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ABSTRACT 
Imagine reading the morning news and discovering, mid-scroll, that you have no idea who — or what — selected 
those stories for you. That disorienting realisation is less hypothetical than it sounds. Across the world's 
democracies today, machine learning systems have displaced human editorial judgement as the primary 
gatekeepers of political information, yet most citizens remain unaware of this shift, let alone its consequences. 
This paper confronts that gap. It examines, from a conceptual standpoint, what the deep integration of artificial 
intelligence into journalism actually means for democratic politics — not at the level of individual news articles, 
but at the structural level of how political publics are constituted, how political knowledge circulates, and how 
democratic accountability is enabled or undermined. To organise this inquiry, the paper develops the Algorithmic 
Public Sphere (APS) as its central theoretical framework — a concept built on Habermas's public sphere theory 
but substantially revised to account for the distinctive properties of machine-mediated political communication. 
Three domains of transformation are examined in sequence. The first is journalistic production: how AI tools are 
remaking the newsroom, displacing editorial judgement, and generating new accountability gaps. The second is 
democratic participation: how recommendation algorithms and personalisation systems are reshaping the 
information environments within which citizens form political opinions and make electoral choices. The third is 
the disinformation ecology: how generative AI and synthetic media are introducing a qualitative new dimension 
of epistemic uncertainty into political discourse — one that threatens not just individual beliefs but the shared 
factual ground on which democratic accountability depends. 
Building on that analysis, and taking seriously the limitations of existing regulatory responses in both European 
and Indian contexts, the paper concludes by proposing the Democratic AI in Journalism (DAIJ) Framework. Four 
principles animate it: algorithmic transparency, deliberative accountability, epistemic pluralism, and algorithmic 
subsidiarity. Taken together, they constitute not a utopian wish-list, but a set of minimum democratic 
requirements that AI-mediated journalism must satisfy. The paper's intended audience spans communication 
studies, political science, and critical technology studies. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
There is a peculiar invisibility at the heart of 
contemporary political communication. Each morning, 
across the world's democracies, millions of citizens 

open their phones and encounter a seemingly natural 
stream of news: stories that feel timely, personally 
relevant, and authoritatively presented. What is 
invisible is the machinery behind the interface — the 
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recommendation algorithms, the automated content 
generators, the engagement-optimisation systems — 
that have already done the most consequential editorial 
work before a human eye has read a single headline. 
This is not a marginal or transitional phenomenon. It is, 
at this point, the dominant infrastructure of political 
information in democratic societies. And yet the 
scholarly conversation about its democratic 
implications remains oddly fragmented. Research on 
AI and journalism tends to stay within the newsroom, 
examining how journalists work with new tools. 
Political communication scholarship examines what 
voters believe and how media exposure shapes electoral 
behaviour. What is missing is a framework that 
connects these two concerns — that asks, directly, what 
kind of democratic public sphere algorithmic systems 
are producing, and whether that public sphere is 
capable of sustaining meaningful self-governance. 
This paper attempts to build that framework. The core 
theoretical contribution is the concept of the 
Algorithmic Public Sphere (APS), derived from and 
extending Habermas's (1989) classical account of the 
public sphere into the age of machine learning. Through 
this lens, three empirical transformations are examined: 
the automation and augmentation of journalistic 
production; the algorithmic mediation of political 
participation; and the epistemic crisis driven by 
synthetic media and AI-generated disinformation. The 
paper then surveys the regulatory landscape — globally 
and with specific attention to the Indian context — 
before proposing the Democratic AI in Journalism 
(DAIJ) Framework as a normative architecture for 
democratic governance of algorithmic journalism. 
A note on scope: this paper is explicitly conceptual and 
theoretical in orientation. It does not present new 
empirical data, though it draws extensively on recent 
empirical scholarship. Its aim is synthetic and 
normative — to map the terrain, diagnose what is 
democratically at stake, and propose principled 
directions for institutional and design responses. 
 
2. THE ALGORITHMIC PUBLIC SPHERE: A 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
Habermas published The Structural Transformation of 
the Public Sphere in German in 1962. The translation 
did not appear in English until 1989, but when it did, it 
arrived at exactly the moment when scholars were 
beginning to grapple with the implications of 
commercial television and, shortly after, the internet for 
democratic communication. Habermas's central claim 
— that a functionally distinct domain of public 
reasoning, separable from both state power and market 
interest, is a precondition for democratic legitimacy — 
proved enormously productive. So did his historical 
argument that this domain had been colonised by 
commercial media, transforming citizens from active 
deliberators into passive consumers of manufactured 
political spectacle. 
The digital turn complicated this narrative in ways that 
generated genuine scholarly disagreement. Optimists 

saw the internet restoring something like the classical 
public sphere — decentralised, participatory, 
accessible. Sceptics noted that the same technologies 
that lowered barriers to political expression also 
enabled surveillance, manipulation, and the 
fragmentation of any shared communicative space. 
Both were partly right, and both missed something that 
has become unmistakable in the past decade: the degree 
to which not the internet as such, but specific 
algorithmic systems deployed by a small number of 
large corporations, now constitute the effective 
infrastructure of political communication for billions of 
people. 
We term this infrastructure the Algorithmic Public 
Sphere (APS). The concept is deliberately narrow: it 
does not refer to digital communication in general, but 
specifically to those communicative spaces and 
processes in which machine learning algorithms play a 
constitutive role in determining what political 
information is produced, selected, ranked, distributed, 
and encountered by mass publics. The APS is not a 
neutral conduit. It is, we argue, an active structural 
force that shapes the conditions of political discourse in 
ways that are systematically consequential for 
democratic governance. 
Four structural features distinguish the APS from 
earlier configurations of the public sphere. The first is 
opacity. Habermas's bourgeois public sphere was 
marked, however imperfectly, by the norm of 
publicness: arguments were made openly and could be 
contested. The editorial decisions of twentieth-century 
mass media, however partial and commercially 
inflected, were at least nominally visible and 
accountable — editors could be named, proprietors 
identified, editorial lines challenged. Algorithmic 
curation operates through proprietary systems that are 
largely inaccessible to citizens, researchers, journalists, 
and regulators (Martin, 2019; Burrell and Fourcade, 
2021). People receive political information without 
knowing why, or what has been withheld. 
The second feature is personalisation. Mass media, 
whatever its failures, addressed something recognisable 
as a common public. Algorithmic systems construct 
individualised information environments, tuned to 
individual behavioural profiles, maximising 
engagement for each user separately. This is not simply 
a difference of degree. It is a structural transformation 
in what a public sphere can mean: where there was once 
(however imperfectly) a shared communicative space, 
there are now millions of private information worlds, 
each tailored, each enclosed. 
The third feature is engagement-optimisation. The 
commercial logic underlying most algorithmic systems 
is to maximise engagement — time-on-platform, 
clicks, shares, emotional reactions. Content that 
provokes strong affective responses, particularly anger, 
outrage, and anxiety, tends to win these metrics (Araujo 
et al., 2020). The result is a systematic structural bias 
toward the inflammatory and the sensational, at the 
direct expense of the nuanced, the complex, and the 
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deliberatively productive. This is not a bug. For most 
platform operators, it is a revenue-maximising feature. 
The fourth feature is synthetic mediation — the most 
recent and perhaps the most consequential. Generative 
AI systems can now produce text, audio, image, and 
video content indistinguishable, in many cases, from 
authentic human communication (Vaccari and 
Chadwick, 2020). Political reality itself can be 
fabricated. This introduces into the APS not merely 
distortion or selective emphasis, but a new ontological 
challenge: the possibility that what citizens encounter 
as political evidence may be entirely constructed. 
These four features generate systematic communicative 
distortions — deformations of the conditions required 
for the kind of rational-critical deliberation that 
democratic theory takes as foundational. The crucial 
point, however, is that these distortions are not 
technologically inevitable. They are the product of 
specific design choices and business models. They are, 
in principle, contestable. That is what makes the 
normative project of this paper coherent. 
 
3. AI AND THE REMAKING OF JOURNALISTIC 
PRACTICE 
Step inside any major newsroom today and the 
presence of artificial intelligence is unmistakable, even 
if not always acknowledged. At one end of the spectrum 
are large language models generating financial 
summaries, sports reports, and weather updates at a 
speed and volume no human team could match. At the 
other end are AI-assisted investigative tools that allow 
reporters to search through millions of documents, 
identify statistical anomalies in public datasets, or 
cross-reference sources across languages and time 
zones. Between these poles lies an enormous and still-
evolving range of AI applications in editorial decision-
making, audience analytics, personalised content 
delivery, and automated moderation. 
Scholars have generally organised these applications 
under two conceptual headings: automation and 
augmentation. The distinction is useful. Automation 
involves replacing tasks previously performed by 
human journalists — writing a match report from a 
structured data feed, for instance, or generating a 
company earnings summary from a financial filing. 
Augmentation involves enhancing human journalistic 
capacity — helping a reporter identify relevant 
documents in a leaked archive, or flagging potentially 
fabricated images for further verification. 
Anantrasirichai and Bull (2022), reviewing AI 
applications in the creative industries more broadly, 
conclude that in most current deployments, AI works 
most valuably as a collaborator and capacity-amplifier 
rather than as an autonomous creator. 
There is reason, however, to be cautious about the 
stability of this distinction. Raisch and Krakowski 
(2021) identify what they call the automation-
augmentation paradox: as organisations invest in AI to 
augment human capacities, they progressively create 
the technical and organisational conditions for those 

same tasks to be automated. Applied to journalism, this 
dynamic has a troubling implication. The deployment 
of AI tools to assist journalists — building datasets, 
transcribing interviews, drafting initial reports — may 
gradually erode the professional culture, craft 
knowledge, and editorial judgement within which 
human journalism has derived its democratic value. 
What begins as a tool to help journalists may eventually 
become a reason to employ fewer of them. 
Even more consequential than the transformation of 
journalistic production is the transformation of editorial 
gatekeeping. White's (1950) classic study identified the 
gatekeeper — the editor who decides what is 
newsworthy — as a central figure in the sociology of 
journalism. That function has now been substantially 
displaced by algorithmic systems. Recommendation 
engines and content-distribution algorithms govern 
what reaches which audiences, operating not on 
professional norms of civic relevance or factual 
accuracy, but on commercial metrics of engagement 
and retention. The criteria of newsworthiness are no 
longer primarily journalistic. They are increasingly 
algorithmic. 
The arrival of powerful large language models has 
accelerated all of these tendencies. Systems like GPT-4 
and its successors can generate journalistic prose that 
is, in surface form, largely indistinguishable from 
human-authored text (Dwivedi et al., 2023). Several 
international news organisations have deployed LLM-
generated content for routine reporting categories. The 
implications for accountability are serious: when 
content is algorithmically generated, the ordinary 
heuristics through which readers assess journalistic 
quality — the byline, the publication's reputation, the 
identifiable author — no longer function as reliable 
guides. 
 
4. ALGORITHMIC MEDIATION AND THE 
CONDITIONS OF DEMOCRATIC 
PARTICIPATION 
Production matters. But distribution may matter more. 
The same algorithmic systems that are reshaping how 
news gets made also govern — decisively — how 
political information reaches citizens. Search engines, 
social media recommendation algorithms, and news 
aggregators together constitute the primary 
infrastructure through which most people in 
contemporary democracies encounter political reality. 
The design choices embedded in these systems are, in 
effect, political choices about the architecture of 
democratic participation. 
Two theoretical concepts have dominated the scholarly 
conversation about the political effects of algorithmic 
mediation: the filter bubble and the echo chamber. 
Pariser (2011) coined the filter bubble concept to 
describe how personalisation algorithms create 
enclosed information environments, sheltering users 
from perspectives that contradict their existing beliefs. 
Echo chamber theory shifts the emphasis from 
algorithmic design to social network dynamics, 
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focusing on how processes of homophily — the 
tendency of like to associate with like — produce 
politically insular online communities (Tucker et al., 
2018). Both hypotheses have attracted substantial 
empirical research, and both have been contested. 
Several large-scale studies have found that algorithmic 
recommendation systems sometimes expose users to 
more political diversity than their unmediated social 
networks, complicating the polarisation narrative in 
ways that deserve acknowledgement. 
But the empirical controversy about filter bubbles 
should not obscure what is, arguably, a more 
fundamental concern. Kozyreva et al. (2020) 
demonstrate that the cognitive challenges posed by 
algorithmically governed information environments — 
persuasive choice architectures, AI-assisted 
information systems, deliberately engineered 
distraction — systematically undermine the epistemic 
capacities that informed democratic deliberation 
requires. The issue is not simply what people see or do 
not see. It is the degraded conditions of attention, 
critical evaluation, and epistemic autonomy under 
which they see it. 
There is also a structural concern that transcends the 
individual level. Burrell and Fourcade (2021) argue 
persuasively that the pervasive integration of 
algorithmic systems across social institutions 
represents a systemic transformation in how social 
reality is produced and distributed — what they 
describe, borrowing from Weber, as a new form of 
rationalisation. In the political domain, this means that 
the shared understandings through which democratic 
publics form collective judgements are now 
substantially co-produced by privately owned, 
commercially motivated algorithmic systems that carry 
no democratic mandate and are subject to no 
democratic accountability. 
Elections crystallise these concerns most sharply. 
Recent research demonstrates that AI recommendation 
systems shape political advertising exposure, the 
visibility of partisan content, and the spread of electoral 
misinformation in ways that may systematically 
advantage certain candidates or parties (Chitra B T et 
al., 2026). What makes this particularly troubling from 
a regulatory perspective is the opacity of the effect. An 
algorithm that subtly amplifies one party's content in 
competitive constituencies may prove more 
consequential for electoral outcomes than any 
individual act of deliberate manipulation — and yet it 
leaves no evidentiary trail that conventional electoral 
law was designed to detect or remedy. 
 
5. SYNTHETIC MEDIA, DISINFORMATION, 
AND THE EPISTEMIC CRISIS OF 
DEMOCRATIC COMMUNICATION 
Let me be direct about what is new here. Political 
disinformation is not a recent invention. Rumour, 
propaganda, and deliberate falsehood have been 
instruments of politics for as long as politics has 
existed. What AI has changed is the economics and the 

epistemology of disinformation — making fabricated 
content cheaper to produce, harder to detect, more 
precisely targetable, and more formally convincing 
than at any previous moment. The democratic 
implications of that change are still being worked out, 
and they are serious. 
Nowhere is this more vivid than in the phenomenon of 
the deepfake: AI-generated synthetic video that 
realistically depicts individuals saying or doing things 
they never said or did. Chesney and Citron (2019) 
identified, with striking prescience, the distinctive 
democratic threat of deepfake technology. It operates 
through at least two mechanisms. The first is direct 
fabrication: a synthetic video of a political leader 
announcing a policy reversal, or committing a criminal 
act, circulated in the final days of an election campaign, 
could influence voting behaviour even if subsequently 
debunked, given the well-documented gap between the 
speed of false information and the speed of its 
correction. The second mechanism is subtler and, in 
Chesney and Citron's analysis, ultimately more 
corrosive: what they call the liar's dividend. Once 
deepfakes are widely known to exist, those confronted 
with authentic incriminating evidence can simply claim 
the footage is fabricated. The technology thus provides 
a general-purpose alibi against accountability. 
Vaccari and Chadwick's (2020) experimental research 
complicates this picture productively. Working with a 
large representative sample of the United Kingdom 
population, they found that exposure to deepfakes was 
more likely to produce uncertainty than active 
deception — participants were more likely to feel 
confused about what was real than to be 
straightforwardly fooled. The democratic implication, 
however, is no less troubling. Uncertainty of this kind, 
accumulated across a population, produces a 
generalised epistemic cynicism: a condition in which 
citizens doubt the authenticity of evidence as such, 
whether or not any particular piece of evidence is 
actually fake. Democratic accountability depends on 
the possibility of establishing shared facts. 
Manufactured epistemic doubt erodes that possibility at 
the foundational level. 
Beyond deepfakes, the wider landscape of AI-
facilitated disinformation is both broader and more 
mundane. Aïmeur et al. (2023) provide a 
comprehensive review of fake news, disinformation, 
and misinformation in social media, documenting the 
scale and variety of AI-enabled information 
manipulation and the significant limitations of current 
detection approaches. Lewandowsky et al. (2017) 
situate the disinformation crisis within a broader post-
truth condition — not simply a product of technology, 
but of the convergence of declining social capital, 
growing economic inequality, and the erosion of shared 
institutional authorities that once anchored collective 
political epistemology. Simple debunking strategies, 
Scheufele and Krause (2019) confirm, are inadequate 
responses to this structural challenge; the effects of 
misinformation are mediated by complex interactions 
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between individual cognition and information 
environment features that cannot be addressed at the 
level of individual corrections. 
One further dimension demands attention — the 
geographic and linguistic unevenness of the 
disinformation challenge. In India, the scale of AI-
generated political disinformation circulating in 
regional languages has reached alarming proportions, 
with automated content farms producing manipulated 
videos, synthetic audio clips, and fabricated news 
articles in Hindi, Tamil, Telugu, Bengali, and dozens of 
other languages for which automated detection 
infrastructure remains poorly developed. The 
combination of high digital penetration, limited 
institutional media literacy infrastructure, and high-
stakes electoral politics creates conditions of acute 
democratic vulnerability. Any normative framework for 
AI and journalism that addresses only the English-
language, European-regulatory context is, frankly, 
addressing a minority of the world's democratic 
citizens. 
 
6. GOVERNING THE ALGORITHMIC PUBLIC 
SPHERE: REGULATORY LANDSCAPE AND ITS 
LIMITS 
The regulatory response to AI in journalism and 
political communication has been, in some 
jurisdictions, genuinely ambitious. The European 
Union's Artificial Intelligence Act, enacted in 2024, 
represents the most comprehensive AI regulatory 
framework attempted anywhere. Its risk-based 
architecture classifies AI systems deployed in electoral 
and democratic contexts as high-risk, imposing 
mandatory requirements for transparency, human 
oversight, technical robustness, and conformity 
assessment before deployment. The companion Digital 
Services Act establishes specific obligations for large 
online platforms — including algorithmic transparency, 
independent audit rights, and requirements to assess 
and mitigate systemic risks arising from 
recommendation systems. These are real and 
significant advances over the self-regulatory era that 
characterised platform governance through most of the 
2010s. 
And yet the gap between regulatory ambition and 
regulatory effect is wide. Birhane et al. (2026) offer a 
sobering analysis of what they term Big AI's regulatory 
capture — the systematic mechanisms through which 
major AI corporations have shaped regulatory 
processes to their commercial advantage. Their 
taxonomy identifies 27 distinct capture mechanisms 
across five categories, ranging from narrative framing 
(deploying claims that regulation stifles innovation or 
undermines national competitiveness) to epistemic 
influence (funding research agendas, establishing 
revolving-door relationships with regulatory bodies, 
and exploiting technical complexity as a barrier to 
effective oversight). Most strikingly, their analysis of 
100 annotated news articles found 249 instances of 
capture mechanisms actively operating in public 

discourse. Regulatory ambition and regulatory 
effectiveness are not the same thing, and the distance 
between them is not accidental. 
Hagendorff (2020) identifies a complementary failure 
at the level of voluntary ethics frameworks. The past 
decade has seen a striking proliferation of AI ethics 
guidelines from industry, government, academic, and 
civil society actors — many of them genuinely 
thoughtful and well-intentioned. But Hagendorff's 
systematic evaluation of 22 such guidelines finds a 
consistent and significant implementation gap: the 
stated principles are rarely operationalised in ways that 
measurably change system design or deployment 
practice. The structural incentives driving AI 
development — commercial pressures, competitive 
dynamics, first-mover advantages — consistently 
outweigh the reputational incentives toward ethical 
compliance when the two come into conflict. 
India's regulatory situation deserves specific attention, 
not only because India is the world's largest democracy, 
but because it represents a type-case of the governance 
challenge facing diverse democratic contexts globally. 
The Information Technology (Intermediary Guidelines 
and Digital Media Ethics Code) Rules establish a 
framework for digital content governance, but India 
lacks — as of this writing — a comprehensive AI-
specific regulatory regime. Winata et al. (2026) 
confirm, across their systematic review of 21 studies on 
AI and democracy, that implementation of AI 
governance frameworks is heavily shaped by political 
context and institutional capacity, and that models 
developed for European institutional environments 
cannot be straightforwardly transferred to diverse 
democratic contexts without substantial adaptation. 
 
7. THE DEMOCRATIC AI IN JOURNALISM 
(DAIJ) FRAMEWORK 
The analysis of the preceding sections converges on an 
uncomfortable conclusion: the Algorithmic Public 
Sphere, as currently constituted, systematically distorts 
the communicative conditions required for democratic 
self-governance. This is not a peripheral critique. It 
goes to the centre of what democratic theory requires 
from political communication. And yet — this is 
equally important — those distortions are not 
technologically determined. They arise from specific, 
contestable design choices and business models. That 
means a normative response is not merely possible; it is 
necessary. 
The Democratic AI in Journalism (DAIJ) Framework 
proposed here is a normative architecture — not a 
technical blueprint, not a regulatory checklist, but a set 
of principled requirements derived from the analysis of 
the Algorithmic Public Sphere and from the 
foundational commitments of democratic theory. Four 
principles constitute the framework. 

7.1 Algorithmic Transparency 
The first principle is the most basic, and yet the most 
consistently violated in current practice: AI systems 
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operating in journalistic and political communication 
contexts must be subject to meaningful transparency. 
Not transparency as a marketing claim. Not 
transparency as a document buried in a terms-of-service 
agreement. Meaningful transparency — the kind that 
enables citizens, journalists, civil society organisations, 
and regulatory bodies to understand, at appropriate 
levels of abstraction, how algorithmic systems 
determine what political information reaches whom. 
Why is this a democratic requirement rather than 
simply a technical nicety? Because citizens cannot 
contest the conditions of their own political information 
environments unless they can understand how those 
conditions are produced. Opacity in the information 
supply chain is equivalent, in political terms, to a secret 
editorial hand that shapes every citizen's political 
knowledge without accountability. Felzmann et al. 
(2020) offer the concept of transparency by design as a 
practical operationalisation: transparency obligations 
built into the development lifecycle of AI systems from 
the outset, rather than appended as post-hoc compliance 
requirements. For journalistic AI systems, this means 
designing for auditability and intelligibility as 
foundational requirements. 

7.2 Deliberative Accountability 
The second principle addresses the optimisation logic 
embedded in AI systems deployed in journalism. 
Current systems are predominantly optimised for 
engagement metrics: clicks, shares, time-on-platform, 
emotional reactions. As documented in the preceding 
analysis, this logic systematically favours content that 
provokes strong emotional responses over content that 
advances substantive political understanding. The 
principle of deliberative accountability holds that AI 
systems in journalism must be designed and governed 
to support the deliberative conditions of democratic 
discourse — which means that optimisation criteria 
must incorporate substantive measures of informational 
quality, source diversity, and civic relevance alongside, 
and where necessary in priority over, engagement. 
This principle has an institutional dimension as well as 
a technical one. Araujo et al. (2020) found that public 
trust in AI decision-making is highly context-dependent 
— citizens are substantially less likely to accept 
algorithmic decisions in high-stakes public domains 
than in private convenience contexts, and they are 
unlikely to grant democratic legitimacy to AI systems 
perceived as serving commercial rather than public 
interests. Deliberative accountability therefore requires 
not only technical redesign but institutional 
answerability: the operators of AI systems in 
journalism must be answerable, through transparent 
governance structures and credible independent 
oversight, for the effects of their systems on the quality 
of democratic discourse. 

7.3 Epistemic Pluralism 
Third: AI systems in journalism must be designed and 
assessed for their effects on epistemic pluralism — the 

diversity of informational sources, analytical 
frameworks, and political perspectives to which 
citizens have meaningful access. The personalisation 
dynamics of the Algorithmic Public Sphere pose a 
structural threat to this pluralism, not necessarily by 
delivering narrow political content to individual users, 
but by fragmenting the shared information space within 
which democratic deliberation must occur. When 
citizens inhabit separate algorithmically constructed 
realities, the common ground required for political 
argument, persuasion, and compromise becomes 
progressively harder to find. 
Epistemic pluralism as a design principle implies that 
AI systems be evaluated not only for technical accuracy 
or individual relevance but for their aggregate effects 
on information diversity across populations. It 
connects, as Ong and Das (2019) emphasise, to the 
recognition of diverse audiences and their variable 
literacies: genuine epistemic pluralism is not simply 
political balance in the narrow electoral sense, but the 
structural conditions under which diverse publics — 
across lines of class, language, region, and education — 
can participate in democratic communication on 
roughly equal epistemic terms. 

7.4 Algorithmic Subsidiarity 
The fourth principle draws on the political concept of 
subsidiarity — the assignment of decisions to the 
lowest competent level — to articulate a principle of 
appropriate scope for AI in journalism. Algorithmic 
subsidiarity holds that AI systems should perform 
functions that genuinely benefit from machine 
capabilities — processing at scale, pattern recognition 
across large datasets, real-time verification — while 
preserving human agency in decisions with significant 
implications for democratic values. Automated content 
generation, algorithmic gatekeeping, and AI-assisted 
editorial selection should be designed to enhance, not 
displace, the professional judgement, ethical 
accountability, and civic responsiveness of human 
journalists. 
This is not a nostalgic defence of pre-digital journalism. 
It is a recognition that the automation-augmentation 
paradox identified by Raisch and Krakowski (2021) is 
not self-correcting. Without active design effort and 
governance intervention, the progressive displacement 
of human editorial judgement by commercial 
algorithmic logic will continue. Algorithmic 
subsidiarity is the principle that names what must be 
actively preserved. 
 
8. CONCLUSION: THE DEMOCRATIC STAKES 
OF THE ALGORITHMIC PUBLIC SPHERE 
This paper began with a question: what happens to 
democratic self-governance when the infrastructure of 
political communication is governed by algorithms? 
The answer, developed through the concept of the 
Algorithmic Public Sphere and applied across three 
empirical domains, is that the consequences are serious, 
structural, and — crucially — not inevitable. That is 
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both the sobering and the generative conclusion. 
The APS, as currently constituted, exhibits structural 
features — opacity, personalisation, engagement-
optimisation, and synthetic mediation — that 
systematically distort the communicative conditions 
democratic theory requires. In journalistic production, 
AI automation is displacing human editorial judgement 
in ways that subordinate civic relevance to commercial 
metrics. In democratic participation, algorithmic 
mediation degrades the epistemic quality of political 
information environments even where it does not 
simply narrow their range. In the disinformation 
ecology, AI-generated synthetic media introduces 
manufactured epistemic doubt into the very 
foundations of democratic accountability. The 
regulatory responses to these challenges are genuine in 
ambition but systematically limited by structural 
corporate power and by the governance capacity 
constraints of diverse democratic contexts. 
The Democratic AI in Journalism (DAIJ) Framework 
responds to this diagnosis with four principles — 
algorithmic transparency, deliberative accountability, 
epistemic pluralism, and algorithmic subsidiarity — 
that constitute minimum conditions for AI-mediated 
journalism to strengthen rather than corrode democratic 
governance. These principles are not offered as 
solutions; they are offered as orientation. The 
translation of normative principles into effective 
institutional practice requires the kind of sustained, 
contextually sensitive work that no single paper can 
accomplish. 
Several directions for further research follow directly 
from this analysis. Empirical studies of specific AI 
systems in diverse democratic contexts — with 
particular attention to multilingual, multiparty electoral 
environments in India and across the Global South — 
are urgently needed to ground normative frameworks in 
political realities beyond the Euro-American centre. 
The political economy of AI regulatory capture 
identified by Birhane et al. (2026) requires sustained 
attention if normative commitments are to avoid 
remaining purely rhetorical. And the DAIJ Framework 
itself requires elaboration, testing, and critical 
engagement from scholars working across the 
disciplinary boundaries — communication studies, 
political science, computer science, law, and 
democratic theory — that the challenge of the 
Algorithmic Public Sphere so evidently crosses. 
The Algorithmic Public Sphere is, in the end, a political 
arena. It is a space in which the conditions of 
democratic life are continuously at stake — produced 
and reproduced through design choices, business 
decisions, regulatory interventions, and civic 
contestation. Understanding it clearly enough to change 
it, rather than simply to describe it, is among the most 
pressing tasks that the social sciences and humanities 
face in the twenty-first century. 
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