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This policy paper locates a capacity gap at the heart of contemporary journalism. Practitioners still articulate a strong mis-
sion for democratic reporting, yet the structural conditions of their work increasingly constrain what they can actually do. 
From this diagnosis the paper develops a framework of resilient journalism that ties common-good orientation to capabili-
ties at the individual, organizational and societal level, set within an actor ecology that reaches from audiences and commu-
nities to platforms and funders. The analysis follows four coupled pressure vectors: labor precarity, platform intermediation, 
AI transformation and the funding gap for public-interest reporting. Empirically, the paper draws on an original 2025 survey 
of more than one thousand German journalists conducted in cooperation with the Deutscher Journalisten-Verband (DJV), 
supplemented by selected international research, comparative cases and legal context. Its evidence approach is deliber-
ately bounded: the survey grounds a descriptive, subgroup-based capacity diagnosis, while comparative cases and legal 
context serve as design references. The recommendations prioritize survey-grounded action on working conditions and 
newsroom AI resilience and treat public-value funding, philanthropy coordination and local communication ecologies as 
evaluable designs. Germany serves as the principal case in a comparative frame shaped by European, North American 
and DACH reference points.
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Introduction

The immediate policy context of this paper is marked by a clus-

tering of newsroom cuts and restructuring decisions in late 2025 

and early 2026. In Germany, RTL Deutschland announced 

in December that 600 positions would be cut as part of a 

streaming-first reorientation (kress.de, 2025); further report-

ing in January 2026 indicated additional cuts (cf. Weis, 2026). 

ProSiebenSat.1 (2025) had already announced organizational 

restructuring earlier in 2025, and comparable German cases 

included Axel Springer (cf. Bartl, 2025), Burda (cf. newsroom.

de, 2026), Funke (cf. Sallhoff, 2025), and Madsack (cf. Lipinski, 

2024). Internationally, the “Washington Post”’s February 2026 

layoffs (cf. Folkenflik, 2026; Stelter, 2026) and the BBC’s 2026 

restructuring plans and announced job cuts point to continu-

ing economic pressure within legacy news organizations (cf. 

Melley, 2026; Sweney, 2026). Diagnostically, what matters is the 

pattern these cases form across ownership structures, busi-

ness models and national contexts. They adapt under condi-

tions in which advertising migration and platform dependency 

converge. A discrepancy therefore runs across the contem-

porary news sector. Journalists continue to articulate a strong 

common-good mission, yet the conditions under which they 

work increasingly erode the conditions required to fulfil it. The 

underlying problem is more than a crisis of business models 

or a matter of isolated legal reform. At its core, it is a resilience 

problem: verification, editorial judgment, audience accounta-

bility and democratic relevance are becoming harder to sustain 

precisely as their public value rises due to disruptive transfor-

mation processes shaking the media industry.

This is why public-interest orientation is not treated here as 

a rhetorical supplement to market distress, but as the criterion 

by which responses to that distress should be judged. If cost 

pressure and newsroom rationalization weaken the potential on 

which democratic journalism depends, then policy should ask 

how those preconditions can be financed, protected and insti-

tutionally embedded. This includes stronger civil-society and 

philanthropic engagement, incentives for privately owned media 

organizations to develop common-good business models, and 

legal certainty for nonprofit or equivalent media forms. The point 

is not to replace commercial journalism with one preferred own-

ership model, but to ensure that journalism whose democratic 

value exceeds its immediate market return can operate under 

stable, transparent and independence-protecting conditions.

iStock/Suljo
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The central argument is that policy must strengthen four 

linked foundations: working conditions for journalists, news-

room competence, stable support for public-value reporting, 

and journalism’s social embedding in communities, audiences 

and civic institutions. Legal reform remains indispensable for 

nonprofit status, platform accountability, AI transparency and 

funding governance, but it is assessed here by what it enables 

in practice.

The empirical basis is an original 2025 survey of more than 

one thousand German journalists conducted in cooperation 

with the Deutscher Journalisten-Verband (DJV). The paper 

reads this material alongside selected international evidence 

from journalism research, industry studies and comparative 

media-policy debates. Germany serves as the principal case 

because it combines strong professional associations, a sub-

stantial public-service tradition, constitutional protection of the 

press and unresolved questions about the legal and financial 

status of common-good-oriented journalism. 

1.1	 Problem definition and argument
The compound problem can be divided into four pressure vec-

tors. Labor precarity denotes income pressure, work intensifi-

cation and weakening career expectations. Platform interme-

diation captures journalism’s structural dependence on digital 

communication structures that organize visibility, distribution, 

advertising and audience access. AI transformation covers 

both newsroom-internal automation and external pressures 

arising from synthetic content, AI-mediated interfaces and 

coordinated manipulation. The public-interest funding gap 

names the mismatch between journalism's democratic value 

and the legal, fiscal and philanthropic infrastructures now avail-

able to support it. 

These four vectors give structure to the framework in 

Chapter 2, the empirical analysis in Chapter 3 and the policy 

options in Chapter 4. They work as analytical categories: they 

keep labor, platforms, AI and funding connected without reduc-

ing the diagnosis to a single cause.

Isolated interventions underperform because the four pres-

sures reinforce one another. Labor support without distribution 

sovereignty leaves newsrooms dependent on opaque platform 

systems; platform regulation without editorial competence 

does not restore verification work; AI transparency rules with-

out training and review time shift governance burdens onto 

depleted staff; and funding without safeguards can reproduce 

donor dependency or political influence. The policy mix should 

therefore coordinate instruments across levels while protect-

ing editorial freedom.

1.2	 Research question and 
	 geographic scope
The guiding research question is practical and comparative: 

Which policy mix can strengthen journalism’s resilience with-

out weakening editorial independence? Editorial independence 

here means the absence of structural pressure on journalistic 

decision-making by states, donors, advertisers, platform oper-

ators or technology providers. The question does not look for a 

single instrument to resolve the crisis; it asks which combination 

of instruments is likely to improve the conditions under which 

public-interest journalism can operate.

The survey data gathered for this paper offer a bounded 

view of working conditions, platform practices, AI perceptions, 

professional identity and future orientation among DJV-affiliated 

journalists. They support a capacity-oriented diagnosis, not a 

direct evaluation of employers or policy instruments. The geo-

graphic focus is Germany in comparative context. The German 

case is not offered as a universal model; it is institutionally specific. 

Germany belongs to the democratic-corporatist media-system 

tradition, with organized professional associations, substantial 

public-service media and a long-standing legal commitment to 

media pluralism. References to the United States, the United 

Kingdom, Australia, Canada and the DACH region serve to 

clarify mechanisms, risks and transfer limits.
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Chapter 2 establishes the conceptual groundwork for the empir-

ical and policy chapters. It defines the objective of resilient jour-

nalism to strengthen its influence as a common-good resource. 

The objective is not to exclusively associate resilience in jour-

nalism with the commercial survival of media organizations. It 

situates that capacity within Germany’s democratic-corporat-

ist media-system context, where strong public-service media, 

organized professional associations, legal commitments to 

pluralism and sectoral self-regulation shape both the scope 

and the limits of policy transfer (cf. Hallin & Mancini, 2004). It fur-

thermore specifies the levels and actors through which resilient 

journalism is produced. Finally, it condenses the crisis into four 

pressure vectors that structure the evidence and policy analysis.

2.1	 Resilience and 
	 public-interest orientation
In this paper, resilience is used in a specific sense that remains 

compatible with established policy debates: The term does not 

mean simple robustness, institutional persistence or a return to 

the pre-platform news order. In Holling’s ecological formulation, 

resilience describes a system’s ability to absorb disturbance 

while maintaining core functions (cf. Holling, 1973: 17-18). Norris 

et al. (2008: 135) translate this insight into the social domain by 

defining community resilience as a process that links adaptive 

skills to adaptation after disturbance. Manyena (2006) similarly 

moves beyond a simple return-to-normal understanding of resil-

ience, warning that “bounce back” framings “tend to empha-

sise a reactive stance” (ibid: 438) and instead defining disas-

ter resilience as the capability “to adapt and survive by chang-

ing its non-essential attributes and rebuilding itself” (ibid: 446). 

Transposed to journalism, these strands shift attention from 

the survival of every existing outlet toward the preservation, 

adaptation and renewal of journalism’s democratic functions.

Resilient Journalism: 
Framework and Compounding Crisis

This understanding separates resilient journalism from adja-

cent but narrower concepts. It is not synonymous with construc-

tive or solutions journalism, although those practices may help 

address news avoidance and audience fatigue (cf. Hermans & 

Drok, 2018; McIntyre & Gyldensted, 2018). Nor can resilience 

be reduced to newsroom innovation, even where innovation is 

necessary to maintain potential (cf. García-Avilés et al., 2018). 

It also differs from business continuity: an outlet may remain 

commercially viable while scaling back investigative, local or 

accountability work (cf. Abernathy, 2018; Free, 2026; Hamilton, 

2016; Nielsen, 2015). Resilient journalism is defined here as 

the capacity of journalism, as an institutionally organized and 

socially embedded practice, to sustain verification, contextu-

alization, accountability and inclusive public deliberation under 

structural shock (cf. Anderson et al., 2012; Daniel & Weichert, 

2022; Humprecht et al., 2020).

Public-interest orientation supplies the normative criterion 

for that capacity. Journalism is treated as democratic infra-

structure and as a public good whose benefits reach citizens 

and institutions well beyond those who directly pay for any par-

ticular piece of reporting. Normative media theory frames jour-

nalism’s common-good value through overlapping democratic 

roles (cf. Christians et al., 2009: 29-32, 125-127, 131): 

-	 informing and monitoring the social environment, 

-	 scrutinizing political and economic power, 

-	 enabling public debate and participation, 

-	 promoting inclusiveness and pluralism, and 

-	 attending to power relations that otherwise leave margin-

alized groups without effective representation. 

Political-economy scholarship adds that markets system-

atically underproduce local, investigative and policy reporting 

because the public value of such reporting exceeds the private 

return available to producers (cf. Baker, 2009: 48-50; Hamilton, 
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2016; McChesney & Nichols, 2010; Napoli et al., 2017: 373-375).

Public-interest orientation functions as a design principle 

and an evaluation standard. The relevant question is whether 

a policy instrument, technology strategy or funding mechanism 

strengthens democratic functions while limiting dependency 

on external factors and actors (cf. Forum on Information and 

Democracy, 2025: 14-15; Betcheva, 2025; Free, 2026: 9-10). In 

the German debate, this aligns with Gemeinwohlorientierung, 

although its legal consequences remain unsettled because 

journalism is not expressly listed as a charitable purpose in 

Section 52(2) of the German Fiscal Code (Abgabenordnung 

[AO], 1976, § 52).

2.2	 Multi-level model and actor 
	 ecology of resilient journalism
Resilient journalism is operationalized across three coupled 

levels: 

At the individual level, journalists’ capability to perform rests 

on professional agency: editorial judgment, verification compe-

tence, and AI literacy. Kramp and Weichert (2026a: 207-210) 

specify these capacities for AI-shaped newsrooms through 

a set of competence clusters. This agency is constrained by 

working conditions: Posetti et al. (2020: 9-12) document how 

psychological strain, financial insecurity and insufficient employer 

support affect journalists’ work under crisis conditions. Online 

violence adds a further constraint on safety and participation: 

Posetti and Shabbir (2022: 11-14) link harassment to men-

tal-health and self-censorship effects. Conceptually, individual 

resilience is therefore better understood not as a private trait but 

as a resource-dependent adaptive capacity: Norris et al. (2008: 

136-137) show that resilience rests on dynamic resources and 

on their volume, diversity and distribution.

At the organizational level, it is the capacity of newsrooms 

to absorb technological, economic and social shocks while 

keeping core editorial functions intact: verification, editorial 

judgment, accountability and public-interest orientation. Media 

innovation reaches well beyond product change to processes 

and organizational arrangements (García-Avilés et al., 2018: 30; 

Spyridou, 2026: 6). Organizational resilience also depends on 

protective newsroom settings, including security, safety and 

psychological-support protocols (Posetti & Shabbir, 2022: 14). 

In AI-mediated newswork, human oversight becomes a routine 

editorial safeguard; audience research summarizes the basic 

principle as “nothing should go out without being checked” 

(Collao, 2024: 53). Newsrooms become less resilient when 

social media metrics and web analytics shape the kinds of sto-

ries being pursued (Meese & Hurcombe, 2020: 4). They also 

become less resilient when generative AI is adopted without 

safeguards against overreliance, confidentiality risks and fac-

tual inaccuracies (Nishal & Diakopoulos, 2024: 2-3). AI-related 

efficiency gains can further undermine resilience if unreliable 

outputs increase checking work or if saved time is converted 

into additional output demands rather than deeper reporting 

(Simon, 2024: 19). Organizational resilience is therefore account-

able adaptation under specific constraints: Newsrooms should 

be able to absorb technological and economic shocks without 

weakening verification, editorial judgment, source protection or 

responsibility toward audiences.

At the societal level, resilience depends on the legal, eco-

nomic, technological and civic conditions within which journal-

ism is conducted. Humprecht et al. (2020: 495-499) concep-

tualize resilience to online disinformation as a function of soci-

etal conditions, including political institutions, economic envi-

ronments and information infrastructures. Peißker et al. (2025: 

1-2) extend this framework to democracies experiencing dem-

ocratic backsliding and emphasize the role of civil society and 

institutional capture in shaping societal resilience. At the pol-

icy level, the European Centre for Press and Media Freedom 

(2025: 1-3) identifies closely related media-resilience priorities, 

such as economic viability, journalist safety, and AI-related safe-

guards. The EU Horizon research project “Resilient Media for 

Democracy in the Digital Age” (ReMed) offers a reference point 

for this actor ecology, framing media resilience through techno-

logically mediated interactions between citizens, professional 

journalists and alternative media content producers (Tomaz & 

Trappel, 2025: 4). Related policy-facing work extends this ecol-

ogy toward the relations between policymakers, media and 

publics (Money-Kyrle, 2026: 5), a connection that UNESCO's 
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Windhoek+30 Declaration deepens by treating information as 

a public good sustained through enabling legal environments, 

media viability and shared responsibility among states, media 

and civil society (UNESCO, 2021b: 1-4, 6-17).

The actors within this ecology should not be conflated with 

journalism itself. Local journalism denotes professional edito-

rial work oriented toward local accountability, verification and 

democratic oversight. Civic information, by contrast, encom-

passes the broader supply of usable public knowledge con-

cerning local institutions, public services and community needs 

(cf. Wellbrock & Maaß, 2024: 8-10). Participatory formats such 

as listening sessions and community forums can complement 

local journalism and reinforce local information exchange, par-

ticularly where newsroom decline has produced local news 

gaps (Nielsen, 2015: 161-162). Such participatory arrangements 

do not, however, displace editorial responsibility (Ferrucci & 

Nelson, 2019: 46).

The actor ecology matters because relationships between 

journalists, audiences and community actors shape how local 

information needs are identified and addressed (Ferrucci & 

Nelson, 2019: 45-50). Philanthropic and public funders can help 

to build institutional resources, but the same funding can also 

create governance risks (Forum on Information and Democracy, 

2025: 15). In particular, foundation money may blur the line 

between revenue generation and editorial autonomy (van’t Hof 

& Deuze, 2025: 6-7). Platform companies organize how users, 

firms, governments and other stakeholders interact within plat-

form ecosystems (Gorwa, 2019: 2), while platform moderation 

governs what users can publish, encounter and contest online 

(Gillespie, 2018: 6-7). Non-professional information actors, for 

their part, may amplify, distort or deliberately circulate public infor-

mation through coordinated social-media activity (Pacheco et 

al., 2021: 455). These actors shape the conditions under which 

journalism is financed, distributed, contested and recognized; 

they do not replace the journalistic function itself.

The three levels are mutually dependent. Deficits at one level 

cannot be offset indefinitely by strengths at another. Journalists’ 

professional development is constrained by precarious con-

tracts and hostile work environments (Maares, 2025: 825; 

Posetti & Shabbir, 2022: 8-9; Thomasson, 2025: 4). Strong 

iStock/coffeekai 
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newsrooms remain vulnerable when distribution is governed 

by opaque platform systems (cf. Helmond, 2015: 7-8; Hastuti et 

al., 2025: 6-7; van Dijck et al., 2018: 9). Public funding requires 

editorial governance and independence guarantees within 

funded organizations (Pickard, 2021; UNESCO, 2021b: 2-3). 

Conversely, individual competence and organizational account-

ability lose force when the surrounding arrangements reward 

engagement metrics and algorithmic optimization over public 

value (Napoli, 2019: 66).

A figurational approach helps to specify this coupling: 

Communicative figurations, as developed by Hepp and the 

“Communicative Figurations” research network (2017), con-

sist of interdependent actors, shared frames of relevance and 

media ensembles through which communication takes shape. 

The approach draws on the broader concept of deep mediatiza-

tion, which describes the constitutive role that software-based, 

datafying and platform-mediated infrastructures play across 

contemporary social domains (Hepp, 2020; Hepp & Hasebrink, 

2018). Platforms and AI technology increasingly belong to 

these figurations. A figurational approach therefore explains 

why local and audience-facing interventions in Chapters 4 and 

5 are treated as communication arrangements rather than as 

content subsidies.

2.3	 Classical infrastructure lenses: 
	 Ellul, Winner, and Masuda
The three-level model identifies where resilience is produced; 

classical theories of technology help explain how platform 

and AI infrastructures exert pressure on each of those levels. 

Ellul (1964), Winner (1986) and Masuda (1980) are not used as 

a closed grand theory, but instead serve as lenses for under-

standing how technical orders standardize practice, redistrib-

ute power and define the range of effective action in public 

communication.

Ellul’s concept of technique highlights efficiency as a social 

rationality. Technique is not merely a collection of devices; it is the 

tendency to organize action around the most efficient means 

(Ellul, 1964: xxv). In journalism, this lens applies directly to met-

ric-driven publishing, audience analytics and generative AI (cf. 

Caplan & boyd, 2018; Christin, 2020: 17-22; Hastuti et al., 2025: 

6). Once engagement or cost reduction becomes the implicit 

“one best means,” editorial judgment can be subordinated to 

operational efficiency (Ellul, 1964: 21), even without any actor 

explicitly intending to weaken journalism.

None of this makes efficiency incompatible with journal-

istic integrity. Newsrooms need tools that reduce repetitive 

work, support research and make production sustainable (cf. 

Simon, Fletcher & Nielsen, 2025: 46-47; Nishal & Diakopoulos, 

2024; Cools & Diakopoulos, 2024: 889). The Ellul lens becomes 

useful when efficiency stops being instrumental and becomes 

the standard against which editorial choices are judged. Under 

that condition, AI adoption can become a rationalization device: 

Fewer people are expected to produce more content, verify 

more signals, moderate more platforms and oversee more 

transparency obligations (cf. Newman, 2026; Simon, 2024). 

Resilience policy must therefore protect the institutional ability 

to refuse or constrain efficiency gains that jeopardize verifica-

tion, attribution, accountability or trust.

Winner moves the focus from efficiency to political order. 

Technologies are not neutral instruments added to an otherwise 

unchanged social world. They establish incentives, constraints, 

roles and dependencies (Winner, 1986: 6, 28). Platform power 

is especially relevant for journalism because platforms do not 

need to own news organizations or dictate coverage to shape 

journalistic conditions; they structure access to audiences, data 

and attribution (cf. Nielsen & Ganter, 2022). Recommender 

systems, search interfaces and answer engines do not merely 

distribute news. They help determine which forms of news 

become visible, which actors can contest decisions and which 

responsibilities are displaced (cf. Diakopoulos, 2019; Helberger, 

2019; Pierson et al., 2023: 10-11; Wallace, 2018). In this sense, a 

platform or AI system can be political without being partisan.

For journalism policy, platform and AI architectures are 

legitimate objects of democratic governance. Ranking rules, 

data-access conditions, labeling and audit rights shape the 

terms under which journalism reaches publics (cf. Gillespie, 2018; 

Gorwa, 2019; Helmond, 2015; Plantin et al., 2018; van Dijck et al., 

2018). When these infrastructures remain opaque, journalism’s 
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societal function depends on institutions that neither share its 

mandate nor carry its editorial responsibilities. Following Winner, 

this reading supports demands for transparency, contestabil-

ity, attribution and responsibility at the infrastructure layer (cf. 

Bandy & Diakopoulos, 2021).

Masuda’s work on the information society adds a third ori-

entation. Its value for the present analysis lies less in prediction 

than in the claim that information infrastructures can be designed 

around public goals (Masuda, 1980). If the production, circula-

tion and use of information are central to social coordination, the 

institutional architecture of journalism becomes part of societal 

resilience. Arrangements such as nonprofit legal forms, data 

commons and AI governance are not peripheral cultural poli-

cies, but are elements of the contemporary public information 

order (cf. Free, 2026: 9-10; Kaufhold et al., 2023; Mansell et al., 

2025: 5-6; UNESCO, 2021a: 8, 22).

Read together, Ellul, Winner and Masuda clarify why plat-

form and AI systems are treated here as ordering infrastructures 

rather than neutral tools. Their value for this paper is interpre-

tive: they make the empirical findings on efficiency pressure, 

platform dependency and uneven public-interest orientation 

legible as policy problems.

2.4	 The compounding crisis: 
	 Global and German signals
The crisis of journalism within the long-term transformation of 

media ecologies is deepened by several long-recognized prob-

lems acting at once. The contraction of legacy newsrooms is 

the visible signal raised at the start of this paper, but its policy 

relevance lies in the resources such cuts affect: investigative 

reporting, local coverage and specialist desks. Demand-side 

conditions are also strained. Comparative audience research 

points to news avoidance and declining trust across several 

modes of communication. The Reuters Institute’s Digital News 

Report 2025 identifies information overload, fatigue and emo-

tional burden as important factors behind avoidance (Newman 

et al., 2025; cf. Kramp & Weichert, 2025b). Comparative trust 

research further shows that trust trajectories are uneven and 

connected to wider trends in political trust (cf. Hanitzsch et al., 

2018; Edelman, 2026). In Germany, chatbot-powered news use 

remains concentrated in specific groups within the adult online 

population, especially younger users (cf. Behre et al., 2025). 

Although AI chatbots have not become a dominant audience 

practice, they are strategically relevant: they introduce an inter-

face through which attribution, visibility and trust may be reor-

ganized well before majority usage emerges (cf. Skovsgaard & 

Andersen, 2020; Toff & Palmer, 2019; Behre et al., 2025).

Distribution is becoming even more volatile: Declines in 

search referrals, zero-click interfaces and AI-generated sum-

maries point to a transition from platform-mediated distribution 

toward AI-mediated intermediation (cf. Newman, 2026; Nielsen, 

2026). Google products remain important traffic sources for 

many publishers, while industry analyses report more searches 

without clicks and less organic search traffic for publishers (cf. 

Southern, 2025; Goodwin, 2026; Vargas, 2026). The point is 

not that AI summaries alone caused the decline. Rather, pub-

lishers operate in a distribution environment where the route 

between journalism and the public is increasingly governed 

by systems that answer, rank and summarize without reliably 

returning attention, revenue or attribution to the original producer 

(cf. Helberger, 2019; Trielli, 2025; Wallace, 2018).

AI governance is emerging just as newsroom resources 

are shrinking. Article 50 of the EU AI Act establishes transpar-

ency obligations for AI-generated or manipulated content and its 

paragraph 4 contains an exception for text published to inform 

the public on matters of public interest where the AI-generated 

content has undergone human review or editorial control and a 

natural or legal person holds editorial responsibility for the pub-

lication (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689; European Commission, 

2025). The Commission's draft Article 50 guidelines of 8 May 

2026 bear directly on journalism: they move the issue from a 

general transparency norm toward operational questions of 

scope, disclosure and the division of responsibility between 

providers and deployers. They also complement the parallel 

Code of Practice on marking and labelling AI-generated con-

tent, and they were opened for targeted consultation until 3 June 

2026 (European Commission, 2026a, 2026b). For journalism, 

Article 50(4) therefore recognizes editorial responsibility while 
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requiring newsroom-level judgment about when AI-generated 

or manipulated content must be made legible to audiences. 

The legal obligation is also a resource problem for newsrooms 

already dealing with cost pressures, AI integration and the need 

to preserve audience trust.

A further signal that derives from AI development con-

cerns the external threat environment: on current evidence, 

fully autonomous cross-platform “AI swarms” (Schroeder et al., 

2026) cannot yet be treated as an established empirical con-

dition. Better-supported mechanisms include 

-	 coordinated inauthentic behavior detectable through shared 

identities and synchronized activity (Pacheco et al., 2021: 

455-457), 

-	 bot-assisted amplification of low-credibility content (Shao 

et al., 2018: 1, 5), 

-	 harassment of journalists within organized social media 

manipulation campaigns (Bradshaw & Howard, 2019: 15), 

-	 AI-supported influence operations during elections 

(Stockwell, 2024: 3-5), 

-	 scalable synthetic content in smear campaigns and decep-

tive political advertising (Stockwell, 2024: 8-15), and 

-	 observed AI-assisted threat workflows involving generated 

comments, content farms and coordinated deceptive post-

ing (cf. OpenAI, 2026: 15-18, 22-24).

The swarm scenario is best understood as a stress-test 

exercise: It asks how newsroom verification, provenance and 

journalist safety would hold up under persistent agents, real-

time optimization and cross-platform functionality (cf. Goldstein 

et al., 2023; Li et al., 2024; Park et al., 2023).

Against this background, the funding architecture for safe-

guarding journalism has lagged behind operating challenges. In 

Germany, nonprofit journalism is still not expressly listed as its 

own charitable purpose in Section 52(2) AO, and recent politi-

cal commitments have not yet produced a stable funding path-

way (CDU, CSU, & SPD, 2025; Steueränderungsgesetz 2025, 

2025; Deutsches Stiftungszentrum, 2025; Winheller, 2025). The 

resulting mismatch is most consequential for reporting initiatives 

whose public value is high while their revenue bases remain 

structurally fragile (cf. Forum Gemeinnütziger Journalismus, 

2024; Gall & Krüger, 2025; Kramp & Weichert, 2023; Kramp & 

Weichert, 2025a).

Taken together, these signals justify the four-vector archi-

tecture developed in the next section.

2.5	 Four pressure vectors as 
	 analytical architecture
The four pressure vectors specify the main channels through 

which contemporary journalism loses adaptive room: labor 

precarity, platform intermediation, AI transformation and the 

public-interest funding gap.

The first pressure vector, labor precarity, covers inadequate 

compensation, unstable income and gaps in social protection 

(cf. Gollmitzer, 2024: 207-208), intensified workloads, burnout 

and declining job satisfaction after newsroom cuts (cf. Reinardy 

& Zion, 2020: 1212), weakened career expectations, financial 

strain and professional identity disruption following job loss (cf. 

ibid: 1217-1218), as well as dependence on supplementary work 

outside journalism (cf. WAN-IFRA, 2025). Unstable work con-

ditions have also been associated with weakened professional 

autonomy and deteriorating conditions for sustaining journal-

istic norms under economic and technological pressure (cf. 

Örnebring, 2018: 110-111). Precarious employment structures 

and newsroom rationalization further affect journalists’ well-

being, identity stability and long-term professional security 

(Gollmitzer, 2024: 208-209). Research on journalistic trauma 

and safety additionally indicates that insufficient organizational 

support structures can intensify psychological strain among 

journalists exposed to crisis and high-risk reporting environ-

ments (cf. Posetti et al., 2020: 11-12). Chapter 3 examines this 

vector through income assessments, working-time preferences, 

work-life interference, workplace climate and future orientation.

The second pressure vector, platform intermediation, 

captures journalism’s dependence on digital platforms for scale, 

advertising and discoverability (Nielsen & Ganter, 2022: 160-161). 

Furthermore, the increasing role of algorithmic recommenda-

tion and AI-supported optimization systems in shaping how 

audiences access news is a notable trend (Ratner et al., 2023: 

1414). Platformization is defined as the penetration of platform 
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networks, economic processes, and governance frameworks 

into sectors such as journalism, along with the reorganization of 

cultural and communicative practices around these platforms 

(Poell et al., 2019: 1). Platformization has been conceptualized as 

a transformation in which infrastructures themselves become 

reorganized around platform logics, while platforms increas-

ingly acquire infrastructural characteristics (Plantin et al., 2018: 

295). This shift transfers increasing communicative and eco-

nomic power to private platform operators that organize visibility 

and audience access (ibid: 306). Platform dependency refers 

to the asymmetric position of news organizations within this 

environment, particularly regarding traffic acquisition, mon-

etization and content visibility (cf. Meese & Hurcombe, 2021: 

947-948). Recommendation systems operated by intermedi-

aries further intensify these dependencies by using algorithmic 

and AI-supported optimization systems to maximize engage-

ment and monetization outcomes (Eder & Sjøvaag, 2025: 1-2). 

Chapter 3 uses survey evidence on distribution practices, 

iStock/Vertigo3d 
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audience dialogue, participation and perceived audience dis-

tance, while external evidence on search traffic and platform 

power provides the structural context.

The third pressure vector, AI transformation, comprises at 

least five analytically distinct components: generative production 

concerns the creation of text, audiovisual material and struc-

tured articles through automated or semi-automated systems 

(Cools & Diakopoulos, 2024: 889). Assistive systems concern 

research support, transcription and editorial decision support 

through machine learning, natural language processing and 

related computational tools (Beckett, 2019: 20-22). Generative 

AI can also support summarization, querying, collaborative writ-

ing and content creation, but these uses require human over-

sight because hallucinations, over-reliance and factual errors 

can threaten accuracy and credibility (Nishal & Diakopoulos, 

2024: 3-4). Answer engines concern AI-mediated interfaces 

that synthesize information for users and may weaken direct 

source attribution and publisher visibility by shifting audience 

access away from publisher-controlled environments toward 

generative answer systems (Simon, 2024: 35-36). Synthetic 

manipulation concerns deepfakes, AI-assisted misinformation 

and synthetic or manipulated media that complicate verifica-

tion, trust and editorial accountability (Molla & Ahsan, 2025: 

13). Finally, compliance concerns disclosure, labeling, prov-

enance, documentation, human oversight and responsibility 

under emerging legal and self-regulatory regimes, including 

transparency obligations for AI-generated or manipulated con-

tent under Regulation (EU) 2024/1689, Art. 50. Therefore, this 

vector should not be reduced to job substitution. Its policy rel-

evance lies in the redistribution of responsibility: journalists and 

newsrooms are expected to govern AI tools, preserve human 

editorial judgment and creativity, verify AI-shaped informa-

tion environments and maintain accountability under increas-

ingly data-driven production conditions (cf. DalBen Furtado & 

Lassiter, 2025). Chapter 3 reports professional AI uncertainty, 

systemic AI concerns and anticipated future competencies 

within this wider taxonomy.

The fourth pressure vector, the public-interest funding 

gap, captures the structural underproduction of public-value 

journalism in commercially weakened media environments: 

high-quality journalism produces social benefits that mar-

kets often fail to finance, especially when short-term returns 

do not justify the costs of reporting (Pickard, 2020: 65-67). 

Cagé (2016: 56-58) similarly explains that media production is 

marked by high fixed costs, that staff cuts reduce news qual-

ity, and that competition can reduce the quantity and quality 

of information available to citizens. Durable support therefore 

requires institutional forms such as nonprofit status, tax incen-

tives, public funds, philanthropic coordination and communi-

ty-support structures rather than reliance on advertising or 

short-term commercial returns (Cagé, 2016: 106-108; Pickard, 

2021). Recent ReMeD policy-facing work reinforces this point 

from a European perspective: it treats shrinking revenues, pay-

wall stratification, concentration and Big Tech dependency as 

linked funding problems, and argues that public support has to 

combine infrastructure investment, transparent arm’s-length 

funding and market correction as opposed to direct subsidies 

alone (Money-Kyrle, 2026: 6-7). The survey conducted for this 

paper measures the professional self-understanding, collec-

tive agency and perceived resource limitations that contribute 

to the policy relevance of this gap.  

Chapter 3 examines how strongly public-value claims remain 

present in journalists’ professional self-understanding and where 

perceived boundaries make the funding gap policy-relevant 

(cf. Lincoln, 2025: 890-893). The governance risks of philan-

thropy and public-interest funding are taken up in Chapters 4 

and 5 (cf. Ferrucci & Nelson, 2019: 45-47; Lincoln, 2025: 894-

895; Schiffrin et al., 2025: 263-265).
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Empirical Evidence Across the Four 
Pressure Vectors

3.1	 Epistemic status and survey scope
Chapter 3 utilizes the four pressure vectors developed in Chapter 

2 to analyze the survey evidence and select international con-

text. It presents the potential insights of the survey data regard-

ing issues of labor precarity, platform intermediation, AI trans-

formation, and the necessity for a common-good orientation. 

It also delineates the manner in which these data should be 

interpreted in conjunction with relevant external evidence. Two 

bridge sources carry most of this work: The Worlds of Journalism 

Study 3 provides a comparative professional-field standard for 

journalists’ roles, working conditions and safety (Lauerer et al., 

2025). The German strand of the Reuters Institute Digital News 

Report 2025, for which the Leibniz Institute for Media Research 

| Hans Bredow Institute is responsible, gives audience-side con-

text on news use, trust, news avoidance and attitudes toward 

AI-generated news (Behre et al., 2025).

 The original empirical data were collected using an online 

survey conducted in cooperation with the German Journalists 

Association (Deutscher Journalisten-Verband e.V., DJV). 

Invitations were distributed through all sixteen regional asso-

ciations in early 2025; responses were accepted until March 5, 

2025. A total of 1,170 respondents answered the data-protection 

item; 1,159 (99.1%) confirmed that they had read and accepted the 

data-protection notice, while 11 (0.9%) did not. Valid responses 

vary by question. The analysis therefore reports the effective 

number of respondents (n) when it differs from the overall total 

and distinguishes total item n from valid responses excluding 

“don't know” where necessary.

The closed professional population is central to the inferen-

tial basis. It makes the survey more bounded than open online 

sampling, without rendering it representative of all journalists 

in Germany. The data were collected on the “UmfrageOnline” 

platform and anonymized as they were gathered. The study’s 

analytical value rests on three features:

•	 It provides a substantial bounded sample of DJV-affiliated 

journalists and supports descriptive, subgroup-based 

diagnosis within that professional population.

•	 It covers employment types, fields, output channels and 

career stages. Invitations were distributed through the 

sixteen DJV regional associations, although the dataset 

does not contain a separate regional variable for subgroup 

analysis.

•	 Its thematic breadth is unusual for this professional group, 

covering the five thematic areas working conditions, plat-

form practices, AI perceptions, professional identity and 

future orientation.

Four limitations define the reach of the findings:

•	 The respondents are DJV-affiliated journalists, not a 

random probability sample of all journalists working in 

Germany. Membership in the DJV skews toward profes-

sionally trained, established practitioners, which shows in 

the low share under 30 (3.7%) and the high share with 15 

or more years of experience (77.1%).

•	 Voluntary participation may have overrepresented jour-

nalists with strong views or acute professional stress.

•	 Print accounts for 51.1% of primary output, shaping 

platform-related findings and limiting transferability to 

online-native newsroom environments.

•	 The data consist of self-reported perceptions and assess-

ments. They are not objective measures of income, work-

ing hours, employer behavior, actual platform use or real-

ized policy effects.

These limitations bound the reach of the findings without 

compromising their diagnostic value for the DJV-affiliated 
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Variable Category n %

Gender (n = 1,141) Female 574 50.3

Male 563 49.3

Diverse 4 0.4

Age group (n = 1,142) 18-29 42 3.7

30-39 141 12.4

40-49 243 21.3

50-70 692 60.6

Over 70 24 2.1

Employment type (n = 1,113) Salaried 687 61.7

Freelance 426 38.3

Field (n = 1,117) Local / regional journalism 537 48.1

National / supraregional 289 25.9

Specialist / special interest 291 26.1

Primary output channel (n = 1,105) Print 565 51.1

Online 294 26.6

TV 133 12.0

Radio 113 10.2

Years of practice (n = 1,110) 15 years or more 856 77.1

10 to under 15 years 111 10.0

Under 10 years 143 12.9

Training pathway (multiple response item, n = 1,106) Journalistic traineeship (Volontariat) 669 60.5

Journalism-related degree 472 42.7

Career change (no journalism training) 246 22.2

Journalism school 127 11.5

Table 1: Sample Profile

professional population. The sample is large, vocationally 

grounded and sufficiently diverse to support policy-relevant 

inferences about experienced journalists in established media 

organizations and freelance ecosystems in Germany. Its infer-

ential status is best understood through triangulation rather than 

statistical representativeness. The DJV-Survey 2025 provides 

a bounded German professional-association diagnosis; the 

Worlds of Journalism Study 3 offers a comparative occupation-

al-field benchmark; and the results for Germany of the Reuters 

Digital News Report 2025 adds population-based audience con-

text that the DJV survey cannot supply. Consistent directional 

patterns across multiple items can support capacity-oriented 

policy reasoning, while small subgroups, self-reported assess-

ments and cross-sectional associations require qualification. 

Unless stated otherwise, percentages below are calculated 

on valid responses excluding “don't know” where indicated; total 

item n including “don't know” is reported separately when it mat-

ters for interpretation. Subgroups are defined as follows: high 

AI uncertainty = levels 4-5 on the professional AI uncertainty 

item; low AI uncertainty = levels 1-2 on the same item; systemic 

AI concern = “yes” on the public-communication concern item; 

high existential concern = levels 4-5 on the existential-concern 

item; low existential concern = levels 1-2.

3.2	 Pressure Vector 1: Labor precarity, 	
	 work intensity, and occupational 	
	 wellbeing
The first vector is assessed through survey indicators on income, 

working time, work-life interference and occupational wellbe-

ing. The interpretation draws on research into precarious jour-

nalism, newsroom rationalization and journalist mental health, 

which frames unstable work as more than an employment 



Evidence approach and claim status

Empirical value: 

The DJV-Survey 2025 is a bounded, descriptive and subgroup-based diagnosis among DJV-affiliated journalists. 

It supports claims about observed associations and perceived constraints; it does not estimate causal effects, 

directly measure employers, platforms or audiences, or assess policy impacts.

Comparative and case evidence: 

International cases and legal context are diagnostic design references. They clarify mechanisms, risks and trans-

fer limits rather than proving a single cause or importing a model for Germany.

Law perspective: 

Legal reform is treated as a capacity layer: nonprofit and funding forms, social protection, platform contestability, 

AI transparency and media-service protection matter only insofar as they protect the four resilience capacities.

Pilots and evaluation: 

Recommendations 1 and 2 are based most directly on the survey, while recommendations 3 to 5 draw more on lit-

erature, legal analysis, and comparative practice. They proceed as standards, coordination or learning infrastruc-

tures with impartial evaluation and capture safeguards.
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problem: as a constraint on verification, learning and editorial 

judgment (cf. Maares, 2025: 825, 828; Gollmitzer, 2024; Rick, 

2025; Springer & Rick, 2025; Thomasson, 2025: 4; Reinardy 

et al., 2023; WAN-IFRA, 2025). The survey data add a German 

professional-association sample to this international evidence. 

WJS3 offers the most useful comparative bridge as it covers 

employment, safety and autonomy across a large cross-na-

tional sample (cf. Hanitzsch et al., 2025). This study supports 

occupational contextualization, while the DJV-Survey 2025 

offers a German diagnosis of capacity strain among DJV-

affiliated respondents.

The empirical question is how pressure appears in respond-

ents’ working conditions and how it co-occurs with future expec-

tations, wellbeing and professional continuity.

3.2.1	 Income and economic precarity

Income self-assessment was captured through a closed sin-

gle-choice item. In the full item sample (n = 947), 15.2% reported 

being paid better than colleagues with similar tasks, 41.0% 

reported adequate compensation, 41.3% reported undercom-

pensation, and 2.5% selected “don't know” (see Figure 1). More 

than four in ten respondents therefore perceive their com-

pensation as inadequate. The subgroup that self-identifies as 

inadequately paid (n = 391) is treated below as an analytically 

important precarity indicator and compared with other wellbe-

ing and future-orientation variables.

Among freelancers who provided a valid answer to the 

income item, 47.7% (166/348) reported undercompensation. 

A significant proportion of the income-dissatisfied subgroup 

(166 out of 391 individuals) consists of freelancers, constituting 

42.5% of this demographic. This figure stands in contrast to the 
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Share of respondents

Paid better than colleagues withsimilar tasks

Paid adequately

Paid too little

Don't know

15.2% (144)

41.0% (388)

41.3% (391)

2.5% (24)

Income self-assessment
Single-choice item, n = 947

Figure 1 | Question: "Which of the following statements apply to you?"
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38.3% observed in the overall employment sample. Within the 

income-dissatisfied subgroup that provided valid responses to 

the respective items, 59.7% reported experiencing insufficient 

leisure time (233/390), compared with 47.8% of the overall valid 

sample. Furthermore, 71.0% reported having curtailed hobbies 

or social activities due to workload (277/390), compared with 

61.6% of the overall valid sample. These co-occurrences pro-

vide the first indication of a broader burden cluster: Perceived 

inadequate compensation is associated with time pressure 

and intrusion into non-work life.

Income disparities between colleagues on different remu-

neration schemes (tariff vs. non-tariff) are experienced as at 

least “rather serious” by 37.8% and as “very serious” by 31.0% 

of respondents who answered this item after excluding “don't 

know” (n = 777; total item n = 947). This means that 68.9% 

(535/777) of those with a clear view considered income ine-

quality within newsrooms to be at least a moderately serious 

problem. The mean rating was 2.91 overall on a 1-4 severity 

scale, where 4 indicates the most severe assessment. There 

was no meaningful difference by employment status: salaried 

journalists averaged 2.92 and freelancers 2.90.

3.2.2	 Work intensity and the desire to 		

	 reduce working hours

The desire to reduce working hours is widespread. Among 945 

respondents, 619 (65.5%) had considered reducing their working 

hours or had already done so (see Figure 2). This subgroup had 

a higher share of women (56.2%) than the overall gender sam-

ple (50.3%), consistent with the direction observed across other 

precarity dimensions. Among the 624 respondents who gave at 

least one reason for considering or enacting such a reduction, 

the most common motivation was more time with family and 

friends (76.0%), followed by health concerns (51.9%), hobbies 

(38.1%) and financial sufficiency under part-time work (20.5%). 

That more than half of this group named health concerns sug-

gests that a substantial subgroup experiences work intensity 

as a risk to physical or psychological wellbeing. 

According to the findings of the study, 20.5% of the reduc-

tion subgroup (127 out of 619) reported encountering resistance 

or obstruction from either editorial or company management. 

Among the respondents who either sought or enacted reduced 

hours, institutional barriers were a part of the experience for 

approximately one in five of them. 



Figure 2 | Question: "Have you ever considered reducing your working hours, or have you already done so?"
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Share of respondents

Yes

No

65.5% (619)

34.5% (326)

Considered or enacted a reduction in working hours
Single-choice item, n = 945
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Among respondents reporting insufficient leisure time (n = 

450), 90.4% also reported intrusive work-related thoughts in 

their free time, against 79.0% in the overall valid sample. A fur-

ther 86.2% of this subgroup reported reduced participation in 

hobbies or social activities because of workload, against 61.6% 

of the overall valid sample. Within the aforementioned insuffi-

cient-leisure subgroup, 328 respondents (72.9%) had contem-

plated or implemented a reduction in working hours. Within this 

subgroup of respondents who both lacked sufficient leisure time 

and had considered or enacted working-time reduction, 299 of 

328 (91.2%) also reported intrusive work-related thoughts during 

leisure time. Together with the income-dissatisfied subgroup, 

this confirms a recurring burden cluster: time poverty, intrusive 

work-related thoughts and reduced social participation tend to 

appear together rather than as isolated complaints.

The comparison across employment types is informative but 

modest. Among salaried journalists with a valid answer to the 

leisure item, 50.7% reported insufficient leisure time (301/594), 

compared with 42.9% of freelancers (149/347). The difference 

is statistically significant but small (chi-square test with Yates 

correction, p approximately 0.026). Time poverty is therefore 

present in both groups, although salaried journalists report it 

somewhat more often. One plausible interpretation is that sal-

aried journalists are more tightly bound to editorial schedules 

and workplace structures, while freelancers may have greater 

schedule flexibility even when facing comparable or stronger 

income pressure.

´

3.2.3	 Work-life interference and 

	 biographical consequences

Respondents were asked whether their work in journalism had 

influenced personal life decisions. The item allowed multiple 

responses. In the full valid item sample (n = 941), 58.7% reported 

no influence from journalistic work on these life domains. 42.1% 

reported at least one specific biographical effect. The spe-

cific effects were as follows: 25.3% reported initially deciding 

against or deferring children because of their work situation; 

20.0% reported deferring or avoiding a property purchase for 

the same reason; and 10.4% stated that they had avoided long-

term partnership commitments because of work (see Figure 3). 

These figures rise in the relevant precarity subgroups. 

Among income-dissatisfied respondents with a valid answer to 

this item (n = 390), 30.3% reported either deferring or deciding 

against starting a family because of their work situation, against 

25.3% of the overall valid sample. Additionally, 23.1% reported 

deferring property purchase, compared with 20.0% overall, and 

14.6% reported avoiding long-term partnership commitments, 

compared with 10.4% overall. In the same group, 50.3% stated 
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that they experienced no biographical effect, compared with 

58.7% overall. Among respondents with insufficient leisure time 

(n = 450), 34.4% reported deferring or deciding against starting 

a family, and 27.3% reported deferring property purchase. These 

figures exceed the overall sample means for both outcomes.

For a substantial share of respondents, journalistic work is 

experienced as a structural constraint on biographical trajecto-

ries. Given the cross-sectional design of the study, the observed 

patterns should be interpreted as reported associations between 

current working conditions and perceived life-course effects. 

The pattern’s policy relevance is attributable to its consistency 

across multiple indicators and subgroups.

3.2.4	 Workplace climate and 

	 organizational wellbeing

The general mood in the working environment was assessed 

on a four-point scale ranging from 1 (“excellent”) to 4 (“mis-

erable”), where higher values indicate a worse assessment. 

The distribution is negatively skewed: 2.6% rated the climate 

as “excellent,” 25.9% as “rather good,” 51.4% as “rather poor,” 

and 20.1% as “miserable” (n = 956; mean = 2.89) (see Figure 

4). Taken together, 71.4% characterized the general mood as 

either “rather poor” or “miserable.” A different picture emerges 

when personal well-being in the immediate working environ-

ment is rated on a parallel four-point scale. In this sample, 25.6% 

of respondents reported a rating of “very good,” while 46.6% 

selected level 2. This indicates that 72.3% of the respondents 

placed themselves in the two positive categories, levels 1 and 

2 (n = 948; mean = 2.10). The divergence marks a distinction 

between the broader structural mood of the sector and the 

day-to-day working relationships respondents experience. 

The low direct-workplace-wellbeing subgroup shows the 

same burden cluster, but with a stronger future-orientation 

component. Among respondents reporting low personal well-

being in their direct working environment (levels 3-4; n = 263), 

89.2% reported intrusive work-related thoughts during lei-

sure time and 70.7% curtailed hobbies or social activities due 

to workload. More importantly for the occupational-resilience 

argument, this group also reports a substantially more negative 

professional future outlook (mean = 3.00 vs. 2.53 overall) and 

weaker intention to remain with current employers or clients.

The high-existential-concern subgroup marks the strongest 

Figure 3 | Question: "How does your work as a journalist affect your family planning, or how has it affected you so far?"
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58.7% (552)

25.3% (238)

20.0% (188)

10.4% (98)

Biographical effects of journalistic work
Multiple-response item, n = 941
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escalation of this pattern. Among respondents at levels 4-5 on 

existential concern (n = 393), 56.2% reported insufficient lei-

sure time and 71.4% curtailed social activities or hobbies due to 

workload. The decisive additional finding is career-related: only 

42.6% of respondents with a valid answer expected to remain 

in journalism for their entire career, compared with 66.1% overall 

and 91.8% in the low-existential-concern subgroup.

Overall, the labor-precarity vector is therefore not defined 

by one isolated indicator. It appears as a repeated association 

between income pressure, time poverty, work-life intrusion, 

weaker workplace wellbeing and reduced confidence in long-

term professional continuity.

3.3	 Pressure Vector 2: 
	 Platform intermediation, audience
	 relations, and distribution practices
The second vector is measured through platform use, audience 

dialogue, participation, and perceived audience distance. It is 

important to note that the survey does not directly measure traf-

fic flows, algorithmic rankings, platform revenues, or publisher 

revenues. Consequently, it serves as a complementary addi-

tion to existing international evidence concerning platformiza-

tion and platform dependency. A comparative analysis of the 

United Kingdom and Greece reveals that platform dependency 

is influenced by both media-system characteristics and organ-

izational factors, including size, market position, and reputation 

(Nicoli, Maniou & Giomelakis, 2025). Nielsen and Ganter’s (2022) 

concept of directly journalism-relevant platform power is par-

ticularly useful because it captures influence exercised through 

access, interfaces, metrics, data and strategic dependency 

rather than formal editorial command. Consequently, the DJV 

findings can be interpreted as newsroom-side indicators of a 

more extensive intermediation structure, rather than as direct 

measurements of platform power (see Nielsen & Fletcher, 2023; 

Schneiders & Stark, 2025). 

What follows concentrates on the practical position jour-

nalists hold within this structure: Which platforms matter for 

distribution and dialogue, how far audiences are perceived to 

be from editorial work, and whether democratic reporting can 

be sustained when audience relationships are fragmented 

Figure 4 | Question: "On a scale of 1 to 4 (excellent, fairly good, fairly poor, terrible): How would you rate the general 

atmosphere in your workplace?"
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General mood in the working environment
Four-point scale, n = 956
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across platform networks and, increasingly, AI-mediated answer 

interfaces.

3.3.1	 Social media as a distribution channel

Respondents assessed the significance of nine social media 

platforms as distribution channels for their journalistic work on 

a five-point scale ranging from 1 (“very important”) to 5 (“unim-

portant”). Because lower mean values indicate greater impor-

tance, Instagram was the most important distribution platform 

(mean = 3.03; n = 991 valid responses excluding “don't know”), 

followed by WhatsApp (mean = 3.35) and Facebook (mean = 

3.49). TikTok (mean = 4.07), X/formerly Twitter (mean = 4.09), 

Bluesky (mean = 4.41), Telegram (mean = 4.47), Mastodon 

(mean = 4.63), and Snapchat (mean = 4.71) clustered in the 

lower-importance range, with majorities rating them “unimpor-

tant” (see Figure 5). LinkedIn was not included in the question-

naire because the survey focused on platforms used primarily 

for journalistic distribution and direct audience engagement. 

Although LinkedIn also hosts journalistic content, it functions 

mainly as a professional network for career communication, 

industry exchange and personal branding. Including it would 

have shifted the analytical focus from audience-oriented plat-

forms to professional networking contexts.

The distribution hierarchy is quite narrow: only Instagram, 

WhatsApp and Facebook approach the middle of the scale, 

while six of the nine platforms assessed are rated unimportant 

Figure 5 | Question: "How important are the following social media platforms and services as a distribution channel for your 

journalistic work? Please rank your answers accordingly."
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by clear majorities. Crossmedia work is nevertheless routine, 

with 78.2% of respondents stating that work across multiple 

channels is part of their daily practice (n = 1,105). Most respond-

ents therefore work across several output channels while con-

centrating platform-based distribution on a limited set of dom-

inant services.

Employment type adds some variation. Across the three 

leading distribution services, salaried journalists rated platforms 

as more important than freelancers: Facebook 3.31 vs. 3.79, 

Instagram 2.88 vs. 3.26, and WhatsApp 3.19 vs. 3.61. Because 

lower values indicate greater importance, this pattern suggests 

that platform-based distribution is more strongly embedded in 

salaried newsroom workflows than in freelance work, at least 

for these services. This interpretation should remain tentative, 

since the survey measures perceived platform importance, not 

actual platform use, newsroom mandates, audience composi-

tion or individual distribution strategies. 

Age-group comparisons leave the concentration on a lim-

ited set of services broadly intact, though the exact order varies, 

especially in the oldest group. The central finding remains unal-

tered by the presence of directional differences: platform-based 

distribution clusters on a limited set of services. 

This finding is a newsroom-side indicator, not a direct meas-

urement of platform power. It comes into sharper focus through 

Nielsen and Ganter’s (2022) understanding: platforms shape 

journalism across the dimensions named above (see section 

2.2), even without formal editorial instructions. The survey data 

therefore support a cautious bridge claim. They show how plat-

form relevance is experienced within professional routines; 

the stronger claim about structural dependency comes from 

platformization research and external evidence on distribution, 

traffic and platform governance.

3.3.2	 Platforms for audience dialogue

For audience dialogue, the hierarchy broadly mirrors distribution, 

with slightly greater importance for direct exchange: Instagram 

reaches mean 2.81, Facebook 3.04 and WhatsApp 3.13. Yet even 

the strongest platform does not function as a shared dialogue 

environment for the sample; 22.9% of valid respondents still 

rated Instagram as unimportant. Platform-mediated dialogue 

can create contact points, but it is not equivalent to durable 

public embeddedness.

For many respondents, no single platform functions as a 

reliable or widely shared channel for audience dialogue. Even 

Instagram, the highest-rated dialogue platform, was considered 

“unimportant” by 22.9% of respondents with a valid answer 

excluding “don't know” (215/940). Direct journalist-audience rela-

tionships mediated through platforms are therefore fragmented 

across services and absent for substantial parts of the sample. 

This matters for the paper’s broader question of how journalism 

can maintain audience proximity and common-good-orienta-

tion in platform-dependent news ecosystems.

The finding also qualifies audience-oriented policy design. 

Platform-mediated dialogue can create contact points, yet it is 

not equivalent to durable public embeddedness. On its own, it 

does not establish stable civic information flows, trusted local 

knowledge networks or accountable participatory communi-

cation settings. 

3.3.3	 Audience participation in journalistic 

	 work

The assessment of audience participation across four stages 

of journalistic work was conducted using a five-point scale, 

with 1 representing “very high” and 5 representing “very low.” 

Participation levels were lowest at the content revision stage 

(mean = 3.63; n = 983) and the content production stage (mean 

= 3.63; n = 983), and strongest at the agenda-setting stage 

(mean = 3.33; n = 983) and the research stage (mean = 3.43; n 

= 985). In all four cases the responses spread broadly across 

the scale, which points to heterogeneity in newsroom practices.

The perceived audience distance, measured on a five-point 

global scale from “very close” to “very far,” yielded a mean of 2.91 

(n = 978), with 47.1% of respondents placing themselves at the 

mid-point and 22.7% rating the distance as “rather far” or “very 

far” (see Figure 6). Platform use should therefore not be equated 

with audience proximity. Many respondents use social media 

for distribution and dialogue, yet the largest share describes the 

distance between editorial practice and audiences as moderate. 
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The relevance of “young topics” (defined in the question-

naire as gender issues, the life situations of younger people, 

ecology/sustainability and online phenomena) was assessed 

by 978 respondents including “don't know.” Excluding the 31 

“don't know” responses (valid n = 947), 38.3% said these top-

ics could receive more attention and 9.6% said their relevance 

was clearly too low; together, 47.9% assessed coverage as 

insufficient. A further 28.1% considered current coverage ade-

quate, 14.6% considered it rather high, and 9.4% considered it 

exaggeratedly high. This points to a professional awareness 

that content strategies may not fully match certain audience 

segments, younger ones in particular.

3.3.4	 Perceived future role of journalism

Respondents were also asked about the future role of jour-

nalism given changes in digital media use, AI and alternative 

media formats. They assessed whether journalism would play 

a greater, equal or more subordinate role in people’s media rep-

ertoires over the next decade (n = 1,082). A plurality of 43.6% 

expected journalism to play a more subordinate role; 34.7% 

expected it to remain equally significant, and 21.7% expected 

it to play a greater role.

Subgroup comparisons show a cautious but still meaning-

ful pattern. Among respondents who expected journalism to 

play a more subordinate role, 49.9% of those with a valid answer 

reported high existential concerns (levels 4-5), and 76.9% rated 

the general working climate as rather poor or miserable. Among 

respondents who expected journalism to play a greater role, 

38.3% reported high existential concerns and 69.2% rated the 

working climate as rather poor or miserable. Expected lifelong 

continuation in journalism was 61.9% in the subordinate-role 

group and 67.9% in the greater-role group. The 91.8% value 

belongs to the low-existential-concern subgroup, not to the 

journalism-optimistic subgroup.

Across both groups, the expected future priority areas 

demonstrate a high degree of consensus: for journalism as 

a whole, background and analytical reporting (“Hintergrund 

und Analyse”) is cited as the most significant future area by 

Figure 6 | Question: "If you could give a general estimate, on a scale of 1 to 5, of the distance between the public and 

your editorial team or (in the case of freelance journalists) your clients, where would you say it lies?"
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Perceived audience distance from editorial work
Five-point scale, n = 978. 1 = very close, 5 = very far away
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a consistent majority across the main subgroups inspected 

(60.0% overall, 63.8% among those with insufficient leisure, 

60.4% among those concerned about pay). For local jour-

nalism, background and analysis was selected by 43.1% of 

respondents, followed by interactivity and multimedia (28.4%) 

and breaking news or current local news (20.1%). These are 

respondent selections, not measurements of publications 

or output volume.

3.4	 Pressure Vector 3: 
	 AI transformation, synthetic 
	 manipulation, and role change
The third vector is examined through professional AI uncer-

tainty, systemic concern about AI in public communication and 

expectations about future journalistic roles. The survey does 

not measure these five functions separately. It only measures 

uncertainty, concern and perceived future role change against 

this wider field of AI transformation. The survey also does not 

examine specific AI tools or measure direct exposure to coor-

dinated synthetic manipulation. The external-threat side of the 

vector therefore enters as contextual evidence: established 

mechanisms such as coordinated inauthentic behavior, har-

assment, bot-assisted amplification and AI-supported influence 

operations supply the resilience frame. As argued in Chapter 2, 

fully autonomous AI swarms are treated as a stress-test sce-

nario rather than as a settled empirical condition.

3.4.1	 AI-related uncertainty in 

	 professional practice

To assess professional uncertainty related to AI, respondents 

assessed the statement “The use of artificial intelligence (AI) 

in journalism unsettles me” on a five-point agreement scale. 

Excluding “don't know” responses, the item had n = 925 valid 

responses: 18.4% selected level 1, 22.9% level 2, 25.1% level 

3, 16.7% level 4, and 17.0% level 5 (see Figure 7). The mean 

was 2.91. Levels 4-5 together accounted for 33.6% (311/925), 

Figure 7 | Question: "To what extent do the following statement apply to you: The use of artificial intelligence (AI) in 

journalism unsettles me."
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AI-related uncertainty in professional practice
Scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree. Valid responses excluding ‘don’t know’ (n = 925).
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indicating pronounced or high uncertainty for approximately 

one in three respondents.

The low-AI-uncertainty subgroup (levels 1-2; n = 382) and 

the high-AI-uncertainty subgroup (levels 4-5; n = 311) differ 

descriptively, though less dramatically than a comparison with 

low existential concerns would imply. The low-uncertainty group 

reported a more positive professional future outlook (mean 

= 2.31 on the 1-4 scale, where higher values indicate worse 

assessments) than the high-uncertainty group (mean = 2.80). 

Expected lifelong continuation in journalism was 70.7% in the 

low-uncertainty group and 57.2% in the high-uncertainty group, 

compared with 66.1% overall. Organizational loyalty was also 

higher among the low-uncertainty group (mean = 3.36) than 

among the high-uncertainty group (mean = 3.06), while occu-

pational identity remained high in both groups (mean = 4.04 vs. 

3.93). Overall, the pattern indicates an association between pro-

fessional AI uncertainty and a less positive future orientation.

A comparison between freelance and salaried journalists 

on the AI uncertainty item reveals only a slight directional dif-

ference, with freelancers reporting marginally lower AI-related 

professional uncertainty than salaried journalists (mean = 2.87 

vs. 2.93). The difference is small and should be read as a descrip-

tive pattern rather than as evidence for a distinct adaptation 

mechanism.

3.4.2	 Systemic AI concerns in 

	 public communication

A separate item asked respondents whether they were con-

cerned about the increasing spread of artificial intelligence in 

public communication. This item was answered by 934 respond-

ents: 63.9% answered yes, 26.9% no, and 9.2% selected “don't 

know” (see Figure 8). This societal or systemic concern is con-

ceptually distinct from the professional AI uncertainty captured 

in Section 3.4.1. It is also substantially more widespread than the 

high individual professional uncertainty measured by that item.

Among the 587 respondents who provided at least one 

Figure 8 | Question: "Are you concerned about the increasing use of artificial intelligence (AI) in public communications?"
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Concern about AI in public communication
All item responses included (n = 934).
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ranked concern, the highest ranked-choice scores were as 

follows:

•	 Growth of disinformation (score = 2,125)

•	 Loss of trust in journalism (score = 1,727)

•	 Effects on journalistic craft (score = 1,330)

•	 Ethical concerns (score = 1,146)

•	 Fear of job loss (score = 939)

The top two items, growth of disinformation and loss of trust 

in journalism, are stable across the main subgroups inspected. 

Most variation appears in positions 3 through 5. In the high-ex-

istential-concern subgroup, fear of job loss rises from fifth to 

fourth place, displacing ethical concerns. This single shift is 

consistent with the heightened economic vulnerability of this 

subgroup but should be read descriptively.

The systemic-AI-concern subgroup (respondents answer-

ing “yes” to the public-communication concern item; n = 597) 

was more likely than the overall sample to expect journalism to 

play a more subordinate role over the next decade: 50.1% com-

pared with 43.6% overall. This group also showed elevated gen-

eral existential concern and less favorable professional future 

expectations. This pattern reinforces the distinction between 

broad societal concern about AI in public communication and 

individual uncertainty about AI in professional practice.

3.4.3	 Anticipated future roles and competencies

Respondents were asked which roles and competencies would 

be more strongly required of journalists in the future. This was a 

multiple-response item (n = 958). By a clear margin, the dom-

inant role expectation was fact-checking and verification of 

AI-generated content (87.8%; 841/958), followed by news lit-

eracy mediation (68.0%), providing perspectives and solution 

scenarios (60.0%), content curation (54.0%), active engage-

ment for social cohesion (37.2%), moderation (35.5%), and other 

responses (7.8%). Fact-checking remains the most prominent 

aggregate expectation and dominates across the main sub-

groups inspected.

The breadth of this anticipated functional expansion bears 

directly on the resilience framing of the paper. Respondents 

expect the verification, contextualization and mediation roles 

of journalists to become more important in response to an 

AI-saturated information environment. Rather than suggesting 

that journalistic functions will be displaced by AI, the finding indi-

cates that the core functions least reliably performed by AI are 

perceived as increasingly central to journalism’s public value. For 

policy, this supports competence-building and role adaptation.

3.4.4	 Existential concerns and 

	 professional future orientation

General existential concerns about professional futures were 

measured on a five-point scale (1 = “no concerns,” 5 = “very 

great concerns”; n = 956; mean = 3.07). The distribution is as 

follows: 14.9% of respondents selected level 1, 20.1% level 2, 

24.0% level 3, 25.2% level 4, and 15.9% level 5 (see Figure 9). 

High or very high existential concern (levels 4-5) was reported 

by 41.1%. Personal professional future outlook was assessed on 

a four-point scale ranging from 1 (“excellent”) to 4 (“not good”), 

where higher values indicate worse assessments. The mean 

was 2.53. Overall, 50.6% placed themselves in the two more 

positive categories, while 49.3% fell into levels 3 or 4. 

The gap between the wish to remain in journalism and the 

perceived feasibility of doing so carries analytical weight. Overall, 

88.8% (833/938) wished to remain in journalism for their entire 

career, while 66.1% (620/938) expected to be able to do so – a 

gap of 22.7 percentage points. It signals a structural uncertainty 

that reaches beyond immediate economic considerations into 

broader assessments of career prospects. The discrepancy is 

particularly pronounced among income-dissatisfied respond-

ents: 86.9% wished to remain, while only 53.6% expected to be 

able to do so, indicating a gap of 33.3 percentage points. Within 

the high-existential-concern subgroup, the discrepancy is larger 

still: 84.5% wished to remain, while only 42.6% expected to be 

able to do so, marking a gap of 41.9 percentage points.

Within the low-existential-concern subgroup (n = 334), by 

contrast, aspiration and expectation nearly align: 91.2% wished 

to remain in journalism, and 91.8% expected to be able to do so. 

Among freelancers with valid answers (n = 346), 91.0% wished 

to remain in journalism, while 63.0% expected to do so. Among 

salaried journalists (n = 592), 87.5% wished to remain, and 67.9% 
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expected to do so. The aspiration-expectation gap is slightly 

wider among freelancers (28.0 percentage points) than among 

salaried journalists (19.6 percentage points), consistent with the 

less secure trajectory of freelance work.

The assessment of talent development and career pathway 

support is predominantly negative. On the four-point scale, 41.9% 

selected level 3 and 30.8% selected level 4 (“not good”), while 

only 5.0% selected level 1 (“very good”) and 22.2% selected 

level 2 (n = 935; mean = 2.99, see Figure 10). The income-dis-

satisfied subgroup rated talent development more negatively 

(mean = 3.24; level 4 = 40.7%), as did the high-existential-con-

cern subgroup (mean = 3.30; level 4 = 46.5%). This is the weak-

est assessment in the dataset.

3.5	 Pressure Vector 4: Public-interest 
	 orientation, funding gap, and 
	 capacity indicators
The fourth vector cannot be measured by a single survey item 

because the survey did not ask respondents to assess nonprofit 

law, tax incentives or public funding instruments directly. Its 

empirical leverage lies elsewhere: the data reveal whether jour-

nalists articulate a democratic self-understanding and whether 

the organizational and career conditions available to them 

appear robust enough to sustain it. This capacity gap links the 

survey evidence to scholarship on journalism as a public good.

The section therefore reads professional identity, peer 

recognition, adaptability, open-text responses and the final 

synthesis as indicators of societal and organizational embed-

ding. International and German scholarship on public-interest 

media, nonprofit journalism, and philanthropic funding pro-

vides the institutional context; the survey shows how strongly 

the democratic function remains present in journalists’ own 

descriptions of their work.

Figure 9 | Question: "As a journalist, are you worried about your financial future?"
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Five-point scale, n = 956. 1 = no concerns, 5 = very great concerns
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3.5.1	 Professional identity and 

	 organizational loyalty

The statement “I feel good working as a journalist” received 

levels 4-5 from 71.4% of respondents with valid answers 

excluding “don't know” (n = 929; mean = 3.98). This indica-

tor is read in relation to the German journalism-profession 

research tradition and comparative Worlds of Journalism 

research on role perceptions, professional norms and occu-

pational identity (cf. Weischenberg et al., 2006; Hanitzsch 

et al., 2019). It remained high among income-dissatisfied 

respondents (68.5%; mean = 3.90), respondents with insuf-

ficient leisure time (67.6%; mean = 3.88), and respondents 

who had considered or enacted a reduction in working hours 

(66.0%; mean = 3.83). Among respondents with low occu-

pational self-identification (levels 1-2 on the same item; n = 

120), however, other indicators also deteriorate. Peer recog-

nition declines to a mean of 2.74, organizational support to 

2.30, and intention to remain with the current employer or 

clients to 2.09. These non-tautological indicators point 

to a broader low-identification profile, rather than merely 

restating the subgroup definition.

The peer-recognition item (“My colleagues or clients appre-

ciate me as a colleague/employee”) produced the highest mean 

of all attitude items in the survey, at 4.09 (n = 885). In aggregate, 

79.3% selected levels 4-5. Organizational or client loyalty sits 

lower: the statement "I fully support my organization" drew a 

mean of 3.23 on a scale from 1 to 5 (n = 917), and the intention 

to remain with the current employer or clients in three years had 

a mean of 3.66 (n = 886) (see Figure 11). The distance between 

peer recognition (mean = 4.09) and organizational or client loy-

alty (mean = 3.23) is 0.86 scale points. In the low-identification 

subgroup, peer recognition also declines, suggesting that low 

occupational affect co-occurs with weaker collegial or client 

recognition rather than being confined to one attitude item.

A descriptive difference in employer or client loyalty emerges 

between freelance and salaried journalists. Freelancers report 

higher agreement with the statement that they stand behind 

their organization or clients (mean = 3.46; n = 328) than salaried 

Figure 10 | Question: "How would you rate the support for talent development and the career prospects available to 

you in your workplace or editorial team?"
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journalists do with respect to their organization (mean = 3.11; n = 

589). The three-year retention or client-continuity item shows a 

similar difference: freelancers mean = 3.83, salaried journalists 

mean = 3.57. Because the relational object differs between the 

two groups, this comparison should be interpreted cautiously. 

It is a common occurrence for freelancers to collaborate with 

multiple clients, which may result in varied approaches to cli-

ent identification when compared to salaried journalists, who 

typically assess a single organization.

3.5.2	 Adaptability and generational dynamics

A total of 965 respondents answered the question to rate the 

degree to which their colleagues across three distinct age demo-

graphics were willing to modify their conduct and adapt to novel 

circumstances, with the objective of ensuring the future viabil-

ity of their organization or client newsroom. Older colleagues 

aged 50 and over were rated as clearly or rather insufficient in 

adaptability by 48.0% of respondents (mean = 2.63). Mid-career 

colleagues aged 30-50 received more balanced assessments: 

24.7% rated them insufficient, 36.7% sufficient, and 38.7% high 

or very high (mean = 3.16). Younger colleagues under 30 were 

rated high or very high by 63.0%, while only 13.9% rated their 

adaptability as insufficient (mean = 3.64). These assessments 

reveal a pronounced age gradient in perceived organizational 

adaptability, with younger colleagues consistently seen as 

more willing or able to engage in future-oriented change. 

Given that the sample is predominantly composed of indi-

viduals over the age of 50, the findings are also subject to a 

self-assessment dimension. Many respondents apply a crit-

ical lens to their own age cohort. 

The relevance of “young topics” exhibits no discernible 

directional pattern that would substantiate a clear link between 

future pessimism and perceived undercoverage. As indicated 

in the preceding section, 47.9% of the total sample assessed 

young subjects as being inadequately addressed or meriting 

increased consideration (excluding the “don't know” option). 

The corresponding share was 47.8% among respondents 

who anticipated a more subordinate role for journalism, 43.7% 

among those who expected a more significant role, and 50.6% 

among those who anticipated an equal role. Respondents 

exhibiting low existential concern registered at a percent-

age slightly below the overall mean, with 44.6% of the sample 

Figure 11 | Question: "To what extent do the following statements apply to you?"

Professional identity and organizational attachment
Mean ratings, n = 885-929 valid responses; scale: 1 = does not apply, 5 = fully applies
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falling within this category. The data, therefore, corroborate the 

broader finding that nearly half of the respondents perceive an 

insufficiency of attention to young topics. However, the data do 

not provide any indication that this perception is concentrated 

among journalism-pessimistic respondents.

3.5.3	 Journalism’s unique value: evidence from

	 open-text responses

An open-ended item asked respondents to identify journalism’s 

distinctive value in an era of artificial intelligence and social media, 

and to name the areas requiring reinforcement if its relevance 

and impact are to be preserved. The item elicited substantial 

free-text responses. A qualitative inspection suggests recur-

ring clusters that illuminate professional self-understanding: 

One recurring theme is verification, research and factual 

accountability. Respondents repeatedly describe the poten-

tial to investigate, cross-check and verify claims as journalism’s 

central claim to indispensability. Representative original formula-

tions include “Vertrauen, Seriosität, Sorgfalt” (“trust, seriousness, 

care”), “investigative Recherchen” (“investigative research”), “die 

Fähigkeit Aussagen/Sachverhalte auf ihren Wahrheitsgehalt 

zu prüfen” (“the ability to verify the truthfulness of statements 

or circumstances”) and “Aufrichtigkeit” (“integrity”).

A second recurring theme is contextualization and analy-

sis: the ability to explain, relate and interpret events in connec-

tion with broader structures. Illustrative formulations include 

“Einordnung und kritische Auseinandersetzung” (“contextu-

alization and critical engagement”), “Kontrolle der Information” 

(“control of information”) and “die Möglichkeit, Sachverhalte ein-

zuordnen” (“the possibility of contextualizing matters”).

A third recurring theme is local proximity and the human 

dimension of journalism. Illustrative formulations include “Wir 

kennen die Menschen, die haben Vertrauen zu uns und erzählen 

uns ihre Geschichte” (“We know the people; they trust us and 

tell us their story”), “Authentizität und nah an den Menschen zu 

sein” (“authenticity and proximity to people”) and “persönliche 

Recherche” (“personal research”).

A fourth recurring theme is democratic function and account-

ability. Respondents refer to journalism’s role in making careful 

journalism visible as a condition of functioning democracy and 

in holding political and institutional power to account.

These qualitative themes align with the quantitative finding 

that fact-checking, news literacy mediation and perspective 

provision are the most widely anticipated future competency 

demands. The open-text responses indicate that these roles 

are perceived as extensions of values respondents already 

regard as integral to journalistic identity.

3.5.4	 Synthesis: Public-interest commitment 

	 and structural fragility

Across the four empirical dimensions, the descriptive pattern 

supports a dual diagnosis. One side is a robust professional 

identity anchored in collegial recognition, occupational pride 

and a clearly articulated sense of journalism’s public value. 

The other is structural fragility, visible in income pressure, time 

poverty, a deteriorating climate and a pronounced aspira-

tion-expectation gap regarding career continuation. WJS3 

provides a comparative framework relevant to the profes-

sional field: The role commitments, risks, employment con-

ditions, and perceived constraints of journalists should be 

understood as part of a changing occupational field rather 

than as isolated attitudes (cf. Hanitzsch et al., 2019). In pub-

lic-interest terms, this pattern reflects a broader structural 

mismatch: journalism’s democratic value can remain nor-

matively strong while the economic arrangements sustain-

ing public-service reporting become increasingly fragile (cf. 

Pickard, 2020: 5-6).

Professional identity does not, in general, collapse under 

precarity. Even among respondents experiencing income 

dissatisfaction and time pressure, majorities sustain a pos-

itive occupational disposition. Yet this resilience of iden-

tity is not matched at the organizational or systemic level. 

Organizational and client loyalty is substantially lower than 

peer recognition, talent development is rated negatively by 

majorities, and the share expecting to remain in journalism 

for a full career falls well below the share wishing to do so, 

most sharply among those already experiencing multiple 

precarity pressures. Commitment does not substitute well 
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for structure – without institutional support, it quickly becomes 

vulnerable.

The AI-related findings add a further dimension. The pre-

dominant concern is systemic: respondents are most wor-

ried about AI’s effects on the quality of public communication, 

especially disinformation and loss of trust in journalism, while 

personal job loss receives a lower rank. This displacement 

from individual risk to collective epistemic risk runs across 

the main subgroups inspected and is consistent with a profes-

sional self-understanding organized around journalism’s public 

function. Therefore, the survey substantiates the intervention 

fields in Chapter 4 and the recommendations in Chapter 5 as 

resource arguments. It shows a discrepancy between profes-

sional aspirations and structural support.

iStock/numismarty
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Actors and Resilience: Translating 
Evidence into Intervention Fields
Chapter 4 turns from empirical findings to the design rationale 

behind the recommendations. It asks for each identified field 

which resilience problem is visible, which actors can address 

it, and which protective mechanisms are needed to avoid new 

dependencies. The DJV Survey 2025 indicates where time, 

income, organizational routines, technical competence, audi-

ence relations and funding conditions constrain journalism. 

Taking this empirical data as a basis, comparative mechanisms 

enter as design references, with transferability assessed within 

Germany’s democratic-corporatist media-system setting.

Germany and many European media systems already pos-

sess comparatively strong public-service media institutions that 

continue to provide essential resources for verification, regional 

reporting, crisis communication and democratic information. 

The intervention fields developed in this paper are therefore 

not intended to substitute public-service media. Their ration-

ale lies instead in the observation that substantial parts of the 

wider journalistic ecosystem – especially local, nonprofit and 

freelance forms of journalism – remain structurally under-sup-

ported under conditions of platformization, AI transformation 

and market concentration.

The four intervention fields map the pressure vectors into 

policy-relevant capacities: working conditions and occupational 

stability; newsroom organization, AI competence and verifica-

tion; audience relations and local communication ecologies; 

and public-interest funding with a coordinated funding ecol-

ogy. Section 4.6 gathers the legal and regulatory instruments.

4.1	 Empirical starting points and 
	 limits of translation
The transition into intervention domains is predicated on four 

fundamental findings. Firstly, the survey reveals a discrep-

ancy between professional attachment and structural fragility. 

Therefore, policy should not treat commitment as a substitute 

for working conditions. Secondly, the issue of AI appears to be 

less of a narrow job-substitution concern and more of a problem 

related to verification, trust, and editorial responsibility. Thirdly, 

the presence of a platform and the facilitation of dialogue do not 

necessarily guarantee a lasting connection with the audience. 

Fourthly, the issue of funding is contingent upon function, while 

the survey itself does not evaluate nonprofit law, tax incentives, 

or philanthropic governance.

4.2	 Intervention field 1: Working 
	 conditions and occupational 
	 stability
Working conditions are the intervention field most directly 

grounded in the DJV-Survey 2025. The survey shows the bur-

den cluster described in Chapter 3.2. For resilience policy, remu-

neration, time and social protection are therefore not peripheral 

labor-market issues. Adequate pay matters because verification 

is labor-intensive. Predictable time matters because source cul-

tivation and contextual reporting cannot be compressed indef-

initely. Social protection matters because freelance and hybrid 

work otherwise shift systemic risk onto individuals.

To give a more concrete illustration: a freelance reporter 

in a structurally weak local market may be asked to cover a 

municipal budget conflict, a school-board dispute and a plat-

form-amplified rumor about refugee accommodation in the 

same week. Each task requires local knowledge, source calls, 

document checks, editorial feedback and time away from other 

paid assignments. If the honorarium covers only the finished text 

but not the verification labor that makes it reliable, the market 

pays for output while democracy depends on a process that 

remains unfunded or underfunded. The relevant actor con-

stellation reaches beyond the freelancer-publisher dyad. 

It includes commissioning editors, publishers, unions and 

public funders that commission or support reporting for the 
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public good. A resilience policy in this field would combine 

commissioning standards, portable social-protection rights, 

access to qualification no matter the employment status, and 

confidential support structures for mental health and safety.

The survey describes experienced working conditions 

whose sources may include ownership strategy, market struc-

ture and collective-bargaining coverage, among others. The 

intervention field is justified by the visible resource deficit.

Working conditions are therefore the field in which the empir-

ical evidence speaks most directly, while the institutional design 

of suitable instruments remains an open question. Their effects 

depend on how the measures are combined and evaluated. A 

specific risk follows from the broad actor constellation outlined 

above: public or philanthropic support directed at working con-

ditions can shift costs that commissioning organizations should 

bear themselves, which would weaken rather than strengthen 

the capacities such support is meant to protect. 

4.3	 Intervention field 2: Newsroom 
	 organization, AI competence, 
	 and verification
The second intervention field concerns the organizational abil-

ity to govern AI and platform dependency. Chapter 3 indicates 

that journalists expect verification, fact-checking and news-lit-

eracy mediation to gain in importance, while AI generates both 

professional uncertainty and broader concern about the quality 

of public communication. Generative production, assistive sys-

tems, answer engines, synthetic manipulation and compliance 

each create a distinct organizational problem: 

-	 authorship and review, 

-	 data protection and workflow accountability, 

-	 attribution and visibility, 

-	 verification and safety, or 

-	 disclosure, documentation and legal responsibility.

AI governance cannot be reduced to a newsroom guide-

line alone. A guideline may state that humans remain responsi-

ble, but it does not create review time, technical knowledge for 

detecting synthetic manipulation, safe procedures for source 

protection or escalation paths when platform decisions affect 

visibility. Newsrooms need routines that connect editorial judg-

ment, verification, disclosure and staff development.

The organizational problem becomes tangible in a recurring 

scenario. A local newsroom receives images and short videos of 

an alleged violent incident outside a refugee shelter. The mate-

rial spreads on social platforms before the newsroom has staff 

on site. A generative AI tool may help structure queries, scan 

for visual clues and draft a verification checklist, yet it can also 

amplify error if the surrounding workflow is not governed. The 

relevant resource is a chain of responsibility: who verifies prov-

enance, who contacts authorities and witnesses, who checks 

whether the material circulated before, who decides whether 

to publish, and how uncertainty is explained to audiences.

EU law and platform rights reinforce this field without resolv-

ing it. Article 50(4) of the AI Act makes disclosure, human review 

and editorial responsibility central for certain AI-generated or 

manipulated content published on matters of public interest; 

the May 2026 draft guidelines further frame these duties as 

questions of scope, exceptions and consistent implementation 

for providers, deployers and competent authorities (European 

Commission, 2026a, 2026b; Regulation (EU) 2024/1689). 

EMFA Article 18 creates protective measures against cer-

tain unfair moderation practices by very large online platforms 

(European Commission, 2026c; Regulation (EU) 2024/1083). 

For a newsroom, these rights and duties become usable only 

when staff can document incidents, define material AI involve-

ment, preserve evidence, identify contact points and translate 

legal requirements into editorial workflows.

The same reasoning extends to answer engines and 

AI-mediated discovery. When users receive synthesized 

responses without visiting or recognizing the originating news-

room, the policy problem concerns attribution, contestability 

and public recognition of journalistic verification work, as well as 

traffic and copyright. Professional associations, public-service 

media, journalism schools, media regulators and research insti-

tutions could maintain model AI policies, disclosure templates, 

incident checklists, secure training modules, verification exer-

cises and escalation support for platform disputes. Such shared 

services would not determine what a newsroom publishes; they 
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would lower the organizational threshold for responsible edito-

rial governance (cf. McKinnon-Crowley, 2025).

The external-threat dimension calls for similar restraint. 

Coordinated inauthentic behavior, bot-assisted amplification, 

harassment and AI-supported influence operations are better 

established than fully autonomous cross-platform swarms. The 

policy response concentrates on plausible components already 

visible: incident routines, verification competence, source-pro-

tection protocols, platform-response documentation and sup-

port for targeted journalists. 

Organizational AI resilience is therefore best built through 

editorial routines, not through legal exposition alone. Human 

review, verification support, source and data protection, dis-

closure practice, AI literacy and audience explanation are the 

operational layers where capacity is actually produced. AI Act 

obligations remain relevant as accountability conditions fram-

ing these routines, not as substitutes for them. Seven action 

fields for newsroom AI resilience structure this layer (Kramp & 

Weichert, 2026a, pp. 200-240): 

1.	 transparency and labeling (consistent disclosure of AI  

content), 

2.	 human-in-the-loop (preserved editorial responsibility under 

automation), 

3.	 source and data trust (protection of informants and digital 

sovereignty over information assets), 

4.	 forensics and verification (institutionalized detection of syn-

thetic content), 

5.	 ethics and accountability (clear responsibility chains and 

error culture), 

6.	 competence-building and training (continuous staff devel-

opment against expertise gaps), and 

7.	 audience dialogue and relationship work (sustained legiti-

macy through transparency with users). 

That framework is meant not as a checklist but as a con-

nected set of decisions on which organizational AI resilience 

can be built.

4.4	 Intervention field 3: Audience 
	 relations, local embeddedness and 	
	 communicative infrastructure
The third intervention field is measured less directly by the DJV 

survey than labor or AI, yet it is central to the resilience argument. 

The survey indicates that there is a lack of cohesion in platform 

discourse, a discernible disconnection from the audience, and 

an anticipation of an escalating significance of fact-checking, 

news literacy mediation, perspectives, and solution scenar-

ios. Taken together, these newsroom-side signals indicate 

that journalism’s societal embedding cannot be inferred from 

distribution metrics.

Research on engagement, reciprocal journalism and 

community-centered journalism helps interpret this field. 

Engagement should not mean comment management, fol-

lower growth or promotion. At its strongest, engagement involves 

listening, responsiveness and negotiated relevance while keep-

ing the editorial role distinct from advocacy and public relations 

(cf. Batsell, 2015; Lewis et al., 2014; Nelson, 2021; Wenzel, 2020). 

Constructive and solutions-oriented formats can support this 

work where they add context and response knowledge, but they 

cannot replace adversarial reporting or watchdog functions.

Consider a regional newsroom covering heat adaptation, 

school closures or housing pressure in a district with declining 

local media performance. The reporting challenge is more than 

a shortage of facts; it is also a question of access to local expe-

rience. A resilient newsroom needs ways to hear this knowl-

edge without turning residents, municipalities, civic groups or 

funders into editors.

Comparative mechanisms clarify possible designs without 

offering templates. City Bureau’s Documenters Network illus-

trates paid, trained civic monitoring of public meetings: a com-

parative analysis of Documenters’ notes against official minutes 

from the US city of Grand Rapids shows that community-trained 

note-takers can produce more accessible and contextually 

richer records than government-authored minutes, while also 

extending coverage to under-reported sub-committee meet-

ings (cf. Kelly, 2025). In the German context, the Konstanz-based 

“karla Magazin” illustrates a related but structurally different 
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participatory model in which a nonprofit local outlet combines 

independent editorial work with community formats such as 

municipal-council briefings, neighborhood pop-up newsrooms 

and resident-led contributions; the case also shows the structural 

fragility of such designs, since the first iteration of karla closed 

at the end of 2023 and the current operation depends on vol-

unteer labor and time-limited foundation support (Schnedler, 

2024). “Correctiv.Lokal” illustrates shared research poten-

tial for local and regional journalists, with a central nonprofit 

coordinating joint investigations across more than thirty local 

partners while national-scale data work feeds back into out-

let-specific local reporting (von Daniels & Sachse, 2024). At the 

funding-architecture level, the New Jersey Civic Information 

Consortium shows the governance problem that arises when 

public responsibility for information infrastructure must be sep-

arated from public authority over editorial content; compara-

tive work places it alongside other public-service-rooted ini-

tiatives whose autonomy rests on statutory firewalls between 

state appropriations, university hosts and grantees (cf. Neff & 

Pickard, 2023), a tension the 2025 episode underscored, when 

proposed budget cuts were reversed only after sustained 

advocacy (cf. Rispoli, 2025). A functionally related German 

design runs through the Media Authority Berlin-Brandenburg 

(Medienanstalt Berlin-Brandenburg, mabb), which administers 

Berlin's and Brandenburg's state-funded local-journalism pro-

grams, the first sustained public co-funding of local journalism 

by German states, and channels state appropriations through 

an arm's-length media authority whose constitutional inde-

pendence under Article 5 of the Basic Law is meant to insu-

late selection decisions from political influence (Medienanstalt 

Berlin-Brandenburg, 2024; Land Brandenburg, 2021). 

The result is an evaluable communication-ecology program, 

not a finished structural model. It is designed to test local formats 

that improve information flows and public understanding while 

preserving editorial firewalls. The concrete program modules 

are specified in Recommendation 5 (Section 5.6).

4.5	 Intervention field 4: Public-interest 
	 funding and coordinated funding 
	 ecology
The fourth field opens with a paradox. The survey shows that 

public-interest self-understanding is strong even under diffi-

cult conditions. That is normatively encouraging, yet it is not a 

funding model. The funding question is whether the institutions 

surrounding journalism can sustain the functions journalists 

themselves continue to identify as distinctive: verification, con-

textualization, local proximity and democratic accountability.

This connection is especially important under conditions of 

newsroom contraction and rationalization. When commercial 

pressure narrows the resources available for verification, local 

presence and accountability work, public interest orientation 

cannot remain only a professional norm. It needs institutional 

support through coordinated philanthropy, incentives for pri-

vately owned media organizations to develop public interest 

business models, and legally secure nonprofit or equivalent 

public interest media forms.

This field treats nonprofit status, tax incentives, innova-

tion funds, philanthropic pooling and local ownership models 

as parts of a funding ecology. The relevant design question is 

how legal form, selection procedures, funding duration, donor 

diversity and safeguards against capture combine.

Comparative cases illustrate coordination models at different 

scales: The Media Forward Fund (2026) links DACH funding to 

business-model development, user orientation and cross-bor-

der learning; Press Forward (n.d.) illustrates local funder coordi-

nation in the United States; Civitates (n.d.) and the International 

Fund for Public Interest Media (n.d.) demonstrate the applica-

tion of pooled and donor-supported approaches to public-in-

terest media across borders. A viable German and European 

approach would entail the differentiation of at least two tasks:

1.	 The legal and institutional task: nonprofit journalism requires 

secure funding-compatible forms, transparent governance 

and editorial firewalls. 

2.	 The ecological task: funders require coordination, shared 

standards, co-funding mechanisms, needs mapping, sup-

port for small organizations, emergency lines, and joint 
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evaluation. This task requires plural coordination rather than 

concentration in one dominant funding body.

The independence problem is genuine: philanthropy can 

enable investigative projects, community reporting and organ-

izational experimentation, but it can equally create thematic 

steering, accountability to donors rather than publics, and 

unequal access for organizations with professional fundrais-

ing resources. A German funding ecology should privilege plu-

ral funding, non-directive selection, transparent criteria, public 

reporting, conflict-of-interest rules and core-capacity support 

over short-cycle thematic grants.

4.6	 Legal and regulatory capacity layer
The relevant legal sources are the German Fiscal Code, 

cited as AO (Abgabenordnung [AO], 1976, § 52); the Artists’ 

Social Insurance Act, cited as KSVG (Gesetz über die 

Sozialversicherung der selbständigen Künstler und Publizisten 

[KSVG], 1981); the Digital Services Act, cited as DSA 

(Regulation (EU) 2022/2065); the Digital Markets Act, cited 

as DMA (Regulation (EU) 2022/1925); the European Media 

Freedom Act, cited as EMFA (Regulation (EU) 2024/1083); 

and the Artificial Intelligence Act, cited as AI Act (Regulation 

(EU) 2024/1689). Within the capacity argument developed here, 

these sources play three distinct roles:

1.	 Legal rules can help stabilize journalistic work. Eligibility 

under the KSVG, portable benefits and honoraria standards 

should be treated as legal conditions for preserving profes-

sional time and security. Their purpose is not simply social 

compensation, but to keep verification, contextualization, 

source protection and public dialogue practically feasible.

2.	 Legal frameworks shape common-good-oriented funding. 

Because Section 52(2) AO does not expressly list journal-

ism as its own charitable purpose, legal certainty requires 

either a controlled interpretation under existing purposes, 

an explicit addition to the charitable-purpose catalogue 

or an equivalent common-good media framework out-

side charitable law. The main text need not settle the tax-

law design; it must only specify the function: nonprofit and 

charitable frameworks should make it possible to finance 

journalism whose public value exceeds its private market 

return, while requiring reinvestment, transparency and edi-

torial autonomy.

3.	 Legal rules can shield editorial action resources in relation 

to platforms and AI infrastructures. EMFA, DSA, DMA and 

AI Act provisions create conditions for media-service pro-

tection, platform transparency, contestability, data access, 

labeling, responsibility and complaint pathways. The oper-

ational question is whether journalists and newsrooms are 

in a position to use those rights and meet those duties. A 

small newsroom cannot benefit from a platform safeguard if 

it cannot document the incident, identify the correct channel, 

respond within the relevant window and assess whether the 

problem is isolated or systemic. Likewise, an AI disclosure 

obligation remains weak if editorial teams lack shared lan-

guage, review time and training. Article 50 makes this prob-

lem more concrete because its guidelines are intended to 

clarify the scope of obligations, exceptions and horizontal 

implementation issues beyond the parallel technical Code 

of Practice on marking and labelling AI-generated content.

The notion that law functions as a capacity condition is 

further substantiated by a comparative analysis of national 

and EU-wide platform regulation. Across the countries exam-

ined, media legislation is framed as a mechanism for balancing 

freedom of expression with public-interest protection, plural-

ism, transparency, and information quality. For Germany, the 

Medienstaatsvertrag’s provisions concerning the transpar-

ency and non-discrimination requirements for media interme-

diaries are of particular relevance (cf. Shavit et al., 2024: 3-4). 

These national provisions sit within a broader European regu-

latory package that combines the GDPR, the DSA, the DMA, 

the AI Act, and the EMFA (cf. Tomaz & Trappel, 2025: 4); read 

together, these instruments address platform visibility, contest-

ability, and non-discriminatory access. Research on European 

fact-checking organizations further illuminates the necessity 

for these rights to be operationalized in practice. The findings 

indicate that very large online platforms may comply selectively 

with DSA obligations, content-moderation decisions remain 

insufficiently transparent, and fact-checkers report uneven 
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moderation practices, political-speech blind spots, unstable 

funding, and language-based inequalities. In the context of 

journalism resilience, it is imperative that platform rights be 

accompanied by operational reporting obligations, structured 

escalation channels, robust fact-checking capabilities, and lan-

guage-sensitive transparency indicators (cf. Gonzalez Gutierrez, 

da Cunha Mota, & Stremlau, 2025: 1-3).

iStock/Techa Tungateja
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Recommendations
The recommendations turn the analysis into five actor-based 

intervention lines. The sequence begins with the conditions 

under which journalists can work, then moves to newsroom 

organization under AI and platform pressure, public-interest 

funding, philanthropic coordination and local communication 

ecologies. Legal and regulatory questions inevitably arise in 

contexts involving these intervention lines. 

Media-system contexts constrain how far the following rec-

ommendations transfer: mechanisms from the United States, 

the United Kingdom, Australia, Canada or transnational phi-

lanthropy are useful as examples or source of inspiration, but 

Germany’s democratic-corporatist setting requires attention 

to professional associations, public-service media and federal 

structures. Each recommendation specifies functions, actors 

and safeguards rather than importing institutional forms.

5.1	 Actor constellations and 
	 recommendation rationale
The matrix below in (see Table 2) is an actor map that illustrates 

the areas in which participation is advantageous and the areas 

in which control over editorial decisions must be excluded.

5.2	 Recommendation 1: Secure 
	 journalistic working conditions
Recommendation 1 frames working conditions as institutional 

requirement for democratic reporting. Income security, work-

load limits, mental-health support, training access and fair com-

missioning should be designed as conditions for verification, 

contextualization, source work and public dialogue. This rec-

ommendation is also supported by recent burnout research, 

which shows that individual coping strategies remain insuffi-

cient when they are not accompanied by systemic changes 

in workload, support, autonomy, mentoring, labor regulation 

and professional training (cf. Herrera-Damas, 2025: 324-325).

The actor constellation is broad, encompassing salaried 

journalists and freelancers, commissioning editors, publish-

ers and public-service houses, the unions DJV and dju in ver.

di, journalism schools, social-insurance bodies, foundations 

and public funders. Employers and commissioning editors 

shape workload, payment routines and training access. Unions 

and professional associations negotiate standards and make 

freelance conditions visible. Public and philanthropic funders 

can attach respective criteria to funding without intervening 

Actor constellation Capacity focus Soft instruments and 

practices

Institutional / hard 

instruments

Key safeguard

1. Secure jour-

nalistic working 

conditions

Journalists, freelancers, 

editors, publishers, pub-

lic broadcasters, pro-

fessional associations, 

unions, KSK, social-in-

surance and funding 

bodies

Stabilize the condi-

tions for editorial work 

— time, income, train-

ing access and mental 

health — so that veri-

fication, source work 

and contextualization 

remain feasible.

Workload review, 

peer and clinical sup-

port, professional-de-

velopment access, 

commissioning 

norms, management 

training.

Honoraria floors, stand-

ard contracts, KSK/SGB 

IV review, public-interest 

procurement capacity 

criteria, training funds.

Support sets a floor, not 

a ceiling; labor or fund-

ing rules must not steer 

content; commissioning 

responsibility stays with 

employers and clients.

2. Strengthen 

newsroom resil-

ience under AI 

and platform 

pressure

Newsrooms, press 

self-regulation, journal-

ism schools, verification 

networks, platforms, AI 

providers, regulators and 

researchers.

Preserve editorial 

responsibility under AI 

and platform pressure 

through governance, 

verification, source 

protection and usable 

contestability.

AI literacy, human-re-

view routines, 

source-protection 

training, synthet-

ic-content escalation, 

audience disclosure 

practice.

Sectoral AI resilience 

standard, shared ver-

ification desk, EMFA/

DSA/AI Act support 

points, platform-inci-

dent documentation 

templates.

Editorial responsibility 

remains with newsrooms; 

vendor and state depend-

encies actively limited; 

standards tiered to organi-

zational size.
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in content. Social-insurance bodies and legislators can make 

hybrid journalistic careers less punitive.

The intervention package comprises four elements:

1.	 Funding and procurement criteria for public-interest jour-

nalism should include basic labor-condition standards: 

transparent honoraria, realistic time budgets and access 

to training. 

2.	 Freelance journalism requires a credible negotiation floor, 

including minimum honoraria, standard contracts and pay-

ment-deadline rules. 

3.	 The KSK and adjacent social-insurance arrangements 

should be reviewed for hybrid employment and platform-me-

diated commissioning. 

4.	 Journalist resilience networks should connect peer sup-

port, clinical referral, hostile-environment and online-har-

assment support, and management training for editors 

who organize work under pressure.

Comparative examples should be drawn upon with restraint. 

The “Report for America” (n.d.) national service program in the 

United States does not work as a German labor-policy template, 

but it points to a useful mechanism: local reporting resources 

can be co-financed by combining newsroom need, profes-

sional training and local support instead of merely subsidiz-

ing output. The AP Fund for Journalism run by the Associated 

Press (2025) shows a second mechanism: shared resources 

for local and state newsrooms can cut duplicative costs and 

free scarce staff time for original reporting. In Germany, such 

mechanisms would need adaptation to the stronger role of 

professional associations, public-service institutions and social 

insurance. The lesson lies in distinguishing support for enabling 

from support for content.

Implementation should start with limited standards and 

assess whether they improve payment reliability, training access, 

workload effects and freelance inclusion.

Table 2: Actor constellations and recommendation rationale

Actor constellation Capacity focus Soft instruments and 

practices

Institutional / hard 

instruments

Key safeguard

3. Build a pub-

lic-interest fund-

ing ecology

Nonprofit carriers, pub-

lic funders, foundations, 

journalism organiza-

tions, research institu-

tions and independent 

intermediaries.

Finance journalism 

whose public value 

exceeds its market 

return, under legal cer-

tainty and stable mul-

ti-year conditions.

Grants, shared ser-

vices, fundraising 

support, governance 

mentoring, organiza-

tional learning.

Nonprofit legal certainty 

(§ 52 AO or equivalent), 

multi-year funds, inde-

pendent juries, transpar-

ency and reinvestment 

criteria.

Allocation remains arm’s-

length; eligibility depends 

on public-interest function 

and governance, not politi-

cal alignment.

4. Coordinate 

journalism 

philanthropy 

nationally and 

across Europe

Foundations, philan-

thropic networks, DACH 

and European funding 

actors, research insti-

tutions and nonprofit 

intermediaries.

Reduce fragmenta-

tion, lower applica-

tion thresholds for 

small carriers, and pool 

emergency and infra-

structure lines without 

thematic steering.

Mapping, funder 

learning, shared 

standards, co-fund-

ing forums, applicant 

support.

National coordination 

node, European coordi-

nation, emergency and 

infrastructure lines, joint 

evaluation.

No super-foundation; no 

thematic steering; plural 

governance and published 

funding-gap maps.

5. Develop pub-

lic-interest jour-

nalism in local 

communication 

ecologies

Audiences, local publics, 

municipalities, libraries, 

schools, adult-educa-

tion providers, civil soci-

ety, local businesses, 

regional media and 

researchers.

Strengthen local 

embedding of journal-

ism without weaken-

ing editorial autonomy; 

improve the conditions 

under which public-in-

terest information cir-

culates locally.

Regional resilience 

forums, News Cafés, 

AI/disinformation 

workshops, school 

and adult-educa-

tion formats, local 

research labs.

Evaluable coopera-

tion formats, base-

line information-needs 

mapping, editorial fire-

walls, mixed-methods 

evaluation.

Participation without edi-

torial control; anti-capture 

safeguards; rotating ven-

ues and outreach to mar-

ginalized groups.
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5.3	 Recommendation 2: Strengthen 
	 newsroom resilience under AI and 
	 platform pressure
Recommendation 2 extends the organizational intervention 

field identified in Chapter 4. AI resilience cannot be reduced 

to tool adoption or legal compliance. It concerns the organi-

zation of editorial responsibility in conditions where informa-

tion is generated, ranked and contested through systems that 

newsrooms do not fully control. The recommendation covers 

five pressures at once: generative production, assistive sys-

tems, answer engines, synthetic manipulation and compliance.

Operationally, the recommendation condenses the seven 

AI-resilience fields introduced in Section 4.3 into three implemen-

tation layers: a sectoral newsroom standard, continuous quali-

fication and shared verification and incident-response support. 

This avoids treating transparency, human review, source protec-

tion, synthetic-content verification, ethics, competence-build-

ing and audience explanation as separate reform tracks. They 

become parts of one editorial-governance arrangement.

The central actors are newsrooms, publishers, public broad-

casters, press self-regulatory bodies, journalism schools, pro-

fessional associations, verification networks, platforms, AI pro-

viders, data-access regulators and researchers. Their shared 

task is to develop routines that preserve editorial judgment 

as AI tools enter research, production, distribution and audi-

ence interfaces. Smaller newsrooms and freelancers cannot 

be expected to develop this capacity alone. The asymmetry is 

structural: obligations and risks generated by AI and platforms 

tend to arrive at the newsroom level, while resources and tech-

nical knowledge sit elsewhere.

A sectoral AI resilience standard (cf. Kramp & Weichert 

2026a) should serve as the starting point, with editorial respon-

sibility rather than technological novelty as its anchor. It should 

cover human review, disclosure, source and data protection, 

error correction, documentation of AI use, synthetic-content 

verification, answer-engine attribution monitoring and esca-

lation procedures for suspected coordinated manipulation. 

Because the EU Commission’s May 2026 draft Article 50 

guidelines place transparency duties, exceptions and the 

editorial-responsibility carve-out into an implementation frame, 

the standard should translate legal categories into newsroom 

scenarios instead of treating compliance as a generic disclosure 

banner (European Commission, 2026b). Practice references 

such as the Associated Press guidelines are useful because 

they translate abstract principles into newsroom rules: staff 

remain responsible for accuracy, AI outputs require verifica-

tion, and confidential information must not be put into systems 

without adequate safeguards (cf. Bauder, 2023). The standard 

should be introduced in a tiered and evaluable form, with sep-

arate expectations for small, medium-sized and resource-rich 

newsrooms.

Qualification should be continuous rather than confined 

to one-off AI-literacy events. The relevant competencies reach 

beyond prompt writing or tool familiarity. Journalists need to 

understand hallucination risks, source confidentiality, prove-

nance signals and when a tool should not be used. It is imper-

ative that training initiatives extend beyond well-resourced 

organizations to encompass freelancers and local newsrooms. 

As D'haeseleer et al. (2025) demonstrate with regard to AI liter-

acy, the benefits of technological innovation depend profoundly 

on whether journalists have access to the knowledge and skills 

required to use new tools effectively. If these opportunities are 

available unevenly, this might have the potential to exacerbate 

existing inequalities for access to training and decision-making 

within newsrooms (cf. Cools et al., 2021; Dodds et al., 2024). A 

comprehensive evaluation should encompass a multifaceted 

examination of participation, practical uptake, workflow change, 

and the adoption of competencies by smaller organizations, with 

particular attention to whether these organizations can do so 

without incurring an undue administrative burden.

Shared verification and incident-response resources is 

no less important for public-interest newsrooms. One plausible 

design is a regional verification desk hosted by an independent 

intermediary, a university unit, a public-service partner or a pro-

fessional association. Such a desk would not decide editorial 

lines, but support provenance checks, synthetic-media assess-

ment and secure workflows for sensitive local reporting. Such 

collaborative endeavors could be introduced initially as shared 
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services rather than as mandatory newsroom architecture.

Operational platform and AI governance forms the 

fourth layer. EMFA Article 18, DSA data-access routes and AI 

Act transparency requirements matter because they create 

channels for dialogue, data, declaration and accountability. 

Regulatory implementation should extend to guidance, tem-

plates, help desks and research partnerships that make these 

rights usable for public-interest journalism. 

The independence risk in this field is technological 

dependency in particular. AI standards can become vendor 

compliance; Public AI can become state proximity; platform 

transparency can advantage only publishers large enough to 

use it. The safeguard is to keep editorial responsibility at the 

center. Collaborative Public-AI projects should support jour-

nalistic work without substituting for it. A useful design would 

be a university or public-service-supported local AI workspace 

for document analysis, transcription, public-record search and 

provenance checking. It would operate under strict data-pro-

tection and editorial-firewall rules, provide shared resources 

to small newsrooms and freelancers, and prohibit automated 

publication without accountable human review. Therein lies the 

functional lesson of Public AI: public infrastructure is justified 

only so far as it is trustworthy, socially oriented and committed 

to the common good (cf. Wittmayer et al., 2024).

Evaluation should track whether differently resourced news-

rooms can implement AI policies, training access, human-re-

view routines, source-protection rules and incident-response 

protocols without disproportionate administrative burden.

5.4	 Recommendation 3: Build a 
	 public-interest funding ecology
Recommendation 3 focuses on the funding domain. Charitable 

status, public matching funds, philanthropic pools and shared 

services should be treated as components of a funding ecol-

ogy whose effects need to be demonstrated through govern-

ance-sensitive evaluation: a public-interest funding ecology 

differs from scattered project funding in several ways. It com-

bines legal certainty, multi-year support, shared services, inno-

vation potential, emergency support and third-party evaluation. 

It should be open to nonprofit newsrooms, local and regional 

initiatives, cooperative models, investigative organizations, 

freelance collectives and public-interest units inside existing 

media organizations when strict independence and reinvest-

ment criteria are met. The objective is not to privilege one own-

ership form, but to support journalistic functions that markets 

underproduce and democratic publics require.

The institutional package should rest on four design 

principles: 

1.	 The cleanest charitable-law route would be an explicit 

addition of journalism to Section 52(2) AO. Where this is 

not achieved, controlled interpretation under existing pur-

poses or an equivalent common-good media framework 

could provide fallback options. In all variants, eligibility should 

depend on public-value function, reinvestment rules, trans-

parent governance and editorial autonomy.

2.	 Funding should move from short projects toward capacity 

grants. Project grants can deliver reports, formats or pro-

totypes, yet they rarely sustain beats, verification require-

ments, local expertise, legal support or audience relation-

ships. Models such as the Media Forward Fund and Press 

Forward are instructive because they redirect attention 

from isolated content production to the ecology around 

journalism. Capacity grants could test whether multi-year 

support improves verification time, retention, source work, 

local presence, AI governance, audience understanding 

and organizational stability. They could also test whether 

reporting requirements remain proportionate for small 

organizations and whether funding concentration produces 

dependency on a narrow donor or public-funding base.

3.	 Funding criteria should tie nonprofit support to capabil-

ity safeguards. Public and philanthropic money should 

strengthen working conditions, training, AI governance, 

community accountability and transparency; it should not 

shape editorial agendas. A grant that funds a local climate 

desk, for example, should not prescribe editorial conclusions; 

it should fund reporting capabilities, data support, commu-

nity access, and legal backup. A grant supporting a nonprofit 

newsroom should require governance transparency and 



Kramp:  Resilient Journalism After Platformization 41

conflict-of-interest rules rather than political alignment.

4.	 Funding should prioritize multi-year grants for beats, verifi-

cation desks, local expertise, legal and data support, audi-

ence work and organizational stability, rather than short-cy-

cle content projects.

The principal independence risk when starting a funding rela-

tionship in news work is capture. Funders may prefer themes, 

public authorities may prefer proximity, and incumbent publish-

ers may seek to relabel commercial activity as work for the pub-

lic good. A staged approach should begin with legal certainty 

and limited funding rounds before any scale-up.

5.5	 Recommendation 4: Create 
	 European and national coordination 
	 for journalism philanthropy
Recommendation 4 turns to coordination within journalism 

philanthropy. Research on journalism philanthropy and com-

parative funder coalitions records recurring problems: frag-

mentation, short funding cycles, thematic unevenness and dif-

ficult access for small organizations. Press Forward, the Media 

Forward Fund, Civitates and the International Fund for Public 

Interest Media offer design references for coordination, pooling 

and protective mechanisms for editorial autonomy. The coordi-

nation structure should neither evolve into a super-foundation 

nor allocate editorial themes. Its task would be basic: mapping 

existing support, identifying gaps, coordinating co-funding, devel-

oping shared independence standards, publishing aggregate 

data on funding patterns, supporting smaller applicants and 

organizing cross-program evaluation.

Several existing mechanisms move in this direction. Press 

Forward shows how many funders can align around local 

journalism priorities while creating local chapters responsive 

to regional needs. The Media Forward Fund offers a DACH 

reference for pooled, juried support across Germany, Austria 

and Switzerland. Civitates and the International Fund for Public 

Interest Media show that philanthropic and donor coalitions 

can support democratic information initiatives across borders 

while maintaining a focus on institutional autonomy and public 

value. These examples neither resolve German nonprofit law 

nor replace national funding decisions. Nevertheless, they illus-

trate a coordination model that Europe still lacks in the journal-

ism field at sufficient scale.

The coordination structure would carry five practical 

functions:

1.	 It would maintain a public map of journalism-funding instru-

ments, eligibility criteria, thematic and regional coverage, 

funding duration and governance safeguards. 

2.	 It would develop shared standards for editorial auton-

omy, transparency, conflicts of interest, data collection and 

evaluation. 

3.	 It would organize co-funding mechanisms for local and 

nonprofit actors whose resource needs exceed single-foun-

dation grants. 

4.	 It would reserve a rapid-response line for newsroom 

shocks, legal harassment, acute local-coverage gaps and 

AI-related verification emergencies. 

5.	 Finally, it would support applicant capabilities through tem-

plates, advisory services and reporting simplification, espe-

cially for small local organizations and freelance collectives.

An overarching coordination effort can lower transaction 

costs and reduce duplication, but it must remain confined to 

mapping, shared standards, pooled procedures, applicant sup-

port and evaluation. It should not be controlled by any single 

foundation, ministry, publisher association or author-adjacent 

organization. Its legitimacy would rest on plural governance 

among foundations, professional associations, nonprofit media, 

researchers and civil-society actors, while editorial decisions 

remain outside its mandate. European coordination could con-

nect the German node with DACH funders, EU democracy-sup-

port instruments and European foundation networks. Evaluation 

should focus on whether coordination reduces fragmentation 

and administrative burden without narrowing editorial diversity.
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5.6	 Recommendation 5: 
	 Public-interest journalism in local 	
	 communication ecologies
Recommendation 5 carries the same cautious reasoning into 

local communication ecologies, since the DJV-Survey cap-

tures journalists’ perspectives rather than audience behavior 

in local publics or the willingness of non-journalistic actors to 

cooperate with newsrooms. 

Building on the discussion of audience relations, local 

embeddedness and communication settings above, recent 

German work on local communication environments strength-

ens this policy rationale. The “Local Open Public Space” study 

by Jarren et al. (2026) shows how local publics have frag-

mented under conditions of platformization, declining news-

paper reach and differentiated media repertoires, and argues 

for reliable, locally governed infrastructures that bundle infor-

mation, knowledge and exchange. For journalism policy, the 

relevant lesson is not to merge journalism, administration and 

civil society, but to design local communication ecologies in 

which professional editorial work remains independent while 

civic information, local knowledge and public dialogue become 

more accessible and evaluable.

Among many other imaginable formats, regional resilience 

forums could constitute one module. In selected regions, local 

media, public institutions (libraries, schools, adult-education 

centers), municipal administration and civil society would meet 

under a joint mandate: identify information gaps, trust barriers, 

undercovered communities and feasible cooperation formats. 

The forum could produce a public information-needs map and 

practical cooperation proposals rather than commission sto-

ries, approve coverage or negotiate editorial lines. Dialogue 

and competence formats could form another module, com-

prising formats such as news cafés, local research workshops 

and AI clinics. 

Evaluation should examine which formats increase under-

standing, who participates, who remains absent, how journalists 

experience the relational work, and where proximity creates 

capture risks. Safeguards should include non-interference 

rules, public agendas, transparent funding, rotating venues, 

outreach to underserved groups and a clear prohibition on 

funders or local authorities influencing editorial assignments.

Public good awareness campaigns could be included 

where they explain verification, corrections, local reporting and 

AI-related information risks in local dialogue formats rather than 

as national sector branding. A campaign such as ‘Journalism as 

democratic infrastructure’ – instead of a rather sectoral cam-

paign like ‘Year of the News’ from 2024 (Use the News, 2025) 

– could be carried out jointly by newsrooms, public-service 

media, libraries, adult-education providers, schools and civic 

organizations (cf. Kramp & Weichert, 2026b).

Scaling should stay conditional at every stage. Progress 

indicators could include the following: 

-	 actor diversity, 

-	 documented information-needs maps, 

-	 the number and quality of dialogue formats, 

-	 evidence of changed audience understanding, 

-	 newsroom perceptions of usefulness and burden, and 

-	 observable cooperation without editorial capture. 

5.7	 Framework conditions: 
	 law, platforms and AI
The legal layer has been specified in Section 4.6. For the rec-

ommendations, the test is operational: legal instruments mat-

ter where they strengthen working conditions, newsroom 

competence, public-interest funding or societal embedding 

without shifting control over editorial decisions. Platform and 

AI actors should be included only where their systems affect 

discoverability, attribution, labeling, complaint channels, data 

access or transparency.

5.8	 Implementation pathway 
	 and recalibration
Implementation should proceed toward more experimental 

designs: 

•	 The first phase should start where empirical grounding 

and existing entry points are strongest: labor-condition 

standards, freelance commissioning rules, training access, 

mental-health support and newsroom AI governance. 
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Professional associations, unions, publishers, pub-

lic-service media, journalism schools and funders can 

advance these steps while their effects are monitored.

•	 The second phase should develop the funding and coor-

dination architecture: nonprofit legal certainty, multi-year 

public-interest funding, philanthropic pooling, a national 

coordination node, and European alignment. 

•	 The third phase should pilot local communication ecol-

ogies where evaluation requirements, editorial firewalls and 

local actor diversity are set and running. Regional forums, News 

Cafés, Documenters-style civic monitoring, local research 

workshops and AI or disinformation clinics could scale if they 

show inclusive participation, net usefulness for newsrooms 

and preserved editorial autonomy.

Across all phases, scaling should follow evidence rather than 

political momentum; weak uptake, excessive administrative bur-

den, capture risks or absent gains should prompt redesign or 

termination.

iStock/Sicha69 
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Conclusion

The layoff announcements that opened this paper mark more 

than a difficult business cycle. They show that the arrange-

ments built around advertising, mass distribution and sta-

ble platform conditions no longer reliably sustain verification, 

contextualization, local presence and accountability. The pol-

icy question is therefore no longer whether journalism needs 

temporary relief, but which institutional conditions allow these 

functions to continue.

Three conditions mark the threshold for the reform phase 

now opening. The first concerns legal clarity: organizations 

that demonstrably serve the common good through report-

ing need a stable home in tax or media law, whether by adding 

journalism to the charitable-purpose catalogue under Section 

52(2) AO or by setting up an equivalent framework outside it. 

Recognition that hinges on the interpretive disposition of indi-

vidual tax authorities leaves common-good-oriented journal-

ism exposed to administrative shifts that a stable legal basis 

would absorb, and exposes smaller carriers in particular to a 

level of uncertainty that better-resourced organizations can 

mostly buffer. 

The second concerns the targeting of support for working 

conditions and qualification. Money directed to freelance 

fees, training access or mental-health provision should reach 

the people who do the work, under arrangements that keep 

commissioning organizations responsible for what they com-

mission. Where public or philanthropic money quietly absorbs 

costs that employers and clients ought to carry, the intervention 

props up the very pressures it was meant to relieve. 

The third concerns the interplay between funders. 

As foundations, public bodies and professional institutions 

coordinate more closely, that coordination should be built to 

map gaps, pool emergency lines and lower the application 

threshold for small carriers, while leaving editorial agendas 

where they belong.

These three conditions, taken on their own, would already 

mark a meaningful shift. Yet the deeper question raised by 

the diagnosis in this paper reaches beyond the journalistic 

sector. Public-interest reporting has rarely been sustained by 

journalism alone; it has always depended on the wider com-

municative figurations that tie people to places, institutions 

and one another. In cities where parallel publics already drift 

apart, and in rural districts where a single local title may carry 

the entire public conversation, that fabric is wearing thin in dif-

ferent ways at the same time. 

Strengthening these figurations asks for forms of cooper-

ation that current program architectures still struggle to ena-

ble. Local research labs, hyperlocal newsrooms and public 

libraries each address parts of the same problem, and they 

reach further when their work is linked. Designing such coop-

eration calls for democracy-support, urban-development 

and media-policy instruments to be brought into one frame. 

The opening of this paper described a sector under accu-

mulating pressure. Its closing argument is that the response 

cannot be confined to the sector itself. Where journalism, civic 

life and democratic policy are thought together, the condi-

tions on which a plural public conversation rests can be 

rebuilt. Where they remain in separate compartments, the 

gap between what journalism is asked to do for democratic 

life and what its working conditions allow will widen until the 

imbalance becomes irreversible.
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Appendix A
The survey was conducted in collaboration with Katia Backhaus of the German Journalists' Association (DJV) Bremen and the 

other DJV regional associations, as well as the DJV national association. Findings support descriptive and subgroup-based diag-

nosis among DJV-affiliated journalists. They do not provide causal estimates, employer-side measurement, audience evidence or 

policy evaluation. Two interpretive conventions apply: total item n includes “don't know” responses, while the valid n excluding “don't 

know” is given separately where Chapter 3 relies on that filter. Percentages in the empirical chapter are calculated on the item-spe-

cific denominator listed here, not on the overall consent base of 1,170. As a closed professional survey reaching DJV members across 

all sixteen regional associations, the data support descriptive and subgroup-based diagnosis within a bounded population. They 

do not yield causal estimates, employer-side measurement, audience evidence or a probability sample of all journalists in Germany.

Sample indicator Value Interpretive use

Survey mode Online survey via UmfrageOnline; anonymized at 

collection.

Self-administered web survey.

Sampling frame DJV members reached through all 16 regional 

associations.

Closed professional population; occupational 

background is bounded by association member-

ship.

Fieldwork Early 2025; survey closed on 5 March 2025. Temporal basis of the 2025 cross-sectional diag-

nosis.

Consent / data-protection item n = 1,170 responses; Yes n = 1,159 (99.1%); No n = 11 

(0.9%).

Highest observed survey base; subsequent item 

n varies.

Demographic item bases Age n = 1,142; gender n = 1,141; field n = 1,117; employ-

ment n = 1,113; experience n = 1,110; primary output 

channel n = 1,105.

Use these denominators for sample-profile per-

centages.

Selected composition Field: local/regional 48.1%, national/supraregional 

25.9%, specialist/special interest 26.1%; employ-

ment: salaried 61.7%, freelance 38.3%; experience: 

15+ years 77.1%; primary output: print 51.1%, online 

26.6%, TV 12.0%, radio 10.2%.

Shows strong coverage of experienced, estab-

lished and print-oriented DJV members.

Substantive item bases (selected) Future role of journalism n = 1,082; social-media 

distribution n = 1,039; future roles and competen-

cies n = 958; existential concerns and workplace 

climate n = 956; income self-assessment n = 947; 

working-time reduction n = 945; professional AI 

uncertainty n = 938 (n = 925 valid, excluding ‘don’t 

know’); systemic AI concern in public communica-

tion n = 934.

Item-level attrition is normal for the survey and 

should be reported where relevant. Where ‘don’t 

know’ is filtered out, the valid n is given separately.

Inference Large bounded professional survey; voluntary par-

ticipation; not a probability sample.

Findings support policy-relevant diagnosis, not 

measured employer behavior, causal effects or 

policy evaluation.
 

Source: DJV-Survey 2025 / UmfrageOnline exports, 5 March 2025; denominators follow item-level n as reported in the survey export. Substantive item bases were 

cross-validated against the gender- and age-stratified UmfrageOnline subgroup reports (♀ n = 574 + ♂ n = 563 + diverse n = 4 ≈ total item n).
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Appendix B

The glossary clarifies recurring policy terms as they are used in this paper. 

Term Working definition in this paper

AI Act Article 50(4) EU transparency rule relevant to text published on matters of public interest: AI-generated 

text must be disclosed unless it has undergone genuine human review and a natural or legal 

person assumes editorial responsibility.

AI-mediated intermediation The growing role of AI summaries, answer engines, recommender systems and assistants 

as interfaces between journalistic sources and audiences.

AI Resilience Standard A proposed sector-wide, self-binding framework that translates AI transparency, verifica-

tion, human review and audience-disclosure duties into newsroom workflows.

Answer engines AI-mediated interfaces that synthesize information for users in response to queries and 

may bypass or marginalize source attribution; in this paper, one of five analytically distinct 

components of AI transformation, alongside generative production, assistive systems, syn-

thetic manipulation and compliance.

Arm’s-length governance Institutional design that separates public support or philanthropic funding from editorial 

decisions through independent criteria, juries, firewalls and reporting.

Capacity grants Multi-year funding instruments directed at beats, verification infrastructure, local expertise, 

legal support, audience relationships and organizational stability rather than at individual 

content outputs; treated in this paper as a corrective to short-cycle project grants.

Common-good orientation / 

Gemeinwohlorientierung

The policy criterion that journalism should be assessed by its contribution to democratic 

potential, accountability, inclusion and public knowledge, not only by market performance.

Communicative figurations An analytical concept developed by Hepp and the “Communicative Figurations” research 

network, denoting constellations of interdependent actors, shared frames of relevance and 

media ensembles through which communication takes shape; in this paper, used to specify 

the coupling between journalism, platform and AI infrastructures and local publics.

Deep mediatization The constitutive role of software-based, datafying and platform-mediated infrastructures 

in contemporary social domains; the broader concept on which the figurational approach 

used in this paper rests.

Editorial independence The absence of structural pressure on journalistic decision-making by states, market actors 

or technology providers.

Editorial sovereignty The practical ability of newsrooms and journalists to set standards for verification, attribu-

tion, AI use, labeling and publication responsibility.

EMFA European Media Freedom Act; the EU framework governing media independence, the 

treatment of media service providers by platforms and safeguards for media pluralism.
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Term Working definition in this paper

Four pressure vectors The analytical architecture of this paper: labor precarity, platform intermediation, AI trans-

formation and the public-interest funding gap. These four vectors shape the framework in 

Chapter 2, the empirical analysis in Chapter 3 and the policy options in Chapter 4.

Honoraria standards Transparent, recommended or binding minimum fees for freelance journalistic work, includ-

ing realistic time budgets and protection against unpaid extra AI and platform work; in this 

paper, a central labor-condition instrument under Recommendation 1.

Journalistic resilience A capacity at several levels: individual professional judgement and well-being, organiza-

tional governance and routines, and societal infrastructure for independent democratic 

journalism.

KSK Künstlersozialkasse, the German social-insurance scheme for freelance creative profes-

sionals; in this paper, a reference point for stabilizing freelance journalistic work.

News desert / Wüstenradar A region with too little independent local journalistic coverage; Wüstenradar denotes the 

German mapping of local-news concentration and supply gaps.

Platform dependency The asymmetric situation in which news organizations depend on a small number of plat-

forms for reach, referrals, data access, monetization or audience contact.

Platformization The broader reorganization of media production, distribution and visibility around platform 

infrastructures, rules and metrics.

Portable benefits Social-protection entitlements that workers can build up and carry across salaried, free-

lance, hybrid and project-based journalistic work.

Public-interest procurement Public commissioning rules that can support journalistic services while also requiring inde-

pendence safeguards, labor standards and editorial firewalls.

Zero-click / AI answer interface Search or assistant interfaces that answer user queries without sending a referral click to 

the original source, so that attention and value shift away from publishers.
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