftice of Science and Technology Policy. (2022, October 4). Blueprint for an AI Bill of Rights.
The White House. https://bidenwhitehouse.atchives.gov/ostp/ai-bill-of-rights/

Oftice of Science and Technology Policy. (2025). Winning the race: America’s Al action plan
[Policy document]. The White House. https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2025/07/ Americas-Al-Action-Plan.pdf

Oftice of the United States Trade Representative. (2020a). Agreement between the United States of
America, the United Mexican States, and Canada (USMCA) [Trade agreement|. Executive
Office of the President. https://ustr.gov/trade-agreements/ free-trade-
agreements/united-states-mexico-canada-agreement

Oftice of the United States Trade Representative. (2020b). United States—]apan Trade Agreement
[Trade agreement]. Executive Office of the President. https://ustr.gov/countties-
regions/japan-korea-apec/japan/us-japan-trade-agreement

Office of the United States Trade Representative. (2021, June 2). USTR announces, and
immediately suspends, tariffs in Section 301 digital services taxes investigations |[Press release].

https:/ /ustr.gov/about-us/policy-offices/press-office/press-releases /2021 /june/ustt-


https://www.ofcom.org.uk/online-safety/illegal-and-harmful-content/consultation-online-safety-fees-and-penalties
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/online-safety/illegal-and-harmful-content/consultation-online-safety-fees-and-penalties
https://www.justice.gov/archives/opa/pr/justice-department-issues-recommendations-section-230-reform
https://www.justice.gov/archives/opa/pr/justice-department-issues-recommendations-section-230-reform
https://www.commerce.gov/news/press-releases/2022/09/biden-administration-releases-implementation-strategy-50-billion-chips
https://www.commerce.gov/news/press-releases/2022/09/biden-administration-releases-implementation-strategy-50-billion-chips
https://bidenwhitehouse.archives.gov/ostp/ai-bill-of-rights
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Americas-AI-Action-Plan.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Americas-AI-Action-Plan.pdf
https://ustr.gov/trade-agreements/free-trade-agreements/united-states-mexico-canada-agreement
https://ustr.gov/trade-agreements/free-trade-agreements/united-states-mexico-canada-agreement
https://ustr.gov/countries-regions/japan-korea-apec/japan/us-japan-trade-agreement
https://ustr.gov/countries-regions/japan-korea-apec/japan/us-japan-trade-agreement
https://ustr.gov/about-us/policy-offices/press-office/press-releases/2021/june/ustr-announces-and-immediately-suspends-tariffs-section-301-digital-services-taxes-investigations

Lisa-Maria Neudert

announces-and-immediately-suspends-tariffs-section-301-digital-services-taxes-
investigations

Oftice of the United States Trade Representative. (2025, August 28). USTR extends certain
excclusions for China Section 301 tariffs [Press release]. https://ustr.gov/about/policy-
offices/press-office/press-releases /2025 /august/ ustr-extends-certain-exclusions-
china-section-301-tariffs

O’Mara, M. P. (2019). The code: Silicon 1 alley and the remaking of America. Penguin Press.
https:/ /www.penguinrandomhouse.com/books/534709/ the-code-by-margaret-
omara/

One Big Beautiful Bill Act, H.R. 1, 119th Cong. (2025).
https:/ /www.congtess.gov/bill/119th-congress/house-bill /1

Online Safety Act, c. 50. (2023). https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2023/50/enacted

Oremus, W. (2017, November 17). Big tobacco. Big pharma. Big tech? Siate.
https://slate.com/technology/2017/11 /how-silicon-valley-became-big-tech.html

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2020). OECD digital economy

outlook 2020 [Report]. OECD Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/bb167041-en

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2025). Regulating for the future:

OECD regulatory policy ontlook 2025 [Policy report].

https:/ /www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-regulatory-policy-outlook-

2025_56b60e39-en/ full-report/regulating-for-the-future_e948d334.html
Oxford Languages. (2018). Word of the year 2018: Shortlist. Oxford University Press.

https:/ /languages.oup.com/word-of-the-year/2018-shortlist/

323

Oxford University Press. (n.d.-a). Big tech, n. In Oxford English Dictionary. Retrieved 25 April

2025, from https://www.oed.com/dictionary/big-tech_n

Oxford University Press. (n.d.-b). Woke, adj. In Oxjford English Dictionary. Retrieved 21 August

2025, from https://www.oed.com/dictionary/woke_adj2


https://ustr.gov/about-us/policy-offices/press-office/press-releases/2021/june/ustr-announces-and-immediately-suspends-tariffs-section-301-digital-services-taxes-investigations
https://ustr.gov/about-us/policy-offices/press-office/press-releases/2021/june/ustr-announces-and-immediately-suspends-tariffs-section-301-digital-services-taxes-investigations
https://ustr.gov/about/policy-offices/press-office/press-releases/2025/august/ustr-extends-certain-exclusions-china-section-301-tariffs
https://ustr.gov/about/policy-offices/press-office/press-releases/2025/august/ustr-extends-certain-exclusions-china-section-301-tariffs
https://ustr.gov/about/policy-offices/press-office/press-releases/2025/august/ustr-extends-certain-exclusions-china-section-301-tariffs
https://www.penguinrandomhouse.com/books/534709/the-code-by-margaret-omara
https://www.penguinrandomhouse.com/books/534709/the-code-by-margaret-omara
https://www.congress.gov/bill/119th-congress/house-bill/1
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2023/50/enacted
https://slate.com/technology/2017/11/how-silicon-valley-became-big-tech.html
https://doi.org/10.1787/bb167041-en
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-regulatory-policy-outlook-2025_56b60e39-en/full-report/regulating-for-the-future_e948d334.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-regulatory-policy-outlook-2025_56b60e39-en/full-report/regulating-for-the-future_e948d334.html
https://languages.oup.com/word-of-the-year/2018-shortlist
https://www.oed.com/dictionary/big-tech_n
https://www.oed.com/dictionary/woke_adj2

Lisa-Maria Neudert 324

Pagani, M. (2013). Digital business strategy and value creation: Framing the dynamic cycle of
control points. MLS Quarterly, 37(2), 617-632.
https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2013/37.2.13

Pal, L. A. (2005). Case study method and policy analysis. In 1. Geva-May (Bd.), Thinking like a
policy analyst: Policy analysis as a clinical profession (pp. 227—257). Palgrave Macmillan US.
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781403980939_12

Papaevangelou, C. (2021). The existential stakes of platform governance and online content
regulation: A critical conceptual model. Open Research Eurgpe, 1, Article 31.
https://doi.org/10.12688/openteseurope.13358.1

Papaevangelou, C. (2023). The political economy of online platform governance [Doctoral dissertation,
Université Paul Sabatier - Toulouse IIT]. Hal Theses. https://theses.hal.science/tel-
04650861

Parreira do Amaral, M. (2022). Comparative case studies: Methodological discussion. In S.
Benasso, D. Bouillet, T. Neves, & M. Parreira do Amaral (Eds), Landscapes of lifelong
learning policies across Enrope: Comparative case studies (pp. 41—60). Palgrave Macmillan.
https://doi.org/10.1007 /978-3-030-96454-2_3

Pasquale, F. A. (2015). The black box society: The secret algorithms that control money and information.
Harvard University Press. https://doi.org/10.4159 /harvard.9780674736061

Pergande, F. (2016, January 8). Ein Gesetz gegen die AfD? Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung.
https:/ /www.faz.net/aktuell /politik/inland / netzdg-ein-gesetz-gegen-die-afd-
15378459.html

Peters, G., & Woolley, J. T. (2025). Executive orders (Versions 1999-2025) [Data set]. UC Santa
Barbara. https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/node/323876

Peterson, J. (2003). Policy networks (Working Paper No. 90). Institute for Advanced Studies,

Vienna. https://itihs.ihs.ac.at/id/eprint/1506/


https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2013/37.2.13
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781403980939_12
https://doi.org/10.12688/openreseurope.13358.1
https://theses.hal.science/tel-04650861
https://theses.hal.science/tel-04650861
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-96454-2_3
https://doi.org/10.4159/harvard.9780674736061
https://www.faz.net/aktuell/politik/inland/netzdg-ein-gesetz-gegen-die-afd-15378459.html
https://www.faz.net/aktuell/politik/inland/netzdg-ein-gesetz-gegen-die-afd-15378459.html
https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/node/323876
https://irihs.ihs.ac.at/id/eprint/1506

Lisa-Maria Neudert 325

Pichai, S. (2020, January 20). Why Google thinks we need to regulate Al. Financial Times.
https:/ /www.ft.com/content/3467659a-386d-11ea-ac3c-f68c10993b04

Plantin, J.-C., Lagoze, C., Edwards, P. N., & Sandvig, C. (2018). Infrastructure studies meet
platform studies in the age of Google and Facebook. New Media & Society, 20(1), 293—
310. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444816661553

Plantin, J.-C., & Punathambekar, A. (2019). Digital media infrastructures: Pipes, platforms,
and politics. Media, Culture & Society, 41(2), 163-174.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0163443718818376

Poell, T., Nieborg, D., & van Dijck, J. (2019). Platformisation. Internet Policy Review, 8(4).
https://doi.org/10.14763/2019.4.1425

Pohle, J. (2020). Digital sovereignty: A new key concept of digital policy in Germany and Europe
[Working paper]. Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung.
https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/228713

Popiel, P. (2018). The tech lobby: Tracing the contours of new media elite lobbying power.
Communication, Culture & Critigue, 11(4), 566-585. https://doi.org/10.1093/ccc/tcy027

Popiel, P. (2022). Digital platforms as policy actors. In T. Flew & F. R. Martin (Eds), Digita/
platform regulation: Global perspectives on internet governance (pp. 131-150). Palgrave
Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-95220-4_7

Poushter, J., Gubbala, S., & Austin, S. (2024, February 5). 8 charts on technology use around the
world. Pew Research Center. https://www.pewtesearch.org/short-
reads/2024/02/05/8-charts-on-technology-use-around-the-world/

Protecting Americans from Foreign Adversary Controlled Applications Act, H.R. 7521, 118th
Cong. (2024). https:/ /www.congtress.gov/bill/118th-congress/house-bill /7521

Purdy, J. M. (2012). A framework for assessing power in collaborative governance processes.
Public Administration Review, 72(3), 409-417. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-

6210.2011.02525.x


https://www.ft.com/content/3467659a-386d-11ea-ac3c-f68c10993b04
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444816661553
https://doi.org/10.1177/0163443718818376
https://doi.org/10.14763/2019.4.1425
https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/228713
https://doi.org/10.1093/ccc/tcy027
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-95220-4_7
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2024/02/05/8-charts-on-technology-use-around-the-world
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2024/02/05/8-charts-on-technology-use-around-the-world
https://www.congress.gov/bill/118th-congress/house-bill/7521
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2011.02525.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2011.02525.x

Lisa-Maria Neudert 326

Reichhardt, T. (2001). Bush turns to Silicon Valley moguls for scientific advice. Nazure,
414(68606), 832—832. https://doi.org/10.1038/414832a

Reporter ohne Grenzen. (2017, June 19). Meldung. https:/ /www.reporter-ohne-
grenzen.de/pressemitteilungen/meldung/netzdg-grundlegend-neuer-ansatz-noetig

Reporters Without Borders. (2017, July). Russian bill is copy-and-paste of Germany’s hate speech law.
https://rsf.org/en/news/russian-bill-copy-and-paste-germanys-hate-speech-law

Risam, R. (2018). Now you see them: Self-representation and the refugee selfie. Popular
Communication, 16(1), 58=71. https://doi.org/10.1080/15405702.2017.1413191

Roberts, S. T. (2019). Behind the screen. Yale University Press.

Robertson, A. (2021, September 21). Facebook says it’s spent $13 billion on ‘safety and
security’ since 2016. The I erge.
https://www.theverge.com/2021/9/21/22685863/ facebook-safety-security-staff-
spending-misinformation-abuse-wall-street-journal-reports

Rochet, J.-C., & Tirole, J. (2003). Platform competition in two-sided markets. Journal of the
European Economic Association, 1(4), 990—1029.
https://doi.org/10.1162/154247603322493212

Rohleder, B. (2017). Von der Ente zu Fake News [Report]. Bitkom.
https:/ /www.bitkom.otrg/sites /main/files/file/import/Bitkom-Charts-PK-Fake-
News-02-02-2017.pdf

Ruffert, M. (2013). Public law and the economy: A comparative view from the German
petspective. International Journal of Constitutional Law, 11(4), 925-939.
https://doi.org/10.1093/icon/mot044

Ryan, J. (2010). A history of the internet and the digital future. Reaktion Books.
https://reaktionbooks.co.uk/work/a-history-of-the-internet-and-the-digital-future

Sainsbury, D. (2013). The enabling state. RSA Journal, 159(5553), 42—45.

Saldafia, J. (2009). The coding manual for qualitative researchers. SAGE.


https://doi.org/10.1038/414832a
https://www.reporter-ohne-grenzen.de/pressemitteilungen/meldung/netzdg-grundlegend-neuer-ansatz-noetig
https://www.reporter-ohne-grenzen.de/pressemitteilungen/meldung/netzdg-grundlegend-neuer-ansatz-noetig
https://rsf.org/en/news/russian-bill-copy-and-paste-germanys-hate-speech-law
https://doi.org/10.1080/15405702.2017.1413191
https://www.theverge.com/2021/9/21/22685863/facebook-safety-security-staff-spending-misinformation-abuse-wall-street-journal-reports
https://www.theverge.com/2021/9/21/22685863/facebook-safety-security-staff-spending-misinformation-abuse-wall-street-journal-reports
https://doi.org/10.1162/154247603322493212
https://www.bitkom.org/sites/main/files/file/import/Bitkom-Charts-PK-Fake-News-02-02-2017.pdf
https://www.bitkom.org/sites/main/files/file/import/Bitkom-Charts-PK-Fake-News-02-02-2017.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/icon/mot044
https://reaktionbooks.co.uk/work/a-history-of-the-internet-and-the-digital-future

Lisa-Maria Neudert 327

Schaake, M. (2024). The tech coup: How to save democracy from silicon valley. Princeton University
Press.

Schleif, L., & Kettemann, M. C. (2021). Komplementir oder konkurrierend: NetzDG und
DSA. In V. Hofmann & M. Kettemann (Eds), Plattformregulierung im Superwahljahr 2021:
Ergebnisse rechtswissenschaftlicher, sogialwissenschaftlicher und datenwissenschaftlicher Studien zu
Parteien und Plattformen im Bundestagswahlfampf (Arbeitspapiere des HBI No. 61, pp. 29—
34). Leibniz-Institut fiir Medienforschung | Hans-Bredow-Institut. https://ulb-
dok.uibk.ac.at/download/pdf/6983798.pdf

Schlesinger, P. (2022). The neo-regulation of internet platforms in the United Kingdom. Po/icy
& Internet, 14(1), 47—62. https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.288

Schmidt, V. A. (2005). U.S. and European market economies and welfare systems. Critigue
Internationale, 27(2), 83—107. https://doi.org/10.3917/¢rii.027.0083

Schmitz, S., & Berndt, C. M. (2018). The German Act on improving law enforcement on social networks
(NetzDG): A blunt sword? [Working paper]. SSRN.
https://doi.org/10.2139/sstn.3306964

Schoeller, M. G. (2019). Leadership in the Eurozone: The role of Germany and EU institutions.
Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-12704-6

Schroeder, R. (2025). Content moderation and the digital transformations of gatekeeping.
Policy & Internet, 17(2), Atrticle e425. https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.425

Schuppert, F. (2003). The ensuring state. In A. Giddens (Ed.), The progressive manifesto: New ideas

Jfor the centre-left (pp. 54—72). Polity Press.
https:/ /www.politybooks.com/bookdetail?book_slug=the-progressive-manifesto-
new-ideas-for-the-centre-left--9780745632940

Schwarz, J. A. (2017). Platform logic: An interdisciplinary approach to the platform-based

economy. Policy & Internet, 9(4), 374-394. https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.159


https://ulb-dok.uibk.ac.at/download/pdf/6983798.pdf
https://ulb-dok.uibk.ac.at/download/pdf/6983798.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.288
https://doi.org/10.3917/crii.027.0083
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3306964
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-12704-6
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.425
https://www.politybooks.com/bookdetail?book_slug=the-progressive-manifesto-new-ideas-for-the-centre-left--9780745632940
https://www.politybooks.com/bookdetail?book_slug=the-progressive-manifesto-new-ideas-for-the-centre-left--9780745632940
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.159

Lisa-Maria Neudert 328

SEC v. Jatrkesy, 603 U.S. ___ (2024). https://www.suptemecourt.gov/opinions/23pdf/22-
859_1924.pdf
Secretary of State for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport & Secretary of State for the Home
Department. (2020). Online Harms White Paper: Full government response to the consultation
[Response report]. UK Government.
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/online-harms-white-
papet/outcome/online-harms-white-papet-full-government-response
Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, Subcommittee on Consumer
Protection, Product Safety, and Data Security. (2021). Protecting kids online: Testimony
from a Facebook whistleblower [Hearing]. https:/ /www.congtess.gov/event/117th-
congtess/senate-event/330603
Senate Select Committee on Intelligence. (2018). Open hearing: Foreign influence operations’ use of
social media platforms [Hearing].
https:/ /www.intelligence.senate.gov/2018/08/30/hearings-open-hearing-foreign-
influence-operations-e2-80-99-use-social-media-platforms-company-witnesses/
Shepardson, D. (2019, April 11). Facebook, Google accused of anti-conservative bias at U.S.
Senate heating. Reuters. https:/ /www.reuters.com/article/legal / facebook-google-
accused-of-anti-conservative-bias-at-us-senate-hearing-idUSKCN1RM2SI/
Shirky, C. (2009). Here comes everybody: How change happens when people come together. Penguin Press.
Smith, B., & Browne, C. A. (2019). Tools and weapons: The promise and the peril of the digital age.
Hodder & Stoughton.
Soeiro, J., Seto, K. S., & Riesgo Gémez, V. (2025). Varieties and similarities of platform
capitalisms: A comparative approach of labor regulation in Brazil, Portugal and Spain.

Frontiers in Sociology, 10, Article 1454324 https://doi.org/10.3389/fs0c.2025.1454324


https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/23pdf/22-859_1924.pdf
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/23pdf/22-859_1924.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/online-harms-white-paper/outcome/online-harms-white-paper-full-government-response
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/online-harms-white-paper/outcome/online-harms-white-paper-full-government-response
https://www.congress.gov/event/117th-congress/senate-event/330603
https://www.congress.gov/event/117th-congress/senate-event/330603
https://www.intelligence.senate.gov/2018/08/30/hearings-open-hearing-foreign-influence-operations-e2-80-99-use-social-media-platforms-company-witnesses
https://www.intelligence.senate.gov/2018/08/30/hearings-open-hearing-foreign-influence-operations-e2-80-99-use-social-media-platforms-company-witnesses
https://www.reuters.com/article/legal/facebook-google-accused-of-anti-conservative-bias-at-us-senate-hearing-idUSKCN1RM2SI
https://www.reuters.com/article/legal/facebook-google-accused-of-anti-conservative-bias-at-us-senate-hearing-idUSKCN1RM2SI
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2025.1454324

Lisa-Maria Neudert 329

Soler, P. (2025, February 24). Big tech, banking: Who are the biggest spenders on EU
lobbying? Euronews. https:/ /www.euronews.com/my-europe/2025/02/24/big-tech-
banking-energy-who-are-the-biggest-spenders-on-eu-lobbying

Spagnoletti, P., Resca, A., & Lee, G. (2015). A design theory for digital platforms supporting
online communities: A multiple case study. Journal of Information Technology, 30(4), 364—
380. https://doi.org/10.1057 /it.2014.37

Stnicek, N. (2017). Platform capitalism. Polity Press. https:/ /www.wiley.com/en-
us/Platform+Capitalism-p-9781509504862

Steinmeier, F.-W. (2017). Interview: Interview mit der Funke-Mediengruppe. Der Bundesprisident.
https://www.bundespraesident.de/SharedDocs/Reden/DE /Frank-Waltet-
Steinmeier/Intetviews/2017/170415-Interview-Funke-Mediengtuppe.html

Steinmeier, F.-W. (2021, March 1). Demokratie und digitale Oj’em‘/z'cb/éez't— Eine transatlantische
Herausfordernng [Speech]. Der Bundesprisident.
https:/ /www.bundespraesident.de/SharedDocs/Reden/DE /Frank-Walter-
Steinmeier/Reden/2021/03/210301-Forum-Belleve-XI.html

Stier, S., Kirkizh, N., Froio, C., & Schroeder, R. (2020). Populist attitudes and selective
exposure to online news: A cross-country analysis combining web tracking and
sutveys. International Jonrnal of Press/ Politics, 25(3), 426—446.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1940161220907018

Stier, S., Posch, L., Bleier, A., & Strohmaier, M. (2017). When populists become popular:
Comparing Facebook use by the right-wing movement Pegida and German political
parties. Information, Communication & Society, 20(9), 1365—1388.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2017.1328519

Stockmann, D. (2023). Tech companies and the public interest: The role of the state in
governing social media platforms. Information, Communication & Society, 26(1), 1-15.

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2022.2032796


https://www.euronews.com/my-europe/2025/02/24/big-tech-banking-energy-who-are-the-biggest-spenders-on-eu-lobbying
https://www.euronews.com/my-europe/2025/02/24/big-tech-banking-energy-who-are-the-biggest-spenders-on-eu-lobbying
https://doi.org/10.1057/jit.2014.37
https://www.wiley.com/en-us/Platform+Capitalism-p-9781509504862
https://www.wiley.com/en-us/Platform+Capitalism-p-9781509504862
https://www.bundespraesident.de/SharedDocs/Reden/DE/Frank-Walter-Steinmeier/Interviews/2017/170415-Interview-Funke-Mediengruppe.html
https://www.bundespraesident.de/SharedDocs/Reden/DE/Frank-Walter-Steinmeier/Interviews/2017/170415-Interview-Funke-Mediengruppe.html
https://www.bundespraesident.de/SharedDocs/Reden/DE/Frank-Walter-Steinmeier/Reden/2021/03/210301-Forum-Belleve-XI.html
https://www.bundespraesident.de/SharedDocs/Reden/DE/Frank-Walter-Steinmeier/Reden/2021/03/210301-Forum-Belleve-XI.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/1940161220907018
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2017.1328519
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2022.2032796

Lisa-Maria Neudert 330

Stop Enabling Sex Traffickers Act of 2017, S. 1693, 115th Cong. (2018).
https://www.congtess.gov/bill/115th-congress/house-bill /1865 / text

Strafgesetzbuch [StGB], BGBL I 3322. (1871). https://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/stgb/

Strowel, A., & Vergote, W. (2018). Digital platforms: To regulate or not to regulate? Message to
regulators: Fix the economics first, then focus on the right regulation [Policy paper|. European
Commission.
https://ec.europa.cu/information_society/newsroom/image/document/2016-
7/uclouvain_et_universit_saint_louis_14044.pdf

Suzor, N. (2018). Digital constitutionalism: Using the rule of law to evaluate the legitimacy of
governance by platforms. Social Media + Society, 4(3).
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305118787812

Suzor, N. (2019). Lawless: The secret rules that govern onr digital lives. Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108666428

Taeihagh, A., Ramesh, M., & Howlett, M. (2021). Assessing the regulatory challenges of
emerging disruptive technologies. Regulation & Governance, 15(4), 1009—1019.
https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12392

Takacs, D. (2003). How does your positionality bias your epistemology? Thought & Action, 27,
27-38.

Taylor, I. (2000). New Labour and the enabling state. Health & Social Care in the Community,
8(6), 372-379. https://doi.org/10.1046/.1365-2524.2000.00262.x

Telemediengesetz [TMG], BGBL. I 179 §§ 7-10. (2007). https:/ /www.gesetze-im-
internet.de/tmg/

The Facebook papers. (2021). (Archived version from 24 November 2021) [Data set].

https://facebookpapers.com/


https://www.congress.gov/bill/115th-congress/house-bill/1865/text
https://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/stgb
https://ec.europa.eu/information_society/newsroom/image/document/2016-7/uclouvain_et_universit_saint_louis_14044.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/information_society/newsroom/image/document/2016-7/uclouvain_et_universit_saint_louis_14044.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305118787812
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108666428
https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12392
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2524.2000.00262.x
https://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/tmg
https://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/tmg
https://facebookpapers.com/

Lisa-Maria Neudert 331

Theil, S. (2019). The Online Harms White Paper: Comparing the UK and German approaches
to regulation. Journal of Media Law, 11(1), 41-51.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17577632.2019.1666476

Thiel, P., & Masters, B. (2014). Zero to one: Notes on startups, or how to build the future. Virgin
Books.

Thompson, A. (2022, March 28). A Google billionaire’s fingerprints are all over Biden’s
science office. Politico. https:/ /www.politico.com/news/2022/03/28/google-
billionaire-joe-biden-science-office-00020712

Tiwana, A. (2014). Platform ecosystems: Aligning architecture, governance, and strategy. Morgan
Kaufmann. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-408066-9.00001-1

Trengove, M., Kazim, E., Almeida, D., Hilliard, A., Zannone, S., & Lomas, E. (2022). A
critical review of the Online Safety Bill. Patterns, 3(8), Article 100544.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.patter.2022.100544

Trithara, D. (2024). Agents of platform governance: Analyzing U.S. civil society’s role in
contesting online content moderation. Telecommunications Policy, 48(4), Article 102735.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.telpol.2024.102735

Trump, D. J. (2021, January 6). Donald Trump speech ‘Save America’ rally transcript January 6
[Speech]. https:/ /www.rev.com/ transctipts/donald-trump-speech-save-america-rally-
transcript-january-6

Trump, D. J. (2025). Defending American companies and innovators from overseas extortion and unfair
fines and penalties [Presidential memorandum)]. The White House.
https:/ /www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions /2025 /02/defending-american-
companies-and-innovators-from-overseas-extortion-and-unfair-fines-and-penalties /

Tsang, E. W. (2014). Generalizing from research findings: The merits of case studies.
International Journal of Management Reviews, 16(4), 369—-383.

https://doi.org/10.1111 /ijmr.12024


https://doi.org/10.1080/17577632.2019.1666476
https://www.politico.com/news/2022/03/28/google-billionaire-joe-biden-science-office-00020712
https://www.politico.com/news/2022/03/28/google-billionaire-joe-biden-science-office-00020712
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-408066-9.00001-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.patter.2022.100544
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.telpol.2024.102735
https://www.rev.com/transcripts/donald-trump-speech-save-america-rally-transcript-january-6
https://www.rev.com/transcripts/donald-trump-speech-save-america-rally-transcript-january-6
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/02/defending-american-companies-and-innovators-from-overseas-extortion-and-unfair-fines-and-penalties
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/02/defending-american-companies-and-innovators-from-overseas-extortion-and-unfair-fines-and-penalties
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12024

Lisa-Maria Neudert 332

Twitter, Inc. v. Taamneh, 598 U.S. ___ (2023).
https:/ /www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/22pdf/21-1496_d18f.pdf

Tworek, H., & Leerssen, P. (2019). An analysis of Germany’s NetzDG law [Report]. Transatlantic
Working Group.
https://putre.uva.nl/ws/files /40293503 /NetzDG_Tworek_Leerssen_April_2019.pdf

UNESCO. (2023). Guidelines for the governance of digital platforms: Safeguarding freedom of expression
and access to information through a multi-stakeholder approach (p. 58) [Action plan)].
UNESCO.

United Nations Human Rights Council. (2018). Mandate of the Special Rapportenr on the promotion
and protection of the right to freedom of opinion and expression (Resolution No.
A/HRC/RES/7/36). United Nations. https://digitallibrary.un.org/record /624532

University of Oxford. (2022). Research ethics policy (Version 3) [Policy document].
https://tesearchsupport.admin.ox.ac.uk/sites/default/ files/researchsupport/docume
nts/media/research_ethicspolicy_3.0.pdf

Vaidhyanathan, S. (2011). The Googlization of everything (and why we should worry). University of
California Press. https://doi.org/10.1525/9780520948693

van Dijck, J., Poell, T., & de Waal, M. (2018). The platform society: Public values in a connective world.
Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780190889760.001.0001

Vernalls, R. (2023, March 23). Starmer tells big tech ‘the free ride is over’ in speech on crime
and policing. Evening Standard. https:/ /www.standard.co.uk/news/politics / keit-
starmer-police-service-of-northern-ireland-northern-ireland-stokeontrent-police-
b1069470.html

Verveer, P. (2019, October 7). Countering negative externalities in digital platforms. Shorenstein
Center. https://shorensteincenter.org/countering-negative-externalities-in-digital-

platforms/


https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/22pdf/21-1496_d18f.pdf
https://pure.uva.nl/ws/files/40293503/NetzDG_Tworek_Leerssen_April_2019.pdf
https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/624532
https://researchsupport.admin.ox.ac.uk/sites/default/files/researchsupport/documents/media/research_ethicspolicy_3.0.pdf
https://researchsupport.admin.ox.ac.uk/sites/default/files/researchsupport/documents/media/research_ethicspolicy_3.0.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1525/9780520948693
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190889760.001.0001
https://www.standard.co.uk/news/politics/keir-starmer-police-service-of-northern-ireland-northern-ireland-stokeontrent-police-b1069470.html
https://www.standard.co.uk/news/politics/keir-starmer-police-service-of-northern-ireland-northern-ireland-stokeontrent-police-b1069470.html
https://www.standard.co.uk/news/politics/keir-starmer-police-service-of-northern-ireland-northern-ireland-stokeontrent-police-b1069470.html
https://shorensteincenter.org/countering-negative-externalities-in-digital-platforms
https://shorensteincenter.org/countering-negative-externalities-in-digital-platforms

Lisa-Maria Neudert 333

von der Leyen, U. (20192). A union that strives for more: My agenda for Eunrope — Political guidelines for
the next European Commission 2019-2024 [Political agenda]. Publications Office of the
European Union. https://commission.europa.cu/document/download/063d44¢9-
04ed-4033-acf9-639ecb187e87_enrfilename=political-guidelines-next-
commission_en.pdf

von der Leyen, U. (2019b, November 10). Eurgpe address — Dr Ursula von der Leyen President-elect
of the Enropean Commission — Alliang Forum (Pariser Platz), Berlin [Speech]. European
Commission.
https://ec.europa.cu/commission/presscorner/api/ files/document/print/en/speech
_19_6248/SPEECH_19_6248_EN.pdf

Wagenaar, H. (2007). Interpretation and intention in policy analysis. In F. Fischer & G. J.
Miller (Eds), Handbook of public policy analysis (pp. 455—468). Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315093192-43

Wagenaar, H. (2011). Meaning in action: Interpretation and dialogue in policy analysis. M.E. Sharpe.
https://doi.org/10.4324 /9781315702476

Walker, A. (2022, March 17). Online Safety Bill introduced in parliament. TechUK.
https:/ /www.techuk.org/resource/online-safety-bill-introduced-in-parliament.html

Weber, M.-T., & Bitkom. (2017, April 20). Bitkom Stellungnabme zum Regierungsentwurf eines
Netzwerkdurchsetzungsgesetzes.
https:/ /www.bitkom.org/sites/main/files/file /import/FirstSpirit-
149275573214220170420-Bitkom-Stellungnahme-zum-Regierungsentwurf-
NetzwerkDG.pdf

Weichert, S., & Kramp, L. (2018). Zentrale Ergebnisse forsa-Befragungen 2016 bis 2018 zur
Wabrnebmung von Hassrede [Report]. Landesanstalt fir Medien NRW.
https://www.medienanstalt-nrw.de/zum-nachlesen/forschung/abgeschlossene-

projekte/forsa-befragung-zur-wahrnehmung-von-hassrede.html


https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/063d44e9-04ed-4033-acf9-639ecb187e87_en?filename=political-guidelines-next-commission_en.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/063d44e9-04ed-4033-acf9-639ecb187e87_en?filename=political-guidelines-next-commission_en.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/063d44e9-04ed-4033-acf9-639ecb187e87_en?filename=political-guidelines-next-commission_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/api/files/document/print/en/speech_19_6248/SPEECH_19_6248_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/api/files/document/print/en/speech_19_6248/SPEECH_19_6248_EN.pdf
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315093192-43
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315702476
https://www.techuk.org/resource/online-safety-bill-introduced-in-parliament.html
https://www.bitkom.org/sites/main/files/file/import/FirstSpirit-149275573214220170420-Bitkom-Stellungnahme-zum-Regierungsentwurf-NetzwerkDG.pdf
https://www.bitkom.org/sites/main/files/file/import/FirstSpirit-149275573214220170420-Bitkom-Stellungnahme-zum-Regierungsentwurf-NetzwerkDG.pdf
https://www.bitkom.org/sites/main/files/file/import/FirstSpirit-149275573214220170420-Bitkom-Stellungnahme-zum-Regierungsentwurf-NetzwerkDG.pdf
https://www.medienanstalt-nrw.de/zum-nachlesen/forschung/abgeschlossene-projekte/forsa-befragung-zur-wahrnehmung-von-hassrede.html
https://www.medienanstalt-nrw.de/zum-nachlesen/forschung/abgeschlossene-projekte/forsa-befragung-zur-wahrnehmung-von-hassrede.html

Lisa-Maria Neudert 334

Weiss, L. (2000). Infrastructural power, economic transformation, and globalization. In J. A.
Hall & R. Schroeder (Eds), An anatony of power: The social theory of Michael Mann (pp.
167-186). Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511488993.009

Wendling, M. (2025, February 14). What is project 2025? Wish list for Trump second term,
explained. BBC. https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/c977njnvg2do

West Virginia et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et Al., 597 U.S. 697. (2022).
https:/ /www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/21pdf/20-1530_n758.pdf

Westminster eForum. (2022). The draft Online Safety Bill and next steps for online regulation in the UK
[Conference briefing].
https:/ /www.westminsterforumprojects.co.uk/publication/online-reg-22

Wheeler, T. (2021). Rebuilding for the vast scope of FCC responsibilities. Brookings.
https:/ /www.brookings.edu/articles/rebuilding-for-the-vast-scope-of-fec-
responsibilities/

Wheeler, T. (2023). Techlash: Who makes the rules in the digital gilded age? Brookings Institution
Press. https://doi.org/10.5771/9780815739944

White House. (2025). President Donald |. Trump issues directive to prevent the unfair exploitation of
American innovation [Fact sheet]. https:/ /www.whitehouse.gov/fact-
sheets/2025/02/fact-sheet-president-donald-j-trump-issues-directive-to-prevent-the-
unfair-exploitation-of-american-innovation/

Whittaker, J., Looney, S., Reed, A., & Votta, F. (2021). Recommender systems and the
amplification of extremist content. Internet Policy Review, 10(2).
https://doi.org/10.14763/2021.2.1565

Williams, O. (2021, September 16). The last days of Silicon Roundabout. New Statesman.
https://www.newstatesman.com/science-tech/2021/09/ the-last-days-of-silicon-

roundabout


https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511488993.009
https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/c977njnvq2do
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/21pdf/20-1530_n758.pdf
https://www.westminsterforumprojects.co.uk/publication/online-reg-22
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/rebuilding-for-the-vast-scope-of-fcc-responsibilities
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/rebuilding-for-the-vast-scope-of-fcc-responsibilities
https://doi.org/10.5771/9780815739944
https://www.whitehouse.gov/fact-sheets/2025/02/fact-sheet-president-donald-j-trump-issues-directive-to-prevent-the-unfair-exploitation-of-american-innovation
https://www.whitehouse.gov/fact-sheets/2025/02/fact-sheet-president-donald-j-trump-issues-directive-to-prevent-the-unfair-exploitation-of-american-innovation
https://www.whitehouse.gov/fact-sheets/2025/02/fact-sheet-president-donald-j-trump-issues-directive-to-prevent-the-unfair-exploitation-of-american-innovation
https://doi.org/10.14763/2021.2.1565
https://www.newstatesman.com/science-tech/2021/09/the-last-days-of-silicon-roundabout
https://www.newstatesman.com/science-tech/2021/09/the-last-days-of-silicon-roundabout

Lisa-Maria Neudert 335

Windwehrt, S., & York, J. C. (2020, July 30). Turkey’s new internet law is the worst version of
Germany’s NetzDG yet. Electronic Frontier Foundation.
https:/ /www.eff.org/deeplinks/2020/07 / turkeys-new-internet-law-worst-version-
germanys-netzdg-yet

Wong, J. C. (2017, September 22). Russia’s election ad campaign shows Facebook’s biggest
problem is Facebook. The Guardian.
https:/ /www.theguardian.com/technology/2017/sep/21/facebook-tussia-
advertising-mark-zuckerberg

Wood, S., & Alexander, A. (2016). Regulation in practice: Power, resources and context at the
local scale in UK food retailing. Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space, 48(9),
1848-1863. https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X16650676

Woodhouse, J. (2025). Implementation of the Online Safety Act (Research Briefing No. CDP-2025-
0043). House of Commons Libraty. https://commonslibraty.patliament.uk/research-
briefings/cdp-2025-0043/

Woods, L. (2019). The duty of care in the Online Harms White Paper. Journal of Media Law,
11(1), 6-17. https://doi.org/10.1080/17577632.2019.1668605

Wooldridge, A. (2013, November 18). The coming tech-lash. The Economist.
https:/ /www.economist.com/news/2013/11/18/the-coming-tech-lash

Woolley, S. C., & Howard, P. (Eds). (2018). Computational propaganda: Political parties, politicians,
and political manipulation on social media. Oxtord University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780190931407.001.0001

Wright, O. (2024, November 12). Britain must treat tech giants like nation states, minister
warns. The Times. https:/ /www.thetimes.com/uk/politics /article/britain-must-treat-
tech-giants-like-nation-states-minister-warns-ktmm>5vmc9

W, T. (2017). The attention merchants: The epic struggle to get inside our heads. Knopf.

Wrylie, C. (2019). Mindf*ck: Cambridge Analytica and the plot to break America. Random House.


https://www.eff.org/deeplinks/2020/07/turkeys-new-internet-law-worst-version-germanys-netzdg-yet
https://www.eff.org/deeplinks/2020/07/turkeys-new-internet-law-worst-version-germanys-netzdg-yet
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2017/sep/21/facebook-russia-advertising-mark-zuckerberg
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2017/sep/21/facebook-russia-advertising-mark-zuckerberg
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X16650676
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cdp-2025-0043
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cdp-2025-0043
https://doi.org/10.1080/17577632.2019.1668605
https://www.economist.com/news/2013/11/18/the-coming-tech-lash
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190931407.001.0001
https://www.thetimes.com/uk/politics/article/britain-must-treat-tech-giants-like-nation-states-minister-warns-ktmm5vmc9
https://www.thetimes.com/uk/politics/article/britain-must-treat-tech-giants-like-nation-states-minister-warns-ktmm5vmc9

Lisa-Maria Neudert 336

Wynn-Williams, S. (2025). Careless people: A cautionary tale of power, greed, and lost idealism.
Macmillan International Higher Education.

Yadav, K., Erdogdu, U., Siwakoti, S., Shapiro, J. N., & Wanless, A. (2021). Countries have
more than 100 laws on the books to combat misinformation. How well do they work?
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 77(3), 124—128.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00963402.2021.1912111

Yang, M. (2025, January 9). Google and Microsoft donate $1m each to Trump’s inaugural
fund. The Guardian. https:/ /www.theguardian.com/technology/2025/jan/09/google-
microsoft-donate-trump-inaugural-fund

Yanow, D. (2000). Conducting interpretive policy analysis. SAGE.
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412983747

Yanow, D. (2014). Interpretive analysis and comparative research. In I. Engeli & C. Rothmayr
(Eds), Comparative policy studies: Conceptual and methodological challenges (pp. 131-159).
Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137314154_7

Yeh, C., & Hoffman, R. (2018). Blitzscaling: The lightning-fast path to building massively valuable
businesses. HarperCollins.
https://www.harpercollins.co.nz/9780008303662 /blitzscaling-the-lightning-fast-path-
to-building-massively-valuable-companies /

Yeung, K. (2018). Algorithmic regulation: A critical interrogation. Regulation & Governance,
12(4), 505-523. https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12158

Yin, R. K. (1994). Discovering the future of the case study method in evaluation research.
Evaluation Practice, 15(3), 283-290. https://doi.org/10.1177/109821409401500309

Yin, R. K. (2013). Case study research: Design and methods (5th ed.). SAGE.

ZEW — Leibniz Centre for European Economic Research. (2024, May 6). Stargate is no reason to
bury our heads in the sand [Press release]. https://www.zew.de/en/press/latest-press-

releases/stargate-is-no-reason-to-bury-our-heads-in-the-sand


https://doi.org/10.1080/00963402.2021.1912111
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2025/jan/09/google-microsoft-donate-trump-inaugural-fund
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2025/jan/09/google-microsoft-donate-trump-inaugural-fund
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412983747
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137314154_7
https://www.harpercollins.co.nz/9780008303662/blitzscaling-the-lightning-fast-path-to-building-massively-valuable-companies
https://www.harpercollins.co.nz/9780008303662/blitzscaling-the-lightning-fast-path-to-building-massively-valuable-companies
https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12158
https://doi.org/10.1177/109821409401500309
https://www.zew.de/en/press/latest-press-releases/stargate-is-no-reason-to-bury-our-heads-in-the-sand
https://www.zew.de/en/press/latest-press-releases/stargate-is-no-reason-to-bury-our-heads-in-the-sand

Lisa-Maria Neudert 337

Zittrain, J. (2005). A history of online gatekeeping. Harvard Journal of Law & Technology, 19(2),
253-298.

Zuboft, S. (2019). The age of surveillance capitalism: The fight for a human future at the new frontier of
power. PublicAffairs.

Zuckerberg, M. (2019, March 30). The internet needs new rules. Let’s start in these four areas.
The Washington Post. https:/ /www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/mark-zuckerberg-
the-internet-needs-new-rules-lets-start-in-these-four-areas/2019,/03/29 /9e6£0504-
521a-11e9-a3£7-78b7525a8d5f_story.html

Zuckerberg spricht mit Merkel iber Hasskommentare. (2019, January 11). Frankfurter
Rundschau. https:/ /www.fr.de/kultur/zuckerberg-spricht-merkel-ueber-
hasskommentare-11140073.html

Zurth, P. (2020). The German NetzDG as role model or cautionary tale? Implications for the
debate on social media liability. Fordhan: Intellectual Property, Media & Entertainment Law

Journal, 31(4), 1084—1138.


https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/mark-zuckerberg-the-internet-needs-new-rules-lets-start-in-these-four-areas/2019/03/29/9e6f0504-521a-11e9-a3f7-78b7525a8d5f_story.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/mark-zuckerberg-the-internet-needs-new-rules-lets-start-in-these-four-areas/2019/03/29/9e6f0504-521a-11e9-a3f7-78b7525a8d5f_story.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/mark-zuckerberg-the-internet-needs-new-rules-lets-start-in-these-four-areas/2019/03/29/9e6f0504-521a-11e9-a3f7-78b7525a8d5f_story.html
https://www.fr.de/kultur/zuckerberg-spricht-merkel-ueber-hasskommentare-11140073.html
https://www.fr.de/kultur/zuckerberg-spricht-merkel-ueber-hasskommentare-11140073.html

Lisa-Maria Neudert 338

Appendix A: CUREC Approval Documents

This appendix contains documentation of the ethical approval granted by the University of
Oxford Central University Research Ethics Committee (CUREC). The initial approval for
CUREC 1A research activities was granted on 19 March 2021 (Ref: SSH_OII_CIA_21_070),
followed by an amendment for major changes to the consent mechanism without wet ink

signatures approved on 1 May 2021. Copies of both letters are included below.

Al  Initial Ethics Approval Letter

OXFORD

19 March 2021
Re: The Governance of Disinformation: Policymaking for Public Issues on Private Platforms
Dear Lisa-Maria,

The above application has been considered on behalf of the Social Sciences and Humanities
Interdivisional Research Ethics Committee (IDREC) in accordance with the procedures laid down by
the University for ethical approval of all research involving human participants.

| am pleased to inform you that, on the basis of the information provided to the Oxford Internet
Institute’s Departmental Research Ethics Committee (DREC), the proposed research has been judged
as meeting appropriate ethical standards, and accordingly approval has been granted.

In line with current guidance please do not undertake any data collection involving in-person
interactions with participants. Once in-person research is permissible again, you will need to notify
the SSH IDREC via email before undertaking any recruitment for in-person interaction with
participants. More detailed guidance is available via
https://researchsupport.admin.ox.ac.uk/governance/ethics/coronavirus.

Your CUREC 1A Research Ethics Approval Ref Number is SSH_OII_CIA_21_070. This reference should
be stated in any written work resulting from this research.

Should there be any subsequent changes to the project that raise ethical issues not covered in the
original application you should submit details to the DREC for consideration.

On behalf of the Oxford Internet Institute’s DREC, | wish you every success with your research.

Best wishes,

&
Lucy Hennings
Research Support Officer
Oxford Internet Institute
University of Oxford

+44 (0)1865 687017
lucy.hennings@oii.ox.ac.uk



Lisa-Maria Neudert 339

A2 Amendment Approval Letter

OXFORD

24 May 2021
Dear Lisa-Maria,
Amendment of research ethics application (CUREC 1A)
Ref: SSH_OII_CIA_21_070
Title: ‘The of Disi nation: Poli king for Public Issues on Private Platforms’
Number of and month of app: received: 1 May 2021.
Subject of : Major to consent ism without wet ink signature

The above request for amendments have been reviewed by the Oxford Internet Institute DREC on
behalf of the Social Sciences and Humanities Inter-Divisional Research Ethics Committee (IDREC).

| am pleased to inform you that, on the basis of the information provided to the DREC, this
amendment has been judged as meeting appropriate ethical standards.

Best wishes,

i
Lucy Hennings
Research Support Officer

Oxford Internet Institute
University of Oxford

+44 (0)1865 687017
lucy hennings@oi uk
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Appendix B: Interview Materials

This appendix contains interview materials. The participant information sheet and consent
form were provided to participants before the interview. These materials follow University of

Oxford templates.

The semi-structured interview guide was not routinely shared with participants but was
made available upon request. All participants were asked the same questions about their
background including demographic characteristics and professional experience. Icebreaker
questions and probing follow-ups varied depending on the case context and participant profile
and were frequently developed in the course of the conversation. Interview questions were

translated to German, when interviewing German participants.

All interview materials were approved by the University of Oxford’s Central University

Research Ethics Committee under reference SSH_OII_CIA_21 070.
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B.1 Written Consent Form

OXFORD INTERNET INSTITUTE
University of Oxford, 1 5t Giles’, Oxford OX1 3J5

Lisa-Maria Neudert

Oxford Internet Institute

1 5t Giles', Oxford OX1 3J5, United Kingdom
Email: lisa-maria.neudert@oii.ox.ac.uk

Platform regulation: Policymaking for public issues on private platforms.
PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM
Central University Research Ethics Committee (CUREC) Approval Reference: SSH_OII_CIA_21_070

Purpose of Study: Digital social media platforms have emerged as new governors. They shape everyday
civic life through their algorithms, technological affordances, terms of service and content moderation.
New rules, mechanisms and organisational structures are being created by platforms, effectively governing
speech in countries around the world and exporting American laws and values. And governments around
the world are proposing and implementing regulation aimed at curbing the spread of disinformation on
social media and regulating digital markets. This research will reveal how platforms regulate and are being
regulated, how policy decisions are made and implemented, and how they impact life online.

Please initial each
box

1 | confirm that | have read and understand the information sheet for the above
study. | have had the opportunity to consider the information, ask questions and
have had these answered satisfactorily.

2 I understand that my participation is voluntary and that | am free to withdraw at
any time, without giving any reason, and without any adverse 1ces or
penalty.

3 I understand that research data collected during the study may be looked at by

authorised people outside the research team (i.e.: Doctoral Supervisors Professor
Helen Margetts & Professor Philip Howard). | give permission for
these two individuals to access my data'.

4 I understand that this project has been reviewed by, and received ethics clearance
through, the University of Oxford Central University Research Ethics Committee.

5 I understand who will have access to personal data provided, how the data will be
stored and what will happen to the data at the end of the project.

6 I understand how this research will be written up and published.

JUL g

Written Consent Form - Platform regulation: Policymaking for public issues an private platforms.
1
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HUopubuy

7 I understand how to raise a concern or make a complaint.
8 | consent to being audio recorded
9 | consent to being video recorded
12a | agree to the use of direct quotes, attributed to my name, in research outputs OR
12b | agree to the use of pseudonymised quotes in research outputs OR
12c | agree to the use of anonymised quotes in research outputs OR
12d | do not wish to be directly quoted
13 | agree to take part in the study
Name of Participant Date Signature

Lisa-Maria Neudert
Name of person taking consent Date Signature

Written Consent Form — Platform regulation: Policymaking for public issues on private platforms.

342
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B.2  Participant Information Sheet

OXFORD INTERNET INSTITUTE
University of Oxford, 1 St Giles', Oxford OX1 31

Lisa-Maria Neudert

Oxford Internet Institute

15t Giles', Oxford OX1 3JS, United Kingdom
isa-maria.neudert@oii.ox.ac.uk

Platform Power and Public Regulati igating the Relationship of Big Tech and Government

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET
Central University Research Ethics Committee (CUREC) Approval Reference: SSH_OII_CIA_21_070

1. Why is this research being conducted?
Digital platforms have emerged as new governors. They shape everyday civic life through their algorithms,
technological affordances, terms of service and content moderation. New rules, mechanisms and
organisational structures are being created by platforms, effectively governing speech in countries around
the world and exporting American laws and values. And governments around the world are proposing and
implementing regulation aimed at curbing the spread of disinformation on social media and regulating
digital markets.

This research will trace the relationship between the big tech sector and governments in Germany, the
United Kingdom, and the United States, spotlighting their joint history across innovation, regulation, and
politics.

2. Why have | been invited to take part?
You have been invited because you are an expert on issues surrounding the regulation of platforms. In your
role you have been at the forefront of social media governance and dispose of unique knowledge and
expertise, that is valuable to this research. | would like to interview you as an expert.

3. Dol have to take part?
No. You can ask questions about the research before deciding whether or not to take part. If you do agree
to take part, you may withdraw yourself from the study, without giving a reason, by advising me of this
decision. You can withdraw at any point and all data collected until the point of withdrawal will be deleted.

4. What will happen to me if | take part in the research?
You will be invited to participate as an expert in a research interview with me, the lead researcher. The
interviews will last between 45-60 minutes and will take place digitally over Microsoft Teams or another
video conferencing platform.

When begin the interview | will start by introducing the study procedures to you and give you the chance to
ask any questions. If you are still happy to take part, | will ask you to sign a consent form or give oral
consent to participate in the research. Oral consent will be recorded.

If you are happy to take part in the research, you then will be interviewed.

With your consent, | would like to audio or video record you because, so | can have an accurate record of
your thoughts. | will ask you at the beginning of the interview if you consent to this.

Participant Information Sheet Pagelof3
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5. Are there any potential risks in taking part?
There is no physical or medical component to this research, and there is no risk of physical
injury. However, participating in this study may have risks. First, it is possible my representation of
community values may not coincide with those you specifically represent during the interview or over the
course of the professional survey. Although | will do my best to represent minority opinions, | may be
unable to completely represent your particular opinion on key issues. Breach of confidentiality is a risk to
being in the study, for example, if your responses or observation notes linked to your name were
accidentally given to or were taken by someone who should not have them. Please assess the advantages
and risks, along with the methods | use to protect your confidentiality. In the event of a research related
injury, please contact the director of this study, Lisa-Maria Neudert, via email or phone.

6. Are there any benefits in taking part?
There will be no direct or personal benefit to you from taking part in this research, but you will contribute
to cutting-edge research that may impact current poli tasked with ing the spread of
disinformation online and protecting democratic liberties.

7. What happens to the data provided?
The information you provide during the study is the research data. Any research data from which you can
be identified, like your name, job title, audio recording etc. is known as personal data.

Personal / sensitive data will be stored on secure, encrypted, laptops and hard drives associated with the
University of Oxford that have been encrypted according to procedures. All data will be deleted 3 years
after publication or completion of the research project.

Other research data (including consent forms) will be stored for at least 3 years after publication or
completion of the work of the research.

You will be given the option to remain anonymous or to choose a pseudonym at the beginning of the
research. Any taped conversations, paper notes, or other research materials associated with our exchanges
will be stored anonymously or identified with the pseudonym. The only code sheet identifying you with
your pseudonym will be kept on an encrypted external hard drive. If you choose later on, that you do not
wish to be identified in this research, your contribution will be anonymized by default. If you choose later
on, that you do wish to be identified in this research, your contribution will be personally attributed. You
can notify me over email if your preferences change after the interview.

| have an ethical and legal obligation to protect confidential information used or obtained in the course
of research and all policies on confidentiality apply equally to data stored both in the computer and on
paper records. Any non-disclosure agreements to which you are a party will be respected and maintained
by the security of aggregation and pseudonyms.

The lead researcher, Lisa-Maria Neudert, and her supervisors Professor Helen Margetts and Professor Philip
Howard will have access to the research data. Responsible members of the University of Oxford may be
given access to data for monitoring and/or audit of the research.

I would like your permission to use direct quotes and for your name to be attributed to these. Or if you
prefer y ly or against a pseuds in any research outputs.

8. Will the research be published?
The research may be published in and online, as my Doctoral thesis.
The University of Oxford is committed to the dissemination of its research for the benefit of society and the
economy and, in support of this commitment, has established an anline archive of research materials. This
archive includes digital copies of student theses successfully submitted as part of a University of Oxford
postgraduate degree programme. Holding the archive online gives easy access for researchers to the full
text of freely available theses, thereby increasing the likely impact and use of that research.

Participant Information Sheet Page 2of 3
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10.

11

12.

On successful submission of the thesis, it will be deposited bath in print and online in the University
archives to facilitate its use in future research. If so, the thesis will be openly accessible.

Who has reviewed this study?
This study has been reviewed by, and received ethics clearance through, the University of Oxford Central
University Research Ethics Committee (Reference number: SSH_OII_CIA_21_070).

Who do | contact if | have a concern about the study or | wish to complain?

If you have a concern about any aspect of this study, please contact Lisa-Maria Neudert at lisa-
maria.neudert@oii.ox.ac.uk or supervisor Professor Helen Margetts at helen.margetts@oii.ox.ac.uk, or
supervisor Professor Philip Howard at Philip.howard@oii.ox.ac.uk and we will do our best to answer your
query. I/we will acknowledge your concern within 10 working days and give you an indication of how it will
be dealt with. If you remain unhappy or wish to make a formal complaint, please contact the Chair of the
Research Ethics Committee at the University of Oxford who will seek to resolve the matter as soon as
possible:

Data Protection

The University of Oxford is the data controller with respect to your personal data, and as such will
determine how your personal data is used in the study.

The University will process your personal data for the purpose of the research outlined above. Research is
a task that is performed in the public interest.

Further information about your rights with respect to your personal data is available from

http://www.ad uk/councilsec/compliance/gdpr/individualrights/.

Further Information and Contact Details
If you would like to discuss the research with someone beforehand (or if you have questions afterwards),
please contact:

Principal Investigator: Lisa-Maria Neudert
Oxford Internet Institute

1 St Giles', Oxford OX1 3JS, United Kingdom
Email: lisa-maria.neudert@oii.ox.ac.uk

Participant Information Sheet Page3of3
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B.3 Semi-structured Interview Guide

Questions about the participant

What is your name?

What pronouns do you use and how do you identify your gender?

How would you describe your ethnicity?

What is your current job title?

Which organisation(s) are you affiliated with?

How long have you been in this role?

When did you first start working on issues related to technology policy and platform
regulation?

Can you walk me through the main stages of your education and career?

Examples of icebreaker questions from the German context

9.

10.

11.

12.

Heiko Maas famously said about NetzDG, ‘What is prohibited offline is also not
permitted online’. Hasn’t that always been the case?

The internet has long been described as a lawless Wild West. Do you think that was an
accurate description in the context of Germany?

Germany is sometimes described as the ‘king of regulation’ in the European Union.
As one of the first democracies to implement regulations aimed directly at platforms,
Germany took a pioneering role with NetzDG. How do you perceive this
characterisation, especially with regard to technology policy?

Angela Merkel reportedly scolded Mark Zuckerberg at a UN banquet in 2015,
suggesting that social media platforms have a moral obligation to combat hate speech.

Do you agree with this perspective?
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Examples of open-ended and probing questions from the German context

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Reflecting on the global impact of NetzDG, can you identify any trends or shifts in
international policymaking inspired by NetzDG? What do you think prompts
similarities and differences between different approaches?

NetzDG has evolved over time and has been amended on numerous occasions. What
prompted these updates? Can you identify any patterns or trends? Why were these
updates necessary and were they necessary at all in your opinion?

Looking back on the operation of NetzDG, did it achieve its intended objectives?
Were there any unintended consequences or benefits?

Evaluations of NetzDG reveal that only a marginal amount of content was deleted on
the grounds of NetzDG compliance. Why do you believe this is the case? Was there
not as significant a hate speech crisis as initially thought? What implications does this
have for the BMJV?

NetzDG has been in place for several years now. Reflecting on the time of its
introduction, what were the major concerns? What were the biggest hopes and goals,
and have they been realised? Why did concerns about over-blocking not materialise as
anticipated?

Before NetzDG, a number of more collaborative approaches were attempted. What
can you tell me about that period? What was the relationship like between different
stakeholder groups? What complicated these relationships? Do you think the
relationship between platforms and government prompted NetzDG?

Was there a pivotal moment or event that led to the adoption of NetzDG that stands
out to you? How does this moment align with the medium- and long-term technology
policy landscape?

When NetzDG was first proposed, platforms were celebrated as beacons of

democracy and connectivity. However, in Germany, platforms, especially Facebook,
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came under criticism for their role in disseminating hate speech. Can you elaborate on
this context? How did the public and political perception of platforms evolve over
time?

21. How does NetzDG fit into the tradition of limited liability regimes in Europe? Was
NetzDG a break from the status quo, or an extension of prevalent strategies?

22. NetzDG introduced a hard law approach. Why was this considered necessary? What
aspects of the collaborative or voluntary efforts were falling short?

23. NetzDG was implemented relatively swiftly. How did the BMJV and platforms
prepare for this new regulatory regime? Were stakeholders able to comply within the

given timeframe? What new roles and responsibilities were created?
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Appendix C: Interview Participants

This appendix provides an overview of the interview participants across Germany, the United

Kingdom, and the United States.

Table 20: Overview of interview participants in Germany, the UK, and the US.

ID Name Field Organisation  Title Relevant Date Length
current or in mins
former title

1 Edward Government Cabinet Office  Senior Policy 26/03/ 70

UK  Otlik and regulators Advisor 2021

Internet Policy
Team
2 Anonymous  Government Security and 06/04/ 55
UK 1 and regulators Online Safety 2021
3 Nicola Academia, Full Fact Policy and Former: 07/04/ 60
UK  Aitken civil society, Government DCMS, Head 2021
law Relations of Counter
Manager Online
Manipulation
(2018-2020)
4 Emily Academia, Oxford CEO 07/04/ 60
UK  Taylor civil society, Information 2021
law Labs
5 Chloe Academia, Institute for Head of Current: 12/04/ 38
UK  Colliver civil society, Strategic Digital Policy ~ Ofcom, 2021
law Dialogue & Strategy Principal
Online Safety
(2024-)
6 Phoebe Academia, Full Fact Partnerships 16/04/ 53
UK Arnold civil society, Manager 2021
law
7 Anonymous  Government Online Safety 21/04/ 54
UK 2 and regulators 2021
8 Christian Academia, Institute for Policy and 26/04/ 56
UK Schwieter civil society, Strategic Research 2021
law Dialogue Analyst
9 Conor Government DCMS Sub- Digital and 27/04/ 57
UK  Durham and regulators ~ Committee on  Technology 2021
Online Harms ~ Specialist
and
Disinformatio
n

10 Anonymous  Government Security and 02/06/ 48

UK 4 and regulators Online Safety 2021

11 Anonymous  Government Data and 06/06/ 49

UK 5 and regulators Online Safety 2021

12 Pierre Government UK Senior 18/06/ 50

UK Andrews and regulators  Parliament Parliamentary 2021

Assistant to
Damien
Collins

13 Anonymous  Government Online Safety Current: 15/07/ 59

UK 6 and regulators Ofcom 2021

14 Anonymous  Academia, Online Safety Current: 16/07/ 60

UK 7 civil society, Ofcom 2021

law
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ID Name Field Organisation  Title Relevant Date Length
current or in mins
former title
15 Anonymous  Platform and Trust & Safety ~ Former: 16/08/ 61
UK 8 tech Government 2021
16 Anonymous  Platform and Trust & Safety ~ Former: 16/08/ 61
UK 9 tech Government 2021
17 Anonymous  Government Al and Online 26/08/ 51
UK 10 and regulators Safety 2021
18 Anonymous  Platform and Public Affairs Former: 27/08/ 52
UK 11 tech Government 2021
19 Anonymous  Government Online Safety 27/08/ 52
UK 12 and regulators 2021
20 Off the Government 02/09/ 54
UK  record and regulators 2021
21 Ravi Naik Academia, AWO; Oxford  Legal 08/09/ 55
UK civil society, Internet Director; 2021
law Institute Visiting
Fellow
22 Anonymous  Government Online Safety 13/09/ 60
UK 13 and regulators 2021
23 Lorna Academia, University of Professor of 15/09/ 54
UK  Woods civil society, Essex Internet Law 2021
law
24 Anonymous  Platform and Public Affairs  Former: 16/09/ 60
UK 14 tech Government 2021
25 Anonymous  Platform and Public Affairs  Former: 17/09/ 49
UK 15 tech Government 2021
26 Anonymous ~ Government Data & 17/09/ 53
UK 16 and regulators Competition 2021
27 Anonymous  Government Data Current: CMA  28/09/ 51
UK 17 and regulators 2021
28 Poppy Academia, Reset Senior Former: Prime ~ 29/09/ 54
UK  Wood civil society, Advisor Ministet’s 2021
law Office,
Advisor
(2012-14)
UK Simon Government No affiliation Former: ICO, 29/09/ 59
McDougall and regulators  at the time of Deputy 2021
interview Commissioner
(2018-22)
30 Maria Luisa ~ Academia, Article 19 Senior Legal 12/10/ 59
UK Stasi civil society, Officer 2021
law
31 Off the Government 12/10/ 53
UK record and regulators 2021
32 Anonymous  Government Online Safety 12/11/ 47
UK 18 and regulators 2021
33 Kate Brand  Government CMA Director of 15/11/ 48
UK and regulators Data Science 2021
34 Off the Government Disinformatio 16/12/ 49
UK record and regulators n & Online 2021
Safety
35 Marc Academia, Hochschule Professor for 04/01/ 49
GER  Liesching civil society, fir Media Law 2023
law Angewandte
Wissenschafte
n Leipzig
36 Keno Academia, Leibniz Junior 10/01/ 51
GER  Potthast civil society, Institute for Researcher 2023
law Media

Research



Lisa-Maria Neudert 351
ID Name Field Organisation  Title Relevant Date Length
current or in mins
former title
37 Owen Government Ofcom International Former: 18/01/ 45
GER  Bennett and regulators Online Safety ~ Senior Public 2023
Principal Policy
Manager at
Movzilla
(2018-22)
38 Jonas Kahl  Academia, Spitit Legal Lawyer 04/01/ 59
GER civil society, 2023
law
39 Julian Academia, Stiftung Neue  Project Lead 04/01/ 79
GER  Jaursch civil society, Verantwortun 2023
law g
40GE  Alexander Academia, Netzpolitik Journalist 16/01/ 57
R Fanta civil society, (Brussels 2023
law correspondent
)
41GE  Lubos Government No affiliation Former: 17/01/ 55
R Kuklis and regulators  at the time of European 2023
interview Platform
Regulatory
Authorities,
Chair (2020—
22)
42 Rachel Academia, School of Law ~ PhD 24/01/ 46
GER  Griffin civil society, at Sciences Po  Candidate 2023
law
43 Jens Government Bundestag; Bundestag 31/01/ 50
GER Zimmerma  and regulators  Digital Member; SPD 2023
nn Agenda Spokesperson
Committee; for Digital
Social Policy
Democratic
Party (SPD)
44 Amelie Government Federal Officer for 08/02/ 48
GER  Heldt and regulators  Chancellery Digital Policy 2023
45 Anonymous  Government Legal 01/02/ 53
GER 19 and regulators Research 2023
46 Anonymous  Academia, Data and 02/02/ 49
GER 20 civil society, Information 2023
law Law
47 Alexander Academia, Futurl Director Former: 02/02/ 46
GER  Singerlaub civil society, Stiftung Neue 2023
law Verantwortun
g, Project
Lead
Misinformatio
n (2016-21)
48 Hendrik Platform and Self-employed ~ Consultant & Former: 03/02/ 52
GER  Wieduwilt tech Communicati Facebook, 2023
on Strategist Podcast Host,
(2020-21)
49 Alexandra Government Member of European 03/02/ 53
GER  Geese and regulators ~ European Parliament 2023
Parliament,
Shadow
Rapporteur
DSA
50 Stefan Academia, Leibniz Senior 06/02/ 49
GER  Dreyer civil society, Institute for Researcher 2023
law Media
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ID Name Field Organisation  Title Relevant Date Length
current or in mins
former title
51 Anonymous  Academia, EU Advocacy 06/02/ 46
GER 21 civil society, 2023
law
52 Torben Academia, University of PhD Former: 06/02/ 48
GER  Klausa civil society, Bielefeld Candidate Bundestag 2023
law Digital
Agenda
Committee,
Assistant
(2016-17);
Bitkom,
Public Policy
Officer (2017-
18)
53 Katharina Academia, Stiftung Neue  Project Lead Former: Social ~ 07/02/ 49
GER  MeBmer civil society, Verantwortun Democratic 2023
law g Party,
Communicati
ons Lead
(2006-09)
54 Thorsten Academia, University of Professor 09/02/ 65
GER  Thiel civil society, Erfurt 2023
law
55 Daniel Academia, Court of Judge Former: 14/02/ 58
GER  Holznagel civil society, Betlin Ministry of 2023
law Justice, Legal
Officer
NetzDG
(2017-21)
56 Anonymous ~ Government Public Policy 16/02/ 47
GER 22 and regulators 2023
57 Anonymous  Government Public Policy 23/02/ 51
GER 23 and regulators 2023
58 Martin Academia, London Assistant 17/02/ 62
GER  Husovec civil society, School of Professor 2023
law Economics
59 Martin Academia, University of Professor 20/03/ 20
GER  Kettemann  civil society, Innsbruck 2023
law
60 Anonymous  Government Digital Policy 14/04/ 54
GER 24 and regulators 2023
61 Joel Thayer  Academia, Digital President Current: The 22/03/ 69
US civil society, Progress Heritage 2024
law Institute Foundation,
Affiliate;
Former: FTC,
Legal Clerk
(2014-2015);
FCC, Legal
Cletk (2014)
62 Thomas Academia, Cato Institute ~ Director of 26/03/ 54
(SN Berry civil society, Constitutional 2024
law Studies
63 Anton Academia, Johns Executive 28/03/ 56
UsS Dahbura civil society, Hopkins Director 2024
law University,
Information
Security

Institute
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ID Name Field Organisation  Title Relevant Date Length
current or in mins
former title
64 Brandi Academia, Coalition for Executive Former: 04/04/ 48
UsS Geurkink civil society, Independent Director Movzilla, Legal 2024
law Technology Fellow (201—
Research 2024)
65 David Academia, Electronic Civil Liberties 05/04/ 55
US Greene civil society, Frontier Director 2024
law Foundation
66 Joan Academia, Boston Assistant 09/04/ 65
UsS Donovan civil society, University Professor 2024
law
67 Brent Academia, Cato Institute ~ Research Former: FCC, 11/04/ 52
UsS Skorup civil society, Fellow Legal Clerk 2024
law (2011)
68 Katie Academia, Anchor CEO Former: 11/04/ 50
Us Harbath civil society, Change Facebook, 2024
law Director of
Public Policy
(2011-2021)
69 Renee Academia, Stanford Technical Former: 15/04/ 54
(SN DiResta civil society, Internet Research Congress, 2024
law Observatory Manager Adpvisor (not
reported);
State
Department,
Adpvisor (not
reported)
70 Clare Academia, Global CEO 18/04/ 50
[N} Melford civil society, Disinformatio 2024
law n Index
71 Dean Academia, Public Circle Principal Former: 23/04/ 59
US  Jackson civil society, House of 2024
law Representative
s Select
Committee to
Investigate the
January 6th
Attack on the
US Capitol
(2020-2022)
72 Jack Balkin ~ Academia, Yale Law Knight 25/04/ 49
[N} civil society, School Professor of 2024
law Constitutional
Law
73 Larry Academia, New York Senior 26/04/ 44
[N} Norden civil society, University Director for 2024
law School of Law  Elections and
Government
Program
74 Emerson Academia, Atlantic Director of Former: 21/05/ 44
Brooking civil society, Council Strategy Department 2024
law of Defense,
Cyber Policy
Advisor
(2022-2023)
75 Leticia Academia, Geotgetown Research 30/05/ 44
(SN Bode civil society, Knight Director 2024
law Institute
76 Mark Scott Academia, Politico Chief 04/06/ 49
UsS civil society, Technology 2024

law

Corresponden
t



Lisa-Maria Neudert 354
ID Name Field Organisation  Title Relevant Date Length
current or in mins
former title
77 Jack Stubbs  Academia, Graphika Chief Former: 18/06/ 45
US civil society, Intelligence Reuters News 2024
law Officer Agency,
Journalist
(2015-2021)
78 Mathew Academia, Columbia Chief Digital 02/08/ 57
[SN) Ingram civil society, Journalism Writer 2024
law Review
79 Anonymous  Platform and Government Former: 06/08/ 48
US 25 tech Affairs Government 2024
80 Anonymous  Platform and Government Former: 06/08/ 46
US 26 tech Affairs Government 2024
81 Anonymous  Platform and Al Safety and Former: 14/08/ 71
Us 27 tech Threat Government 2024
Intelligence
82 Jennifer Platform and No affiliation Former: 19/08/ 48
Us Weedon tech at the time of Niantic, Head 2024
interview of Red
Teaming
(2022-2024);
Facebook,
Senior
Manager
Threat
Intelligence
(2015-2022)
83 Johannes Government FCC Chief 23/08/ 72
US Bauer and regulators Economist 2024
84 Tom Academia, Brookings Visiting Former: FCC, 05/11/ 54
uUsS Wheeler civil society, Institution Fellow Chairman 2024
law (2013-2017)
85 Nina Academia, American CEO Depattment 20/11/ 55
US  Jankowicz civil society, Sunlight for Homeland 2024
law Project Security
Disinformatio
n Governance
Board: (Head)
86 William Academia, Columbia Director of 26/11/ 57
US Drake civil society, University International 2024
law Business Studies
School
87 Off the Platform and Policy & Former: 12/12/ 48
US record tech Government Government 2024
Affairs
88 Alissa Academia, Geotgetown Executive Former: Cisco 19/12/ 48
US Cooper civil society, Knight Center  Director Systems, VP 2024
law Engineering
(2013-2024)
89 Scott Academia, New York Director 16/01/ 46
(SN Babwah civil society, University 2025
Brennen law Center on
Technology
Policy
90 Chinasa Academia, Brookings Fellow 22/01/ 36
UsS Okolo civil society, Institution 2025
law
91 Courtney Academia, Open Markets ~ Director 23/01/ 50
(SN Radsch civil society, Institute 2025
law Center for
Journalism

and Liberty
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ID Name Field Organisation  Title Relevant Date Length
current or in mins
former title
92 John Academia, Internet Senior Policy 23/02/ 55
US Perrino civil society, Society and Advocacy 2025
law Expert US
93 Alondra Academia, Institute for Professor Former: 13/06/ 41
[N Nelson civil society, Advanced OSTP, 2025
law Studies Director
(2022)

Note: All interviews were conducted by the researcher between March 2021 and June 2025. Out of the

93 participants, 54 identified as male and 37 as female, and 2 participants did not report their gender. Where
participants did not hold a current organisational affiliation, they were classified based on their most recent
professional field. The median interview duration was 52 minutes.
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Appendix D: Archives of Documents Analysed

D.1  Archive of Documents Analysed in the UK Case Study
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