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   Die besorgniserregende Erkenntnis 
lautet, dass nicht nur die Mitglieder in auf 
Massentötungen spezialisierten 
Organisationen häufig ganz normale 
Menschen sind, sondern dass auch die 
Organisationen, über die die 
Massentötungen geplant und durchgeführt 
werden, Merkmale ganz normaler 
Organisationen aufweisen.

“

Stefan Kühl (2014: 100; 
Herv. L.D.) 
https://www.blaetter.de/ausgabe/2014/november/ganz-normale-organisationen 

https://www.blaetter.de/ausgabe/2014/november/ganz-normale-organisationen


   Die Resonanz des 
Rechtspopulismus [ist] auch eine 
journalistische Konstruktion.“

Kai Hafez, Politologe und 
Medienforscher (2017) 
https://www.ardmediathek.de/video/monitor/interview-mit-kai-hafez-medienwissenschaftler/das-erste/
Y3JpZDovL3dkci5kZS9CZWl0cmFnLWVjMjM0N2U3LTEzNTQtNDE3YS04MmFjLTc3MmI1OWExNTAxYQ

https://www.ardmediathek.de/video/monitor/interview-mit-kai-hafez-medienwissenschaftler/das-erste/Y3JpZDovL3dkci5kZS9CZWl0cmFnLWVjMjM0N2U3LTEzNTQtNDE3YS04MmFjLTc3MmI1OWExNTAxYQ
https://www.ardmediathek.de/video/monitor/interview-mit-kai-hafez-medienwissenschaftler/das-erste/Y3JpZDovL3dkci5kZS9CZWl0cmFnLWVjMjM0N2U3LTEzNTQtNDE3YS04MmFjLTc3MmI1OWExNTAxYQ


Was ist der Beitrag ganz normaler Medien zum Vormarsch 
(neo-)faschistischer Parteien und Bewegungen? 



Was ist der Beitrag ganz normaler Medienlogiken zum 
Vormarsch (neo-)faschistischer Parteien und Bewegungen? 



Medien mit klassisch 
journalistischem 
Anspruch und Ethos

An wen richten wir uns (nicht)?

Progressive Medien 
mit aktivistischem bzw. 
humanistischem Ansatz

Publikum, das 
Demokratie gut findet

ZIELGRUPPE NICHT-ZIELGRUPPE

Bild: Superbass / CC-BY-SA-4.0 (via Wikimedia Commons) Bild: Dr. Frank Gaeth / CC-BY-SA-4.0 (via Wikimedia Commons) Bild: DDP via Unsplash
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Ansatz: „Steelmanning“
Kein Boulevard, keine Alternativmedien, kein Rosinenpicken



Exhibit I: 
Bewertungsverlagerung



„umstritten“









„Kritiker sagen“





07.05.2026





Exhibit II: 
Bewertungsverweigerung
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Abstract

This paper demonstrates that US prestige-press coverage of global warming from 1988 to 2002 has contributed to a significant
divergence of popular discourse from scientific discourse. This failed discursive translation results from an accumulation of tactical
media responses and practices guided by widely accepted journalistic norms. Through content analysis of US prestige press—
meaning the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Los Angeles Times, and the Wall Street Journal—this paper focuses on the
norm of balanced reporting, and shows that the prestige press’s adherence to balance actually leads to biased coverage of both
anthropogenic contributions to global warming and resultant action.
r 2003 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

On June 11, 2001, George W. Bush stated that, ‘‘the
United States has spent $18 billion on climate research
since 1990, three times as much as any other country,
and more than Japan and all 15 nations of the EU
combined’’ (New York Times, 2001, p. A12). During
this time, top climate change scientists from around the
globe—comprising the United Nations-sponsored Inter-
governmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)—
improved understanding of global warming, and pro-
duced three major reports and many related documents.
With increasing confidence, the IPCC has asserted that
global warming is a serious problem that has anthro-
pogenic influences, and that it must be addressed
immediately. In the managerial scientific discourse
represented by the IPCC (Adger et al., 2001), a
remarkably high level of scientific consensus has
emerged on these two particular issues.1 D. James

Baker, administrator of the US National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, has said about
global warming that ‘‘[t]here’s a better scientific
consensus on this than on any issue I know—except
maybe Newton’s second law of dynamics’’ (Warrick,
1997, p. A1).

However, on December 3, 2002, the Washington
Post, citing ‘‘numerous uncertainties [that] remain
about global warming’s cause and effect’’, top admin-
istration officials communicated George W. Bush’s call
‘‘for a decade of research before the government
commits to anything more than voluntary measures
to stem carbon dioxide and other greenhouse
gas emissions’’ (Pianin, 2002, p. A8). This statement
was not only a backhanded swipe at the findings
of scientists concerned about global warming,
but it was also the spectacular culmination of
a complex and perpetually unfolding discursive
process propagated by the prestige press in the
United States.

The continuous juggling act journalists engage in,
often mitigates against meaningful, accurate, and
urgent coverage of the issue of global warming. Since
the general public garners most of its knowledge
about science from the mass media (Nelkin, 1987;
Wilson, 1995), investigating the mass media’s
portrayal of global warming is crucial. The dis-
juncture above is one illustration that—through
the filter of balanced reporting—popular dis-
course has significantly diverged from the scientific

ARTICLE IN PRESS

$Both authors contributed equally to the research and writing of the
paper.
*Corresponding author. Tel.: +1-831-459-3964; fax: +1-831-459-

4015.
E-mail addresses: max@duyure.org (M.T. Boykoff),

jules@duyure.org (J.M. Boykoff).
1Adger et al. discuss different climate change discursive regimes.

They write, ‘‘The managerial discourse draws its authority from
science. It relies on the apparent scientific consensus suggesting that
climate change is a reality’’ (Adger et al., 2001, p. 699). This paper
focuses on this dominant managerial discourse. See Forsyth (2003) for
connected discussions of ‘boundary organizations’.
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5. Results

5.1. Balance as bias: anthropogenic global warming
coverage

We first examined how the idea of anthro-
pogenic global warming was covered in the US
prestige press (Fig. 1). As previously noted, there
is much agreement in the managerial scientific commu-
nity that human actions are contributing to global
warming. But was this consensus reflected in news
coverage? Or, is the journalistic norm of balanced
reporting—telling ‘both’ sides of the story—a mediating
variable that skewed and distorted global warming
coverage? In other words, was coverage of global
warming ‘balanced,’ and therefore actually information-
ally biased?

We found that in the majority (52.65%) of coverage
in the US prestige press, balanced accounts prevailed;
these accounts gave ‘‘roughly equal attention’’ to the
view that humans were contributing to global warming,
and the other view that exclusively natural fluctuations
could explain the earth’s temperature increase. This
supports the hypothesis that journalistic balance
can often lead to a form of informational bias. Cover-
age that emphasized the existence of anthropogenic
contributions to global warming—as distinct from
natural variation—but still presented both sides of
the debate represented over a third (35.29%) of the
relevant articles sampled. This type of coverage
most closely mirrored the scientific discourse itself.
Meanwhile, at the two extremes of coverage, 6.18% of
all stories emphasized the dubious nature of the claim
that anthropogenic contributions to global warming
exist, and 5.88% carried exclusive coverage of the

existence of anthropogenic contributions to global
warming.14

We then examined the significance of this difference in
discourse between the scientific community and the US
prestige press (Table 2). Through comparison of
proportions of ‘balanced coverage’ in each year, we
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Fig. 1. US prestige-press coverage of existence of anthropogenic contribution to global warming 1988–2002; n ¼ 340 (this figure illustrates that
52.65% of the sample news article demonstrated balanced coverage of anthropogenic contributions to global warming, and 35.29% contained
dominant coverage of anthropogenic contributions to global warming, while 6.18% had dominant coverage of skepticism of anthropogenic
contributions, and 5.88% contained exclusive coverage of anthropogenic contributions).

Table 2
The US prestige-press discourse and scientific discourse regarding the
existence of anthropogenic contributions to global warming: tests of
difference by year, 1988–2002

Year Coverage of existence of
anthropogenic global warming

1988 1.61
1989 1.48
1990 4.77!!!

1991 3.33!!!

1992 6.41!!!

1993 3.70!!!

1994 4.35!!!

1995 4.16!!!

1996 4.81!!!

1997 4.72!!!

1998 3.75!!!

1999 2.34!

2000 5.76!!!

2001 4.03!!!

2002 2.34!

Note: The number in each cell represents the respective z-score,
comparing proportions of balanced reporting in each discourse by
year. !po0:05; !!po0:01; !!!po0:001:

14For more discussion of why and when journalists consciously
adhere to balanced reporting in other environmental stories, see
Dearing (1995).
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   Structural factors like 
journalistic norms and 
values contribute to an 
explanation as to why 
global warming, as an 
environmental issue, has 
struggled for fair and 
accurate attention from the 
prestige press in the 
United States.

“

Boykoff & Boykoff 
(2004: 134)



   Performing Balance by 
Practicing Bias […] The 
sources of strategic bias are 
hence neither journalists’ 
personal ideological inclinations 
nor commercial interests, but 
rather a combination of their 
professional ethos, imagined 
audience, and perceived 
power.

“

Panievsky (2021: 822)

The Strategic Bias: How
Journalists Respond to
Antimedia Populism

Ayala Panievsky1

Abstract
As populist campaigns against the media become increasingly common around the
world, it is ever more urgent to explore how journalists adopt and respond to
them. Which strategies have journalists developed to maintain the public’s
trust, and what may be the implications for democracy? These questions are
addressed using a thematic analysis of forty-five semistructured interviews with
leading Israeli journalists who have been publicly targeted by Israel’s Prime
Minister, Benjamin Netanyahu. The article suggests that while most interviewees
asserted that adherence to objective reporting was the best response to antime-
dia populism, many of them have in fact applied a “strategic bias” to their report-
ing, intentionally leaning to the Right in an attempt to refute the accusations of
media bias to the Left. This strategy was shaped by interviewees’ perceived help-
lessness versus Israel’s Prime Minister and his extensive use of social media, a
phenomenon called here “the influence of presumed media impotence.” Finally,
this article points at the potential ramifications of strategic bias for journalism
and democracy. Drawing on Hallin’s Spheres theory, it claims that the strategic
bias might advance Right-wing populism at present, while also narrowing the
sphere of legitimate controversy—thus further restricting press freedom—in
the future.

Keywords
antimedia populism, journalism, journalistic professionalism, bias, balance, self-
censorship, Israel
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Exhibit III: 
Bewertungsunwucht









So what?



Was ‚normale Medien‘ sind, muss sich ändern.



Nius, Tichy, Welt & Co 
attackieren ‚normale 
Medien‘ als Aktivist:innen

Angst vor Aktivismus-
vorwürfen führt zu noch 
mehr Verweigerung, 
Verlagerung und Unwucht 
von Bewertungen.

^ ^ ^



Aktivistische Medien grenzen 
sich von ‚normalen Medien‘ 
über klare Haltung ab

Stabilisieren so Normalität 
eines ‚View-form-
Nowhere‘-Journalismus

Novara Media
^ ^ ^



Was tun?



   It’s easier to trust in “here’s 
where I’m coming from” than 
the View from Nowhere.“

Jay Rosen (2010) 
https://pressthink.org/2010/11/the-view-from-nowhere-questions-and-answers/



„View from Nowhere“ durch  
Transparenz des Standpunkts ersetzen.







08.02.2026

12.05.2022

Quelle: https://www.instagram.com/p/DUf9aw-gaza/ 

https://www.instagram.com/p/DUf9aw-gaza/


Journalismus ist antifaschistisch  
oder er ist kein Journalismus.


