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of editorial pluralization as a mechanism strengthening their perceptual resilience. The article is theoretical and 
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INTRODUCTION

The contemporary information environment has become one of the key arenas of political and 
geopolitical rivalry. Information warfare, disinformation, and influence operations have ceased 
to be incidental phenomena and have become a permanent element of state functioning under 
conditions of global network communication. The development of social media and the decen-
tralization of information circulation have led to a situation in which the informational message 
is no longer controlled by a narrow circle of media institutions but operates within a dynamic, 
algorithmically moderated communicative ecosystem. In this environment, propaganda has not 
disappeared; it has rather undergone a transformation: from a centralized form to a networked 
and dispersed one.

In response to the intensifying phenomenon of disinformation, a sector of fact-checking media 
has emerged. Its task is to verify public statements, identify manipulation, and reconstruct chains 
of disinformation. Examples of such organizations include FactCheck.org, PolitiFact, Snopes, 
as well as the Polish initiatives Demagog and Konkret24. These organizations have begun to per-
form not only a journalistic function but also a systemic one – becoming an element of the 
broadly understood information resilience of the state. Their role increased particularly in mo-
ments of crisis, such as the COVID-19 pandemic or the war in Ukraine, when the pace of the 
spread of false information reached an unprecedented scale. 

At the same time, fact-checking media operate under conditions of growing political polarization. 
In societies divided ideologically and in terms of worldview, every act of information verification 
may be interpreted as politically motivated. As a result, fact-checking organizations become the 
object of attacks from various participants in the public dispute, and their authority is ques-
tioned regardless of the quality of the methodological procedures they apply.

The literature points to classical factors that build media credibility, such as methodological 
transparency, institutional independence, editorial professionalism, and consistency in the ap-
plication of evaluation criteria1. Relatively rarely, however, is it analyzed whether these factors 
remain sufficient under conditions of deepening and increasingly intensifying political polari-
zation and informational bubble effects. This raises the question of whether maintaining the 
authority of fact-checking media requires additional institutional solutions.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE

The aim of this article is to analyze the problem of the credibility of fact-checking media under 
conditions of strong political polarization and to propose the concept of editorial pluralization 
as a mechanism strengthening their social legitimacy. The article is theoretical and conceptual 
in nature and is based on a review of the literature in the fields of propaganda studies, media 
systems, and theories of institutional credibility.

1	 Hovland C. I., Weiss W., The Influence of Source Credibility on Communication Effectiveness, „Public Opinion Quarterly” 
1951, vol. 15, no. 4; Mayer R. C., Davis J. H., Schoorman F. D., An Integrative Model of Organizational Trust, „Academy of 
Management Review” 1995, vol. 20, no. 3, pp. 709–734; Kohring M., Matthes J., Trust in News Media: Development and 
Validation of a Multidimensional Scale, „Communication Research” 2007, vol. 34, no. 2, pp. 231–252.
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The thesis of the article assumes that under conditions of strong polarization, the classical fac-
tors of media credibility are insufficient; maintaining the social authority of fact-checking media 
requires institutionally guaranteed editorial pluralization, understood as the structural inclusion 
of representatives of different ideological currents in the process of verification and quality con-
trol. Accordingly, the main research problem of this article can be formulated as follows: how can 
fact-checking media maintain social legitimacy under conditions of deep political polarization? 
The purpose of this text is therefore to identify the structural factors influencing the credibility 
of fact-checking institutions and to propose a model of editorial pluralization as a mechanism 
strengthening their perceptual resilience.

RESEARCH METHODS

The article is theoretical and conceptual in character. The method of critical analysis of the rel-
evant literature in the fields of propaganda studies, media systems, and theories of institutional 
credibility was applied. The analysis encompassed both classical theoretical approaches and 
contemporary research concerning political polarization and the functioning of fact-checking 
media. Particular attention was devoted to the role of fact-checking institutions as elements 
of information resilience and national security within the contemporary information environ-
ment.

Additionally, elements of a comparative analysis of selected media models were employed, 
in particular according to the concept of media systems developed by Hallin and Mancini. On 
this basis, a conceptual synthesis was carried out, the aim of which was to identify the factors 
of legitimacy of fact-checking institutions under conditions of political polarization and to for-
mulate a model proposal of editorial pluralization.

In the prescriptive part, a normative approach was applied, distinguishing the descriptive analysis 
of existing mechanisms from proposals for their modification.

PROPAGANDA IN THE CONTEMPORARY INFORMATION ENVIRONMENT

The fact that the media play a key role in political, diplomatic, or military life — both in the 
internal and external dimension — is, of course, no discovery. Such a state of affairs has ac-
companied the media essentially from the moment of their emergence. Beginning with the 
era of mass media, and later radio, media have accompanied all conflicts, serving not only 
as a tool for information but, above all, as a tool for influence. Their role as intermediaries, but 
also as creators of meaning, opinions, and emotions, was already evident in the era of classical 
radio, press, cinema, and later television propaganda in the 20th century.

What has changed radically is the communicative environment. The widespread dissemination 
of electronic media, and especially social media, has led to a situation in which the information-
al message is no longer controlled by state institutions or editorial bodies. The contemporary 
infosphere is decentralized, dynamic, and interactive — and therefore much more susceptible 
to manipulation, emotions, and disinformation.
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In this sense, it can be said that propaganda has not disappeared but has evolved, shifting from 
an institutional form to a networked one, no longer functioning solely as a message of official 
broadcasters or explicitly politically profiled media. Today, it consists of thousands of intercon-
nected micro-messages shaping the perception of reality in a dispersed manner (often almost 
imperceptible2).

Contemporary information warfare requires a redefinition of the concepts of propaganda and 
disinformation, which no longer refer exclusively to classical mass media. Although this issue 
has been widely described in the relevant literature, and the very existence of electronic media 
and influence operations conducted through them no longer raises doubts among researchers, 
the transformation of the communicative environment prompts renewed reflection on the ways 
of counteracting contemporary forms of propaganda.

In the classical understanding, propaganda is defined as the dissemination of information — 
facts, arguments, rumors, half-truths, or lies — in order to influence public opinion, with its 
distinguishing feature being intentionality and an emphasis on manipulation3. The literature 
further emphasizes that propaganda constitutes a form of communication aimed at supporting 
a specific political agenda and may utilize both traditional media and digital tools, including 
algorithms, bots, and social media platforms4.

In this context, the fundamental problem is no longer merely the definition of propaganda it-
self, but rather the question of the possibility and limits of counteracting hostile disinformation 
operations conducted by state and non-state actors under conditions of a networked society. 
While the need for a response appears obvious from the perspective of state security, the choice 
of adequate instruments consistent with the principles of democracy remains a contentious 
issue requiring in-depth theoretical reflection.

Historical experience indicates that even democratic states, in situations of threat to national 
security, did not leave the informational sphere outside the scope of institutional influence. 
During the First and Second World Wars, control over media messaging constituted an impor-
tant element of maintaining public morale, legitimizing government actions, and counteracting 
hostile propaganda. The functioning of the British Ministry of Information and the American Of-
fice of War Information confirms that public communication was then treated as an instrument 
of state policy, combining informational and persuasive functions5. Similar mechanisms could 
also be observed in later conflicts, including the Falklands War (1982), the Gulf War (1990–1991), 

2	 Russian propaganda operated in precisely this manner even in the period preceding the annexation of Crimea by Russia 
in 2014. It was carried out through a network of centrally coordinated online accounts created, inter alia, on major Polish 
news portals at the time, such as Onet. See: Pawlak P., Russian PSYOP in the Polish Information Space: History, Structure, 
Operation and Counteraction, in: Wielowymiarowość wyzwań dla bezpieczeństwa narodowego i międzynarodowego 
w kontekście wojny hybrydowej, Wydawnictwo Akademii Sztuki Wojennej, Warszawa 2024, pp. 104–118.

3	 Smith B. L., Propaganda, „Encyclopaedia Britannica”, 19 January 2026, https://www.britannica.com/topic/propaganda
 (access: 27 February 2026).

4	 Ferrara E., What types of COVID-19 conspiracies are populated by Twitter bots?, „First Monday” 2020, vol. 25, no. 6.
5	 Cull N. J., The Cold War and the United States Information Agency: American propaganda and public diplomacy, 1945–1989, 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2008, and: Taylor P. M., Munitions of the Mind: A History of Propaganda from the 
Ancient World to the Present Era, 3rd ed., Manchester University Press, Manchester 2003.
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and military operations in the former Yugoslavia during the 1990s, where information man-
agement and strategic communication constituted an important component of political and 
military activity.

Similarly, during the Cold War, media messaging in the field of security remained coordinated 
to a significant extent. Broadcasters such as Radio Free Europe and Voice of America performed 
the function of instruments of strategic communication of Western states, constituting an el-
ement of ideological rivalry with the Eastern bloc6. In this context, propaganda was not exclu-
sively a pejorative category, but referred to the institutionalized communication of the state 
under conditions of systemic conflict. As Ellul (1965) observes, propaganda in modern societies 
assumes a permanent character and permeates everyday public communication, regardless 
of the political system.

Information operations should be understood more broadly than propaganda, as they encom-
pass not only persuasive communication activities but also cyber operations, psychological ac-
tivities, influence campaigns, and other coordinated measures aimed at shaping the information 
environment. Contemporary information operations display both elements of continuity and 
fundamental differences in relation to earlier models of influence. The transformation of the 
communicative environment — associated with the development of social media and the algo-
rithmic distribution of content — has led to the decentralization of messaging and increased the 
susceptibility of societies to external influence operations7. The literature emphasizes that the 
Russian Federation conducts coordinated information activities against Western states, the aim 
of which is not merely the promotion of a particular narrative, but above all the erosion of social 
trust, the deepening of polarization, and the delegitimization of democratic institutions8. 

From this perspective, the lack of response on the part of democratic states may be interpreted 
as acquiescence to information aggression. The central issue is therefore not whether disinfor-
mation operations should be counteracted, but which instruments can be both effective and 
consistent with democratic principles and the protection of freedom of speech.

At this point, a significant paradox of contemporary democracies becomes visible. Unlike au-
thoritarian systems, democratic states do not possess the ability to exercise full control over 
the information space or to arbitrarily remove undesirable content without risking the erosion 
of their own legitimacy. At the same time, they remain obliged to protect the constitutional 
order and information security, often operating within the same communicative environment 
and using the same technologies as the actors conducting disinformation operations.

6	 Puddington A., Broadcasting Freedom: The Cold War Triumph of Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty, University Press 
of Kentucky, Lexington 2000, and: Nelson M. (ed.), War of the Black Heavens: The Battles of Western Broadcasting in the 
Cold War, Syracuse University Press, Syracuse 1997.

7	 Bennett W. L., Livingston S., The disinformation order: Disruptive communication and the decline of democratic institutions, 
„European Journal of Communication” 2018, vol. 33, no. 2, pp. 122–139.

8	 Bennett W. L., Livingston S., The disinformation order: Disruptive communication and the decline of democratic institu-
tions, „European Journal of Communication” 2018, vol. 33, no. 2, pp. 122–139; Pawlak P., Russian PSYOP in the Polish 
Information Space: History, Structure, Operation and Counteraction, [w:] Wielowymiarowość wyzwań dla bezpieczeństwa 
narodowego i międzynarodowego w kontekście wojny hybrydowej, Wydawnictwo Akademii Sztuki Wojennej, Warszawa 
2024, pp. 104–118.
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Consequently, counteracting propaganda in the twenty-first century cannot be limited exclu-
sively to restrictive instruments, such as blocking accounts, removing content, or technically 
neutralizing networks of bots. Such measures, although sometimes necessary, prove insufficient 
in the face of the structural character of contemporary information operations.

Alongside restrictive instruments, it is also necessary to strengthen social resilience, understood 
as the ability of citizens to critically assess information and identify manipulation. This includes 
both supporting credible sources of information and developing media literacy and critical 
thinking skills. In this context, a particular role falls to fact-checking media, which perform not 
only a verification function but may also be perceived as public trust institutions co-creating 
the state’s information resilience system.

HISTORY OF FACT-CHECKING MEDIA

Fact-checking media constitute a relatively new, yet significant element of the contemporary 
information ecosystem. Their development is associated with the turn of the twentieth and 
twenty-first centuries and with the growing need for systematic verification of public state-
ments in conditions of intensifying political communication9. As Graves indicates, fact-checking 
emerged as a distinct journalistic practice, based on the standardization of verification proce-
dures and the institutionalization of norms of transparency.

Among the pioneering initiatives were American projects such as FactCheck.org (2003), Politi-
Fact (2007), and Snopes, which were established in response to the intensifying phenomenon 
of political manipulation and the selective presentation of facts in public debate. In Poland, 
one of the most recognizable fact-checking organizations is Demagog, established in 2014, 
which later became a member of the International Fact-Checking Network (IFCN). In subsequent 
years, the idea of fact-checking underwent internationalization, and its institutional framework 
came to include cooperation networks and certification mechanisms, including the International 
Fact-Checking Network operating at the Poynter Institute. This process forms part of a broader 
professionalization of the information verification sector10.

Empirical studies indicate that the effectiveness of fact-checking varies; however, under certain 
conditions it may limit the spread of false information and correct erroneous beliefs among au-
diences11. At the same time, the literature shows that the effectiveness of verification activities 
depends on the level of trust in the institutions conducting them and on the degree of political 
polarization12.

The importance of fact-checking media increased significantly in crisis situations, in particular 
during the COVID-19 pandemic. The intensification of disinformation messages concerning public 
9	 Graves L., Deciding What’s True: The Rise of Political Fact-Checking in American Journalism, Columbia University Press, 

New York 2016.
10	 Ibidem.
11	 Nyhan B., Reifler J., When Corrections Fail: The Persistence of Political Misperceptions, „Political Behavior” 2010, vol. 32, 

no. 2, pp.. 303–330, And: Walter N., Cohen J., Holbert R. L., Morag Y., Fact-Checking: A Meta-Analysis of What Works and 
for Whom, „Political Communication” 2020, vol. 37, no. 3, pp. 350–375.

12	 Amazeen M. A., Revisiting the epistemology of fact-checking, „Critical Review” 2015, vol. 27, no. 1, pp. 1–22.
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health revealed the need for systemic correction of information in the digital space. In this 
context, fact-checking newsrooms began to perform the function of an element of information 
resilience infrastructure, reconstructing chains of disinformation dissemination and identifying 
mechanisms of their amplification in social media13.

In this perspective, the significance of fact-checking media is not limited to the verification of in-
dividual false claims but also includes the identification and exposure of mechanisms of disin-
formation dissemination. This concerns both messages related to health policy, armed conflicts, 
or migration policy, as well as narratives referring to energy issues or European integration.

The role of fact-checking media therefore has a dual character. On the one hand, they perform 
a cognitive and educational function, providing audiences with tools for the critical evaluation 
of information. On the other hand, their activity may be perceived as an element of a broader 
system of state information resilience, embedded in activities of a strategic and protective char-
acter. Under conditions of organized information operations conducted by state and non-state 
actors, fact-checking media become a significant component of the communicative infrastruc-
ture of democracy. They are not merely “guardians of truth” within the liberal model of jour-
nalism but participate in the process of shaping the perception of reality in the public sphere.

The fundamental problem, however, becomes the issue of their credibility. It is precisely the 
factors building the authority of fact-checking media — understood as the conditions under 
which their judgments are recognized as legitimate — that constitute the key subject of further 
analysis. The credibility of fact-checking media may be understood as a social process, subject 
to continuous negotiation between sender and recipient, and more broadly — between the 
organization verifying information and the interpretative community within which it operates. 
It is not a fixed attribute but the result of interaction, perception, and the consistency of insti-
tutional actions with declared standards.

The first of the key factors building credibility is methodological transparency. The recipient 
should have the possibility to verify how and on the basis of which sources a given piece of in-
formation was assessed as false, misleading, or manipulated. A standard in fact-checking activity 
is becoming the publication of full source documentation, descriptions of verification proce-
dures, and — increasingly — the disclosure of analytical tools used in the process of content 
assessment. The lack of procedural transparency leads to the erosion of trust, even in situations 
where the conclusion itself is substantively correct.

The second significant factor is institutional and financial independence. Fact-checking media 
should maintain a clear distance from political parties, public authorities, and interest groups. 
Even unconfirmed suspicions of bias may negatively affect the perception of their impartiality. 
In this context, transparent funding models, participation in international certification networks 

13	 Brennen J. S., Simon F., Howard P. N., Nielsen R. K., Types, sources, and claims of COVID-19 misinformation, Reuters Institute 
for the Study of Journalism, Oxford 2020, https://reutersinstitute.politics.ox.ac.uk/types-sources-and-claims-covid-19-mi-
sinformation, (access: 27 February 2026).
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such as the International Fact-Checking Network, and submission to external audit mechanisms 
acquire particular importance.

The third factor building the credibility of fact-checking media is expert and technological com-
petence. Contemporary disinformation is not limited to linguistic manipulation but also includes 
visual and audiovisual content, as well as complex operations based on data analysis. Phenom-
ena such as deepfakes, automated bot networks, or micro-targeting of messages require ad-
vanced analytical tools and specialized technological infrastructure. The authority of institutions 
verifying information therefore also depends on their ability to adapt to the dynamic changes 
of the digital environment.

The fourth element is impartiality of the language of communication. The manner of formu-
lating assessments should be factual, precise, and free from stigmatizing rhetoric. Excessive 
emotionalization of the message or a moralizing tone may lead to a loss of credibility among 
certain segments of the audience. In this sense, the language of fact-checking performs not only 
an informative function but also a legitimizing one — it influences whether a given judgment 
is recognized as reliable or as a manifestation of bias.

The last of the analyzed factors is institutional visibility and social trust capital. Even a high level 
of methodological reliability does not automatically translate into authority in the public sphere 
if the message does not reach a broad audience. Presence in the main channels of public debate, 
coherence of image, and consistency in the application of communication standards foster the 
accumulation of trust capital, which constitutes a condition for effective influence.

The concept of institutional credibility is widely analyzed in the literature on political commu-
nication and research on social trust. In the classical approach, source credibility comprises 
a competence component (expertise) and a component related to perceived honesty and im-
partiality (trustworthiness)14. In later models, it was emphasized that trust in institutions is the 
result of the perception of their competence, integrity, and benevolence toward audiences15.

With regard to the media, research indicates that credibility constitutes a multidimensional 
construct, encompassing both the assessment of editorial professionalism and the transparency 
of procedures, as well as independence from political actors16. In the context of fact-checking, 
additional significance is attached to the consistency between declared methodological stand-
ards and the practice of their application17.

14	 Hovland C. I., Weiss W., The Influence of Source Credibility on Communication Effectiveness, „Public Opinion Quarterly” 
1951, vol. 15, no. 4.

15	 Mayer R. C., Davis J. H., Schoorman F. D., An Integrative Model of Organizational Trust, „Academy of Management Review” 
1995, vol. 20, no. 3, pp. 709–734.

16	 Kohring M., Matthes J., Trust in News Media: Development and Validation of a Multidimensional Scale, „Communication 
Research” 2007, vol. 34, no. 2, pp. 231–252.

17	 Graves L., Deciding What’s True: The Rise of Political Fact-Checking in American Journalism, Columbia University Press, 
New York 2016.
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The literature also emphasizes that the level of trust in information institutions is strongly as-
sociated with political polarization and partisan identification of audiences18. This means that 
even a high level of professionalism and transparency does not guarantee universal accept-
ance of judgments in a polarized communicative environment. A limitation of classical models 
of credibility is their assumption that procedural correctness generates perceptual stability. 
This assumption proves problematic under conditions of segmentation of the communicative 
space, in which audiences evaluate institutions not only through the prism of their actions but 
also through identity-based considerations.

The catalogue of factors proposed above, encompassing transparency, independence, tech-
nological competence, impartiality of language, and trust capital, fits within existing models 
of credibility, yet emphasizes their importance in the specific context of fact-checking institu-
tions operating under conditions of information conflict. Existing models of institutional cred-
ibility focus primarily on the procedural level (transparency, methodological consistency) and 
the perceptual level (trust, perceived impartiality). The structural dimension of credibility, un-
derstood as the institutional determinants of the decision-making process within organizations 
verifying information, is relatively rarely analyzed. This gap becomes particularly visible under 
conditions of deep political polarization, when the source of delegitimization is not the violation 
of procedures but the very perception of the ideological homogeneity of the institution.

POLITICAL PLURALIZATION AS AN EXTENDED CONDITION OF CREDIBILITY

The previously indicated factors of credibility (methodological transparency, institutional in-
dependence, expert competence, and impartiality of communicative language) constitute the 
foundation of the functioning of fact-checking media. Under conditions of deepening political 
polarization, however, they prove insufficient. To the catalogue of conditions of legitimacy, one 
must therefore add a factor of a structural character: political pluralization within institutions 
verifying information.

In strongly polarized societies, political and worldview conflict assumes the form of a lasting 
segmentation of the communicative space. Media operating outside clear party affiliations 
or attempting to maintain maximum distance from political disputes paradoxically become ob-
jects of criticism from all sides of the conflict. Their neutrality is interpreted as concealed bias, 
and every intervention in the dominant narrative of a particular group of recipients is treated 
as politically motivated action19. Under conditions of a polarized communicative environment, 
fact-checking institutions are thus subject to the phenomenon of symmetrical delegitimization: 
the same judgments may be read as manifestations of hidden affiliation by opposing political 
camps. For example, during the 2020 U.S. presidential election, fact-checking organizations 
were simultaneously accused by some conservative commentators of favouring Democratic 
candidates and by some progressive commentators of being insufficiently active in counter-
ing misinformation associated with Republican politicians. Examples of disputes surrounding 

18	 Ladd J. M., Why Americans Hate the Media and How It Matters, Princeton University Press, Princeton 2012.
19	 Ibidem.
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American fact-checking newsrooms such as PolitiFact or FactCheck.org20¹ demonstrate that even 
the consistent application of uniform rating scales does not protect against accusations of bias 
from political actors. Such criticism rarely concerns violations of procedures; more often it refers 
to the presumed ideological orientation of editorial teams. Such dynamics can be observed, for 
example, in the United States, where assessments issued by fact-checking organizations are 
frequently interpreted through the prism of Republican–Democratic rivalry, regardless of the 
methodological quality of the verification process.

This problem had already been partially diagnosed in the classical typology of media systems 
proposed by Hallin and Mancini (2004). The authors indicated that in models characterized 
by a high level of political parallelism, full institutional neutrality has an ideal-typical character 
and in practice remains unattainable. The stability of the media system in such cases does not 
result from the elimination of political influence, but from its institutional balancing.

An illustrative example was the Italian practice of lottizzazione, consisting in the division of man-
agerial positions and influence within the public broadcaster RAI among the main political 
forces. In the 1970s and 1980s, individual RAI channels remained under the influence of differ-
ent political groupings: RAI 1 was associated with Christian Democracy, RAI 2 with the Italian 
Socialist Party, and RAI 3 with the Italian Communist Party21. This mechanism did not eliminate 
politicization but constituted a pragmatic attempt to institutionalize pluralism under conditions 
of a strongly polarized party system.

Contemporary fact-checking media operate in a different technological environment; however, 
they face an analogous challenge: how to maintain authority in a space in which every decision 
is interpreted through the prism of political conflict. Procedural neutrality does not guarantee 
perceptual neutrality. The mere consistent application of uniform methodological standards 
does not eliminate the risk of a newsroom being perceived as a political actor by segments 
of the audience operating within segmented information ecosystems.

Hence the postulate of editorial pluralization, understood as the institutional inclusion of rep-
resentatives of different ideological currents in the process of verification and quality control. 
The aim of such a solution is not the politicization of fact-checking or the relativization of cri-
teria of truthfulness, but the reduction of the risk of perceiving the newsroom as ideologically 
homogeneous and the strengthening of its social legitimacy.

The operationalization of the postulate of pluralization may include:

20	 In the years 2020–2023, allegations emerged concerning the cooperation of fact-checkers with platforms (e.g., Facebook), 
as well as accusations in public debate regarding the selectivity of topics. See: Catalanello R., Sanders K., Meta ending 
third-party fact-checking partnership with US partners, including PolitiFact, „PolitiFact”, 7 January 2025, https://www.
politifact.com/article/2025/jan/07/meta-ending-third-party-fact-checking-partnership/, (access: 27 February 2026), and: 
Diep P. P. U., Check the checks: A comparison of fact-checking practices between newspapers and independent organiza-
tions during 2020 U.S. election presidential debates, „Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly” 2024, vol. 46, no. 1.

21	 Hallin D. C., Mancini P., Comparing Media Systems: Three Models of Media and Politics, Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge 2004.
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●	diversification of editorial and expert teams in terms of ideological orientations, while main-
taining uniform methodological standards,

●	the establishment of review boards for particularly controversial cases,

●	the introduction of procedures of inter-editorial mutual control,

●	regular audits of organizational pluralism conducted by independent research entities,

●	increased transparency of decision-making procedures in disputed matters.

The operationalization of organizational pluralism requires the determination of measurable 
indicators, such as the diversity of expert affiliations among members of review boards, the 
rotation of decision-making functions, the transparency of procedures for submitting dissenting 
opinions, or the presence of formal appeal mechanisms. The above indicators are proposed 
by the author as a conceptual operationalization of editorial pluralization and do not derive from 
an existing standardized measurement framework. This may certainly constitute a significant 
and bold methodological undertaking. Such an undertaking appears, however, almost neces-
sary under conditions of an increasingly intensifying political and ideological dispute. A detailed 
characterization of the individual elements (stages) of this task goes beyond the scope of this 
text, whose primary aim is to draw attention to the problem and propose its solution. Of key 
importance in this regard is the preservation of the primacy of uniform epistemic criteria, so that 
pluralism concerns the representation of perspectives rather than standards of evidence. Under 
conditions of growing polarization, internal pluralism ceases to be merely a normative category 
and becomes an element of information resilience infrastructure and a new dimension of pro-
fessionalism of fact-checking institutions.

LIMITATIONS AND RISKS OF EDITORIAL PLURALIZATION

The proposed concept of editorial pluralization, although normatively justified under conditions 
of strong polarization, is not free from limitations and potential risks. Its implementation may 
also generate organizational tensions and cognitive risks that require separate reflection.

First, pluralization may lead to decision-making paralysis, especially in situations requiring a rap-
id response. Fact-checking media operate in a dynamic environment in which reaction time 
is of significant importance for the effectiveness of correcting disinformation. Expanded collegial 
procedures and multi-stage consultations may reduce the operational efficiency of newsrooms.

Second, there is a risk of apparent symmetrism. The inclusion of representatives of different 
ideological orientations must not lead to the relativization of criteria of truthfulness or to the 
creation of an artificial balance between evidence-based claims and theses lacking empirical 
foundations. The literature indicates that excessive exposure of “both sides of the dispute” may 
result in false balance and distort the perception of expert consensus.

It is precisely this risk of apparent symmetrism that requires distinguishing organizational plu-
ralism from epistemological symmetrism. Pluralism concerns the institutional structure and the 
representation of different ideological orientations, whereas symmetrism in the epistemological 
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sense would imply the equal treatment of claims regardless of their empirical status. Under 
conditions of political conflict, the ontological dimension also gains particular significance: real 
asymmetries in the scope of violations of democratic norms or in the intensity of disinformation 
cannot be reduced to a model of arithmetical balance. Distinguishing these levels is a condition 
for preserving the methodological coherence of fact-checking.

Third, pluralization may become politically instrumentalized. The presence of individuals asso-
ciated with particular ideological environments may be used by political actors as an argument 
confirming the alleged politicization of the institution. Paradoxically, therefore, a mechanism 
intended to strengthen legitimacy may become the subject of further interpretative disputes.

Fourth, increased editorial heterogeneity may generate internal conflicts and normative tensions 
concerning the interpretation of methodological standards. Maintaining a common epistemolog-
ical core becomes in such a model a necessary condition for preserving institutional coherence.

For the above reasons, editorial pluralization should not be treated as a universal remedy for 
the crisis of trust in fact-checking media. It may constitute an element of a broader strategy 
of strengthening information resilience, provided that the primacy of methodological criteria 
is preserved and a clear distinction is maintained between ideological pluralism and cognitive 
relativism.

CONCLUSION 

Under conditions of intensifying political polarization, the classical factors building the credibility 
of fact-checking media prove insufficient. Procedural neutrality does not guarantee perceptual 
neutrality, and the consistent application of methodological standards does not protect against 
the phenomenon of delegitimization in a polarized communicative environment.

The conducted analysis indicates that maintaining the social legitimacy of fact-checking institu-
tions requires taking into account a structural dimension that goes beyond traditional models 
of credibility based solely on competence and transparency. The proposed concept of editorial 
pluralization constitutes an attempt at such an extension. Its aim is not the relativization of truth 
or the politicization of fact-checking, but the institutional strengthening of its perceptual resil-
ience under conditions of information conflict.

The analysis conducted in this article indicates that the evolution of the contemporary informa-
tion environment has significantly complicated the functioning of institutions responsible for 
verifying public information. The development of digital communication, the growing impor-
tance of disinformation campaigns, and the increasing political polarization of audiences have 
created conditions in which traditional mechanisms of institutional credibility are no longer 
fully effective.

The principal contribution of this article lies in extending existing models of fact-checking credi-
bility by introducing a structural dimension in the form of editorial pluralization. While the litera-
ture has traditionally focused on transparency, independence, competence, and trustworthiness, 
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the proposed approach highlights the importance of internal ideological diversity as a factor 
strengthening institutional legitimacy in polarized information environments. In this sense, the 
concept may contribute both to research on political communication and to broader discussions 
concerning information resilience and democratic security. 

At the same time, the proposed model remains theoretical and conceptual in nature. The ar-
ticle does not provide empirical verification of the effectiveness of editorial pluralization, nor 
does it determine the optimal institutional mechanisms through which such pluralization could 
be implemented in practice. These limitations indicate the need for further comparative and 
empirical studies involving different media systems and fact-checking organizations.

The distinction between organizational pluralism and epistemological symmetrism makes it pos-
sible to avoid the risk of false balance and to preserve the primacy of methodological criteria. 
In this sense, pluralization may be perceived as an element of the state’s information resilience 
infrastructure, rather than merely an editorial solution. Under conditions of lasting political 
polarization, the absence of structural pluralization may increase the erosion of the legitimacy 
of fact-checking media, regardless of the quality of their methodological procedures. Therefore, 
strengthening the credibility of fact-checking media should be regarded not only as a challenge 
for journalism, but also as an important element of contemporary information resilience and 
democratic security.

Further research should focus on the empirical verification of the effectiveness of pluralization 
mechanisms, the analysis of their impact on the perception of the impartiality of fact-checking 
institutions, and the comparison of their functioning in different media systems.

Statement on the Use of AI Tools

In the editorial process, an AI tool was used exclusively for the translation and linguistic correc-
tion of the text.
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