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SYNOPSIS

The information environment is under great pressure, as are the individuals
studying it. To better understand how experts perceive its features and threats,
the IPIE conducted a survey of 438 researchers from 76 countries in June 2025.

Pessimism is rising. This year, 72% of respondents expected the
information environment to worsen—a 9-point increase from 2024 and an
18-point increase since the first survey in 2023.

Warnings about platforms have intensified, with 75% of experts
considering the lack of platform accountability as a major threat.

Experts note that social media has made problems like polarization worse,
while promoting political participation and other positive outcomes.

A large majority consider that search engines have had positive effects on
the information environment, especially compared to recommender
systems, social media, and Al.

The dominance of large private media companies is considered, by far, to
be the main barrier to the presence of diverse voices.

Accurate information and access to diverse voices are the most important
features of a healthy information environment, echoing the 2023 and 2024
surveys.

Experts report significant barriers to the study of the information environment:

One third of experts (34%) admit self-censoring on social media this year
over career concerns. Such self-censoring was more prevalent among
experts on developing countries.

Worryingly, about one quarter of experts (23%) fear losing their funding
and report having been harassed or doxed in the past year because of their
work on the information environment.

Experts supported content moderation and interventions to improve the
information environment:

Internatianal Panel on the
Information Environment

More than 75% of experts agreed on the need to regularly audit algorithms
to identify and mitigate algorithmic biases, actively promote a diversity of
perspectives, and expose users to diverse voices.

In line with last year, more than half of experts think that the information
environment can be substantially improved through increased fact-
checking and labeling of content that is either clearly false, from
untrustworthy sources, or created by Al.

At the system level, experts strongly favor protecting journalists, funding
media literacy initiatives, and enforcing freedom of information standards.
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SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION

The rapid proliferation of smartphones, social media platforms, and Al-powered
technologies has profoundly changed the ways in which people communicate,
learn, access entertainment, and stay informed [1], [2]. While these developments
have enabled unprecedented levels of connectivity and information-sharing, they
have also sparked significant concerns among researchers, policymakers, and the
general public. Key concerns include the proliferation of harmful content,
algorithmic bias, threats to privacy, cyber espionage and warfare, as well as
misinformation and polarization [3]. These challenges are unfolding in the context
of a news media crisis: public trust in news media is historically low and steadily

declining, news avoidance is growing, and interest in news is falling [4], [5].

Making matters worse, powerful actors across the globe are seeking to take
control of the information ecosystem and push narratives that serve their
interests, even at the expense of democratic norms. Right-wing populist leaders,
in particular, have strategically employed conspiracy theories and misinformation
for political gains—undermining democratic institutions and further eroding trust
in reliable sources of information [6]. In countries experiencing democratic
backsliding, scholars are now facing growing obstacles to researching the
information environment, including reduced access to funding and increasing

constraints on academic freedom and freedom of expression.

On top of that, the rise of generative Al tools has added a new, complex layer to
this rapidly evolving landscape. While these technologies offer powerful
opportunities for democratizing access to information creation, they also present
novel risks related to misinformation, authenticity, and the quality of public
discourse [7]. Together, these transformations underscore the need for robust,

interdisciplinary research into both local and information environments.

IPIE 5
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Understanding these dynamics is essential not only for addressing current

societal challenges but also for safeguarding democracy in the digital age.

)

In 2023 the IPIE initiated a program of annual surveys of experts to collect experts

assessments of the information environment at the global level [8]. The main
goals of this program are to identify areas of consensus and divergence, as well as
suggest directions for future research. Each year experts share their insights on
the current state, main features, threats, and future of the information
environment in their country of expertise. This report documents the findings of

the 2025 survey.

Research Questions

Drawing on expert insights from 76 countries, this Synthesis Report provides a
comprehensive analysis of the current state of the information environment. It
examines the defining features of a healthy information environment, identifies
the most pressing threats to its integrity, explores strategies for building
resilience, and highlights the key challenges experts face in studying this evolving
landscape. Compared to previous years, the report further explores the risks for
researchers studying the information environment, as well as the effects of social
media platforms and content moderation dilemmas. Four research questions

guided the report this year:

1. What makes a healthy information environment?
2. What are the main threats to the information environment?
3. How can we build resilience and improve the information environment?

4. What are the main challenges and barriers that experts face?

Internatianal Panel on the
Information Environment
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SECTION 2. CONCEPTUALIZING THE INFORMATION ENVIRONMENT

Healthy information environments provide citizens not only with reliable
information—especially on political and current affairs—but also with diverse
perspectives, including voices that challenge those in power. Such pluralism is
vital to democracy, ensuring that people can make informed choices and hold
public officials to account. Well-informed citizens are more likely to participate in
democratic processes, develop thoughtful positions on social and political issues,
and engage in civic life [9], [10]—all of which are essential to the functioning of

democratic societies

The information environment has become increasingly diverse and complex.
Today, people are exposed to a broad array of sources across traditional and
digital platforms, resulting in an environment characterized by unprecedented
choice and hybridity, and one that is steadily growing in complexity, providing a
variety of sources of news and information [11], [12]. However, the opportunities
to access information differ from one country to another depending on the supply
and demand for news [9]. Furthermore, the spread of misinformation can
undermine trust in reliable information, sow doubt, and exacerbate existing
problems or tensions [13], [14], [15]. Against this backdrop, the Synthesis Report
evaluates key factors shaping the information environment across different
regions and political systems. By doing so, it aims to deepen our understanding of
what makes good information environments, how they are being disrupted, and

what can be done to strengthen them.

The information environment is a complex concept. Whereas information is data
that is meaningful, well-formed, and semantically valid, the environment refers to
“the physical, social and digital surroundings of an individual, particularly the
aspects of those surroundings that can influence the individual’s behavior” [16]. In

the political domain, the information environment has been defined as “the

IPIE !
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supply and demand of political news and political information within a certain
society” [10]. The U.S. Department of Defense defines the information
environment as “the aggregate of individuals, organizations, and systems that
collect, process, disseminate, or act on information” [17]. For this Synthesis
Report, experts were invited to share their knowledge of the information

environment based on the following definition:

The aggregate of the physical, social, and digital surroundings that influence
how individuals, organizations, or countries communicate, interact, and process
information.

You have been invited to participate because you are a researcher working on
topics related to the information environment such as: the news, social media,
digital platforms, recommendation algorithms, misinformation, hate speech,

media or news literacy, fact-checking, etc.

This definition, used since the first IPIE survey in 2023 [8], encompasses
information that spreads online and offline through traditional and digital media.
As this definition describes information that targets local, national, or
international audiences, this survey refers to all of these collectively as the

information environment.

Internatianal Panel on the
Information Environment



SECTION 3. METHODS

Expert surveys are widely used by organizations and academics to evaluate a
range of societal [18], health [19], or political issues [20], [21] by collecting
informed judgments from professionals and specialists. These surveys offer
valuable insights into complex phenomena, help identify emerging trends,
highlight areas of consensus and divergence, and reveal gaps in knowledge that
are often difficult to capture through traditional research methods [22]. They help
to establish indicators of global phenomena across diverse contexts and generate
forward-looking insights, anticipating emerging challenges, potential threats, and
new opportunities [23]. For example, expert surveys have been used to identify
the most promising interventions against misinformation that could be adapted
to the Global South [24], as well as to outline future directions for research in the
field of misinformation [25]. As such, expert surveys serve not only as a diagnostic
tool but also as a strategic tool for setting agendas and informing policy. They also
serve to inform scholarly work by providing a high-level view of the state of a

research field.

Sampling

Experts on the information environment were selected based on several criteria
concerning scientific and research activities. The sampling strategy is similar to

the one used for the 2024 IPIE Expert Survey [26]. First, two academic databases,

Web of Science and Scopus, were used to identify researchers who study areas
related to the information environment. Experts who had published on these
topicsin peer-reviewed scholarly journals were included in the sample—this

systematic literature review was conducted for the 2023 Expert Survey [8] and

updated in 2024 [26]. Second, based solely on the 2024 IPIE expert survey sample,

we recruited researchers who had participated at academic conferences and

||||||||||||||||||||||
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seminars—such as MisInfoCon, the International Communication Association (ICA)
annual conference, the Multidisciplinary International Symposium on
Disinformation in Open Online Media (MISDOOM), and the American Political
Science Association (APSA) annual meeting. Third, we contacted the 2025 IPIE
affiliates, who are academics and whose work is related to the information
environment. Efforts by the IPIE to expand its affiliate network internationally may
help explain the rise in the proportion of experts on developing economies in this
year’s survey. Fourth, snowball sampling was used to expand the initial sample,
and respondents of the 2025 Expert Survey were encouraged to nominate other
experts they thought would be suitable. Fifth, we relied on a meta-analysis of
peer-reviewed studies on generative Al-produced misinformation conducted by

the IPIE in 2025.

Between the 12th of June 2025 and the 7th of July 2025, a total of 2,592 experts
were invited, 587 started the survey, and 438 completed the survey, a 6% increase
from the previous year. Four participants were excluded because they reported
not being researchers. Qualtrics, a survey software that is compliant with General

Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), hosted the instrument.

Experts studying 76 countries participated in the survey (see Figure 1). While
expertise was concentrated on countries like the US and regions like Western
Europe, global majority countries such as Brazil, China, Kenya, India or Mexico are
represented, as well as understudied regions such as Latin America and the
Caribbean, East and Southeast Asia, Eastern Europe and Central Asia, and Sub-
Saharan Africa (see Table 1). The dominance of developed economies is
consistent with the unbalanced production of knowledge [27], and could be
attributed to the persistent and unequal concentration of well-funded prestigious
institutions, research centers, and funding agencies in more developed regions.

Yet, this year’s sample is an improvement over last year’s report, with a 15%

|P|E 10
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increase in country coverage (66 vs 76), a 6% increase in the number of
respondents (412 vs 438), and a 6-percentage point growth in the proportion of
experts studying “developing economies” as defined by UN Trade and

Development (34% vs 40%).

Figure 1. Respondents’ Expertise by Country

Note: ©=0, - =1, =2-5, @ =5-10, ® = 10-30, ® =30-50, ® = 141. Experts were allowed to select up to two
countries (this is why the total is 577 and not 438); map projection: Equal Earth Projection.
Source: Based on data collected by the IPIE 12/06/2025-07/07/2025.

Table 1. Respondents’ Expertise by Region

Region Sum
North America 187
Western Europe 156
Latin America and the Caribbean 77
East and Southeast Asia 45
Eastern Europe and Central Asia 41
Sub-Saharan Africa 38
South Asia 27
Oceania 24
Middle East and North Africa 20

Note: Respondents could select multiple regions — thus the total is 615 and not 438.
Source: Based on data collected by the IPIE 12/06/2025-07/07/2025.
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Respondents received an invitation via email to complete the survey and were
sent two reminders. At the beginning of the survey the respondents were briefed
on the purpose of the study and gave their informed consent. Respondents could
opt out of the survey at any point. No identifiable data about the experts was

collected such as names, IP addresses, or GPS data.

Most respondents were academic researchers (81%) with a background in the
social sciences (73%)—followed by the humanities (13%) and STEM (11%). Most
experts came from the field of communication and media studies (33%), followed
by political science (10%), computational social sciences (9%), psychology (7%),
information science (6%), and computer science (5%). Respondents were mostly
early-career (37%, assistant professor or post-doc) and mid-career researchers
(31%, associate professor or principal investigator)—the remaining were junior
(9%, doctoral students) and late-career researchers (22%, full professor, director
of research). More men (n = 276) took the survey than women (n = 155) and gender

diverse participants (n =7).

Instrument Design

The questionnaire was disseminated through the Qualtrics software. Respondents
were offered 25 USD as compensation to complete the survey, which was
facilitated by Rybbon, a digital gifting platform. Last year, as 95% of experts took
the survey in English, the decision was taken to only offer the survey in English
this year. A copy of the full questionnaire, code, and replication data can be found
on GitHub (opens new tab). The questionnaire received ethical approval from the

IPIE Ethics Panel (reference IPIE_Ethics_Panel_2025_004).

On GitHub we report the results broken down by country. We compared the
United States to the rest of the world, as well as “developed” to “developing”
economies, according to the UN Trade and Development classification, which

considers the following countries as developed economies: Andorra, Australia,

|P|E 12
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Austria, Belgium, Canada, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Latvia,
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Monaco, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Portugal, San Marino, Singapore, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Korea, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland, Taiwan, UK, USA [28]. In the section below, we report the
survey responses across all participants as well as the largest differences between

economies.
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Trends in the Information environment
2025 Expert Survey Results

What are the Key Features of a Healthy Information Environment?

The most important feature of a healthy information environment was the
availability of accurate information, with 67% of experts considering it as
absolutely essential (see Figure 2), followed by the presence of diverse voices
(45%) and diverse media ownership (41%). On average, experts also considered
the absence of hateful content and the absence of false or misleading information
to be very important. The absence of micro-targeted political advertisements and
Al-generated content were considered the least important—although most

considered it at least moderately important.

Figure 2. Importance for a Good and Healthy Information Environment

Availability of accurate information

Diversity of voices

Diversity of media ownership

Absence of hateful content

Absence of misinformation

Absence of microtargeted political ads

Absence of Al-generated content -

50 75 1

o

0

Note: “In your opinion, how important are each of the following to achieve a good, healthy information
environment?” « =Don’t know, @ = Not important at all, e = Not very important, « = Moderately
important, - =Very Important, e = Extremely important, ® = Absolutely essential

Source: Based on data collected by the IPIE 12/06/2025-07/07/2025.
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In the 2023 and 2024 IPIE Expert Surveys [8], [26], the availability of accurate
information and the presence of diverse voices were also the top features of a

healthy information environment.

For three consecutive years, experts rated the presence of diverse voices as the
second most important feature of a healthy information environment [8], [26].
Here, we document the greatest barriers to diversity in media and public

discourse (see Figure 3).

Figure 3. Barriers to Diversity in Media and Public Discourse

Dominance of large private media companies; 30%

Political control or censorship 18%

Audience bias or low demand for diverse content; 16%

Algorithmic amplification of dominant views 1%

Low representation of minorities in the media/ 10%

Lack of legal or regulatory support for minority voices 5%

Language and translation barriers \3%

None{ |0%

By far the biggest barrier to diversity was the dominance of large private media
companies (30%), followed by political control or censorship (18%), and

audiences’ low demand for diverse content (16%).

|
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However, there were some key differences by regions of expertise. Experts on
developed countries considered the dominance of large private media as the

main barrier to diversity (48%), followed by audience bias or low demand for
diverse content (32%), with political control or censorship cited less frequently
(13%). By contrast, experts on developing countries considered political control or
censorship as the top barrier to diversity (32%), while fewer pointed to the

dominance of large private media (26%) or audience bias and low demand (9%).

Threats to the Information Environment

In this section we first outline general threats to the information environment,

and then discuss more specific risks posed by Al, social media, and algorithms.

Figure 4. Main Threats to the Information Environment

Lack of platform accountability-
Mis/disinformation-

Concentrated media ownership-
Polarization

Low levels of media/information literacy-
Low media trust:

Harassment & threats against journalists-
Dominance of a few social media platforms-
Lack of independence of public media-
Weak government regulations & safeguards:
Filter bubbles & echo chambers:

Foreign state media influence-

Generative Al
25 50

o
~
w
—
o
o

Note: “How significant a threat do you think each of the following poses to the information environment

in your main country of expertise?” © =Don’t know, @ = Not at all, ® = Very small, » = Small, © = Moderate,
=Big, @ = Extreme.

Source: Based on data collected by the IPIE 12/06/2025-07/07/2025.

Internatianal | Panal on
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Regarding general threats to the information environment (see Figure 4), 75% of
experts considered that lack of platform accountability is a big or extreme threat.
Between 50-75% of experts considered mis/disinformation, concentrated media
ownership, polarization, low levels of media/information literacy, low media trust,
harassment and threats against journalists, and the dominance of a few social
media platforms to be big or extreme threats. Finally, less than 50% of experts
considered foreign state media influence and generative Al to be big or extreme

threats.

Generative Al

Experts were asked their opinion on the impact generative Al tools have had so far
on the information environment and the impact they expect these tools to have in
the next five years (see Figures 5a and 5b). Experts in general, and especially those
studying developing countries, considered that various generative Al tools such as
ChatGPT and DALL-E have had, and will have, mostly negative impacts on the
information environment. Experts were most concerned about the negative
effects of Al-generated videos and least concerned about the negative effects of

Al-generated text.

Overall, experts expect that the negative impacts of generative Al will be more
substantial in the near future than what we have experienced. These findings

replicate the results of the 2024 IPIE Expert Survey [26].
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Trends in the Information environment
2025 Expert Survey Results

Figure 5a. Current Effects of Generative Al on the Information Environment

Videos

Images

Voices

Text -

75 100

o
N
o
8

Note: “How do you think generative Al tools HAVE AFFECTED the information environment so far?”

® = Greatly worsen, @ = Somewhat worsen, « = Slightly worsen, © =Don’t know, @ = Neither, - = Slightly
improve, ® = Somewhat improve, ® = Greatly improve.

Source: Based on data collected by the IPIE 12/06/2025-07/07/2025.

Figure 5b. Future Effects of Generative Al on the Information Environment

~ I 1 0
T
— EEE |
- § O

o

25 50 75 100

Note: “How do you think generative Al tools WILL AFFECT the information environment in the next 5
years?”

® = Greatly worsen, @ = Somewhat worsen, « = Slightly worsen, © =Don’t know, @ = Neither, - = Slightly
improve, ® = Somewhat improve, ® = Greatly improve.

Source: Based on data collected by the IPIE 12/06/2025-07/07/2025.
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Social Media Platforms

More than 75% of experts considered that social media has increased
polarization, support for populism, and mental health issues, while more than
65% considered social media to have decreased trust in institutions (see Figure 6).
In contrast, more than half of experts considered that social media has increased
political participation. Other results were more nuanced. For instance, more
experts perceived social media to have increased news consumption and the
availability of diverse opinions. This perception was stronger among experts

studying developing countries.

Figure 6. Complex Effects of Social Media on the Information Environment

Polarization

Support for populism

Mental health issues

Political participation

News consumption

Diversity of opinions

Trust in institutions

25 50 75 100

o

Note: “In your main country of expertise, to what extent have social media platforms increased or
decreased the following phenomena?” @ = Strongly increased, ® = Increased, - = Slightly increased,
Don’t know, e = Neither, © = Slightly decreased, ® = Decreased, ® = Strongly decreased.

Source: Based on data collected by the IPIE 12/06/2025-07/07/2025.

Despite the negative effects of social media reported above, experts thought that

social media platforms had helped people become more informed about all sorts

Internatianal | Panl on the
Information Environment
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of issues, including entertainment, lifestyle and fashion, nutrition, social issues,

mental health, politics, the environment, and health (see Figure 7).

Figure 7. Social Media Platforms Can Inform Users

Entertainment

Lifestyle and fashion
Nutrition
Social issues

Mental health

Environmental issues

Politics

Health

o
n
141

~
(4]
o
o

50

Note: “In your main country of expertise, would you say that social media platforms have helped people

be more or less informed about:” @ = Much more informed, ® = More informed, - = Slightly more
informed, © =Don’t know, @ = Neither, » = Slightly less informed, e = Less informed, ® = Much less
informed.

Source: Based on data collected by the IPIE 12/06/2025-07/07/2025.

Algorithms and Search Engines

In addition to generative Al and social media, we also investigated the perceived

effects of algorithms and search engines on society (see Figure 8).

More than 75% of experts believed that search engines have had positive effects
on society. The picture is more mixed for artificial intelligence, social media, and
recommender systems, with about the same proportion of experts considering

they have had both positive and negative effects.
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In line with the findings above, experts on developing countries were more likely
to report that social media has had a positive effect on society (52%) than experts

on developed countries (40%).

Figure 8. Effects of Technologies on the Information Environment

Search engines

Artificial intelligence

Social media

Recommender systems

25 50 75 100

Note: “In your main country of expertise, would you say that the effects of the following technologies on
society have been rather positive or negative?” @ = Very positive, ® = Positive, - = Slightly positive, « =
Don’t know, e = Neither, « = Slightly negative, ® = Negative, ® =Very negative.

Source: Based on data collected by the IPIE 12/06/2025-07/07/2025.

How to Improve the Information Environment?

Having explored the features of a healthy information environment and related
threats, we now turn to potential solutions. We start with broad strategies to
improve the information environment—at both individual and systemic levels—

before exploring specific measures such as content moderation on social media

and the regulation and oversight of algorithms.

Experts were optimistic about the impact that various interventions would have

on the information environment if deployed at scale and adopted widely (see

|
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Figure 9). More than half of experts considered that digital and media literacy tips,
fact-checking, or labeling content that is false, Al-generated, or from
untrustworthy sources, would improve “a lot” or “extremely” the information
environment. Support for crowd-sourced fact-checking was also high. Experts
showed similar optimism about these interventions in the 2024 IPIE Expert Survey

[8], [26].

Figure 9. Individual-level Interventions to Improve the Information
Environment

Label untrustworthy sources

Label false/misleading content

Fact—checking

Label Al content

Digital/media literacy tips

Crowdsourced fact—checking

o.
I = N B N

o

25 50 75 100

Note: “To what extent would the information environment improve if the following were deployed at
scale and adopted widely?” « =Don’t know, @ = Not at all, @ =Very little, » = Little, - = Moderately, e = A
lot, @ = Extremely
Source: Based on data collected by the IPIE 12/06/2025-07/07/2025.
With regards to government-led, system-level interventions, a large majority of
experts favored their involvement in programs protecting journalists, funding
media literacy initiatives, and enforcing freedom of information standards (see
Figure 10). Although with weaker support, experts favored government-led

initiatives to restrict harmful content pre- and post publication, regulating news

for fairness and reliability, and requiring balanced news coverage from
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broadcasters. Experts were least in favor of requiring social media platforms to
shift from advertising-based business models to alternative models such as

subscriptions.

Figure 10. System-level Interventions to Improve the Information
Environment

Protecting journalists II

Fund media literacy initiatives- | I -

Enforcing freedom of information standards: I I

Restrict harmful content
(post—publication)

Regulate news for fairness & reliability -

Require balanced coverage from broadcasters-

Restrict harmful content
(pre—publication)

Require platforms to change business model-

o

75 100

Note: “To what extent do you agree or disagree that, in your main country of expertise, the government
should be responsible for:” @ = Strongly against, e = Against, = Slightly against, © = Don’t know, e =
Neither, © =Slightly in favor, ® = In favor, @ = Strongly in favor.
Source: Based on data collected by the IPIE 12/06/2025-07/07/2025.
Next, experts were asked what actions should be taken regarding specific types of
content and behaviors on social media platforms. In general, experts agreed that
social media platforms need to do something about content promoting violence,
hate speech, offensive content, misinformation, and generated by Al. However,

the interventions deemed most appropriate and desirable varied across the types

of content and behaviors (see Figure 11).

For content promoting violence and hate speech, experts favored the most

restrictive measures, like making such content illegal, taking the content down, or
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suspending the users. For offensive content and misinformation, experts favored
a mix of more or less restrictive measures, including making it illegal, suspending
the user, taking down the content, reducing visibility of the content, and labeling
the content. For Al-generated content, experts overwhelmingly (60%) favored

labeling it.

Figure 11. Content Moderation

Content promoting violence

Hate speech

Offensive content

Misinformation

Al generated content I

0 25 50 75 100
Note: “For each of the following types of content or behaviors on social media, indicate the action you
find most appropriate and desirable. Select one per row.” © =Don’t know, ® = Make it illegal, ® = Suspend
the user, © = Take the content down, « = Reduce visibility of the content, ® = Add a warning or label, ® =
No intervention.

Source: Based on data collected by the IPIE 12/06/2025-07/07/2025.
Experts were asked how algorithms should be regulated and monitored, as well as
the types of content they should promote. More than 75% of experts agreed that
algorithms should be regularly audited to identify and mitigate biases, actively
promote a diversity of perspectives, and expose users to points of view they might

not otherwise encounter.

When asked how they felt about academic collaborations with various actors,

from international organizations to big tech companies, around 90% of experts
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felt positively about academics collaborating with international organizations,
news media outlets, and government or public agencies. A majority also felt
positively (68%) about academics collaborating with big tech companies—

although 22% of experts felt negatively about it.

Barriers to the Study of the Information Environment

In this section, we start by identifying the main obstacles experts encountered
when studying the information environment. We then examine the challenges
they have faced in communicating about their research, the situations in which
they have self-censored, and the harms they have experienced over the past year

because of their research.

In line with the 2023 and 2024 IPIE Expert Surveys, the most frequently mentioned
barriers were funding opportunities (62%) and data access (49%)—although this

year funding opportunities topped data access (see Figure 12).

Experts on developed countries were less likely to mention funding (57% vs 70%),
government surveillance (11% vs 20%) or data access (46% vs 54%) as a barrier,
compared to experts on developing countries. But they were more likely to
mention government control of funding (33% vs 24%). This difference is mostly
driven by US experts who were much more likely to select government control of

funding (48%) compared to experts studying other contexts (23%).
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Figure 12. Barriers to Research on the Information Environment
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Turning to the freedom of expression, encouragingly, 41% of experts did not

report having refrained from sharing their research or findings in their field due to

concerns about their position in the past 12 months (see Figure 13). The most

common context in which experts self-censored was, by far, on social media

(34%).

Results varied by regions. For example, 40% of experts on developing countries

reported self-censoring on social media compared to 30% of experts on

developed countries. US experts were much more likely to report self-censoring

with the general public (30%) compared experts in other regions (17%).
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Figure 13. Contexts in Which Experts Have Self-Censored Due to Concerns
About Their Position

None- 41%

On social media: 34%

With the general public; 20%

In classrooms: 17%

With journalists: 16%

In academic publication: 12%

In academic conferences: 11%

In governmental or policy settings 10%

Don't know- 6%

Finally, we turn to the harms that experts have experienced because of their
research. While 33% of experts reported not having experienced any harm due to
their research, 23% of experts reported having been harassed or doxed, and
feared that they would lose their funding (see Figure 14). Moreover, 19% reported
having been pressured or censored by the government—an additional 15% feared
losing their job or suffering professional retaliation, and 15% reported feeling

pressure from their university.

Experts on developed countries were more likely to fear losing funding (28%)
compared to experts on developing countries (15%)—this difference is mostly
driven by US experts who were much more likely to fear losing funding (43%) than

experts on other regions (16%). Fear of job loss and government pressures were

Internatianal Panel on the
Information Environment



also more prevalent among US experts (24% and 26%) compared to experts on
other regions (12% and 17%). Women experts were more likely to report having

been harassed or doxed than men experts (27% and 21%).

Figure 14. Harms Experienced by Experts

None 33%

Harassment or doxing 23%

Fear of losing research funding 23%

Government pressure or censorship 19%

Pressures from the university or institution 15%

Fear of job loss or professional retaliation 15%

Legal threats or lawsuits 10%

Don't know 6%

Other 6%

Experts’ Outlook on the Future of the Information Environment

Experts expected that the information environment in their country of expertise
will worsen in 2026 (see Figure 15). A large majority of experts (72%) were
moderately or very confident that it would worsen, whereas only a minority
believed it would neither improve nor worsen (12%) or that it would improve

(12%).
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Figure 15. Future of the Information Environment
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Note: “How confident are you that the information environment will improve or worsen in the next year
in your country of expertise?”
Source: Based on data collected by the IPIE 12/06/2025-07/07/2025.

Since the first IPIE Expert Survey, the proportion of experts predicting that the

information environment will worsen has increased by nine percentage points

each year—from 54% in 2023 to 63% in 2024, and 72% in 2025.

Similar to the 2024 IPIE survey, experts on developing countries were more
pessimistic about the future of the information environment (76%) than experts

on developed countries (67%).
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SECTION 5. CONCLUSIONS

This Synthesis Report assessed the characteristics of the information
environment, the threats it faces, and the ways it can be improved, drawing on
insights from experts worldwide. This year we explored in greater detail the
barriers and harms that experts faced when studying the information
environment, as well as the effects of social media platforms and content

moderation dilemmas.

The survey identifies several areas of consensus. Just like in the 2023 and 2024
IPIE Expert Surveys [8], [26], respondents expressed a strong consensus that the
most important factors contributing to a healthy information environment are the
availability of accurate information and diverse voices. To achieve this healthy
information environment, experts favored protecting journalists, funding media
literacy initiatives, and enforcing freedom of information standards—which is in

line with last year’s recommendation to support free and independent media.

Pessimism about the future of the information environment has been steadily
rising over the past three years. In 2023, just over half (54%) of surveyed experts
expected the information environment to worsen, while in 2025 this number

reached nearly three-quarters of experts (72%).

This growing pessimism may reflect, to some extent, the greater representation of
experts on developing countries in the IPIE Expert Survey. However, this trend is
also observed among experts on developed countries, suggesting that it is
unlikely to fully account for the trend, and may be better explained by other
factors, such as recent global governance developments. Since the last survey,
significant platform policy shifts under the current U.S. administration—including
reduced content moderation and increased tolerance for harmful content [29]—

have reshaped the digital landscape in ways that likely contribute to these
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attitudes. Equally important is the growing empowerment of technology
billionaires, who have increasingly withdrawn from cooperation with regulators,
potentially weakening collaborative efforts to address online harms [30]. Three-
quarters of experts consider the lack of platform accountability as a significant
threat to the information environment. In the 2024 IPIE Expert Survey, owners of
social media platforms were considered the main threat to the information
environment. Clearly, much remains to be done to better align the incentives of
online platforms with the imperatives of a healthy and resilient information

environment.

Experts hold mixed views on the societal impact of social media platforms. On one
hand, there is broad agreement that these platforms have had several negative
consequences, including a role in exacerbating political polarization, contributing
to mental health issues, amplifying populist narratives, and undermining trust in
institutions. On the other hand, many experts also acknowledge the positive roles
that social media can play—notably in facilitating political participation,
enhancing access to news, and potentially exposing users to a wider range of
viewpoints. Additionally, experts consider that social media has enabled
individuals to become more informed on diverse topics and issues. Overall, we
recognize the need to conduct interviews to complement the survey, as this will

help us better understand the context behind the responses.

This mixed perspective is consistent with findings from the empirical literature,
which indicates that digital media use is associated with both positive (increased
political participation, higher levels of information consumption) and negative
outcomes (greater polarization and populism, alongside declining institutional
trust) [1]. Reflecting this duality, roughly half of experts consider social media’s
impact on society to be positive, while the other half view it negatively. These

views are in part shaped by regional contexts. Experts on developing countries
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tend to be more optimistic about the role of social media, in contrast to their
counterparts studying developed countries. In established democracies with
robust media ecosystems, social media may displace more traditional and
potentially more reliable sources of information. Conversely, in developing
countries, these platforms can sometimes serve as critical tools for free
expression—offering a space to voice opinions that might otherwise be censored
or marginalized [1]. Importantly, social media is not a homogeneous category,
and the previous IPIE Expert Survey showed that experts are more worried about
videos or social networking platforms like TikTok or Instagram, rather than

professional networking sites like LinkedIn [26].

Generative Al poses new challenges to the information environment. In line with
last year, experts considered that various generative Al tools have had, and will
have, mostly negative impacts on the information environment. Al-generated
videos were perceived as much more threatening than Al-generated text.
Compared to last year, fears about the impact of generative Al on the information
environment have slightly attenuated (by 7%). Next year’s survey will reveal

whether this change marks a lasting trend or a temporary anomaly.

Experts support content moderation and various interventions to improve the
information environment. In line with last year, more than half of experts consider
digital and media literacy tips, fact-checking, and the labeling of false or Al
content, as well as untrustworthy sources, to greatly improve the information

environment.

In general, experts agreed that social media platforms need to take action to
address potentially harmful content. For content promoting violence and hate
speech, experts favored the most restrictive measures, such as making it illegal,
taking the content down, or suspending the users. For misinformation and

offensive content, experts favored more varied and proportional approaches.
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Whereas experts overwhelmingly favored labeling Al-generated content. These
recommendations stand in contrast to the decisions of some major social media

companies to scale back content moderation [29].

Regarding algorithms and their regulation, more than 75% of experts agreed that
algorithms should be regularly audited to identify and mitigate algorithmic
biases, actively promote a diversity of perspectives, and expose users to
perspectives they might not otherwise encounter. Recent regulations, such as the
EU Artificial Intelligence Act, may make these audits more likely to be realized.
However, effective implementation remains challenging, and there is still a long
way to go before consistent, meaningful, and transparent audits become an

industry standard.

For the first time, lack of research funding has overtaken data access as the top
barrier to study the information environment. Fewer than half of experts now
identify restricted data access as a barrier, compared to over three-quarters last
year. Due to recent political developments, scholars in the United States have
faced mounting pressure, most notably, this has come in the form of repeated
attacks on academic freedom and the reduction or cancellation of several federal
grants for research in this field. This shift may also reflect a change in the
demographic makeup of respondents, with more experts from developing
countries joining the ranks of those surveyed—where financial constraints are a

longstanding issue.

This year, we explored the harms and risks that experts face to study the
information environment. Strikingly, one third of experts reported self-censoring
on social media over career concerns. This self-censorship is more prevalent
among experts on developing countries. Nearly a quarter of experts reported
experiencing harassment or doxing in the past year as a result of their work on the

information environment—and a similar percentage of experts feared losing their
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research funding. The prevalence of self-censorship and harassment highlights
the need to protect researchers working in this field. The politicization of
academic topics and the erosion of institutional safeguards are contributing to a
climate where caution increasingly outweighs openness. This may discourage
scholars from pursuing critical lines of research. Ultimately, safeguarding
academic freedom and ensuring the safety of researchers is essential, not just for
the well-being of individual scholars, but for the integrity of knowledge
production systems and society’s capacity to navigate the complexities of the

information environment.

The findings of this third annual IPIE Expert Survey paint a sobering picture of an
information environment under growing pressure. As pessimism among experts
reaches unprecedented levels, the persistent challenges of platform
accountability, misinformation, and concentrated media ownership continue to
undermine democratic discourse. Three years of consensus on accurate
information and diversity of voices as foundational principles point to next steps
for reform. The path forward demands a multifaceted approach that protects
journalistic integrity, invests in both individual and systemic solutions, ensures
algorithmic transparency, and crucially, safeguards academic freedom. As the
information environment continues its rapid evolution, we hope that these
findings will help build greater resiliency. These challenges demand coordinated
action by policymakers, platforms, and civil society to preserve the information

environment.

Internatianal Panel on the
Information Environment



1P|

T
I

REFERENCES

(1]

(6]

(7]

(8]

[9]

(10]

(11]

(12]

(13]

(14]

Ints

i on the

ornatianal Panel on
Information Environment

P. Lorenz-Spreen, L. Oswald, S. Lewandowsky, and R. Hertwig, “A systematic review of
worldwide causal and correlational evidence on digital media and democracy,” Nature
Human Behaviour, vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 74-101, 2023, doi: 10.1038/s41562-022-01460-1

V. Capraro et al., “The impact of generative artificial intelligence on socioeconomic
inequalities and policy making,” PNAS nexus, vol. 3, no. 6, 2024, doi:
10.1093/pnasnexus/pgael9l.

World Economic Forum, “The Global Risks Report 2025,” Insight report 20th edition,
2025. [Online]. Available:
https://reports.weforum.org/docs/WEF_Global_Risks_Report_2025.pdf

N. Newman, A. Ross Arguedas, C. T. Robertson, R. K. Nielsen, and R. Fletcher, “Reuters
Institute digital news report 2025,” Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism, 2025,
doi: 10.60625/RISJ-8QQF-JT36

S. Altay, R. Fletcher, and R. K. Nielsen, “News participation is declining: Evidence from
46 countries between 2015 and 2022,” New Media & Society, pp. 5110-5131, 2024, doi:
10.1177/14614448241247822

P. Tornberg and J. Chueri, “When do parties lie? Misinformation and radical-right
populism across 26 Countries,” The International Journal of Press/Politics, Jan. 2025,
doi: 10.1177/19401612241311886

International Panel on the Information Environment [I. Trauthig, P. N. Howard, S.
Valenzuela (eds.)], “The Role of Generative Al Use in 2024 Elections Worldwide,” Zurich,
Switzerland: IPIE, 2025. Technical Paper, TP2025.2, doi: 10.61452/HZUE9853
International Panel on the Information Environment [H. Au, M. Elswah, S. Valenzuela,
WHK Chun, Y. M. Kim, P. N. Howard (eds.)], “Trends in the Global Information
Environment: 2023 Expert Survey Results,” Zurich, Switzerland: IPIE, 2023. Synthesis
Report, SR2023.3, doi: 10.61452/BENZ7498

F. Esser et al., “Political information opportunities in Europe: A longitudinal and
comparative study of thirteen television systems,” The International Journal of
Press/Politics, vol. 17, no. 3, pp. 247-274, Jul. 2012, doi: 10.1177/1940161212442956
P.Van Aelst et al., “Political communication in a high-choice media environment: A
challenge for democracy?,” Annals of the International Communication Association, vol.
41, no. 1, pp. 3-27, Jan. 2017, doi: 10.1080/23808985.2017.1288551

S. Edgerly and E. K. Vraga, “Deciding what’s news: News-ness as an audience concept
for the hybrid media environment,” Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, vol.
97, no. 2, pp. 416-434, Jun. 2020, doi: 10.1177/1077699020916808

G. Petric, A. Petrovcic, and V. Vehovar, “Social uses of interpersonal communication
technologies in a complex media environment,” European Journal of Communication,
vol. 26, no. 2, pp. 116-132, Jun. 2011, doi: 10.1177/0267323111402654

S. Altay, B. A. Lyons, and A. Modirrousta-Galian, “Exposure to higher rates of false news
erodes media trust and fuels overconfidence,” Mass Communication and Society, pp. 1-
25, Aug. 2024, doi: 10.1080/15205436.2024.2382776

S. Lewandowsky, U. K. Ecker, and J. Cook, “Beyond misinformation: Understanding and
coping with the ‘post-truth’ era,” Journal of Applied Research in Memory and Cognition,
vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 353-369, 2017.

35



(15]

[29]

(30]

1P|

T
I

it

U. K. Ecker et al., “The psychological drivers of misinformation belief and its resistance
to correction,” Nature Reviews Psychology, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 13-29, 2022. [Online].
Available: https://www.nature.com/articles/s44159-021-00006-y

P. Rottger and B. Vedres, “The information environment and its effects on individuals
and groups. An interdisciplinary literature review,” England: University of Oxford.

Joint Publication 3-13, “Information Operations,” Washington, D.C.: Joint Chiefs of
Staff, Nov. 27,2012, Available: https://irp.fas.org/doddir/dod/jp3_13.pdf

E. Z. Gabre-Madhin and S. Haggblade, “Successes in African agriculture: Results of an
expert survey,” World Development, vol. 32, no. 5, pp. 745-766, 2004.

World Health Organization, “Innovation in Deinstitutionalization: AWHO Expert
Survey,” 2014.

L. Ray, “Measuring party orientations towards European integration: Results from an
expert survey,” European Journal of Political Research, vol. 36, no. 2, pp. 283-306, 1999.
R. BAKKER et al., “Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES) Europe 1999-2019 Trend File,” 2021.
M. A. Meyer and J. M. Booker, Eliciting and Analyzing Expert Judgment: A Practical Guide.
SIAM, 2001. Cambridge, MA, USA: MIT Press.

C. Maestas, “Expert Surveys as a Measurement Tool: Challenges and New Frontiers”, in
L. R. Atkeson, and R. M. Alvarez (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Polling and Survey
Methods, Oxford Handbooks (2018; online edn, Oxford Academic, 5 Oct.

2015), https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190213299.013.13

R. A. Blair, J. Gottlieb, B. Nyhan, L. Paler, P. Argote, and C. J. Stainfield, “Interventions
to counter misinformation: Lessons from the Global North and applications to the
Global South,” Current Opinion in Psychology, p. 101732, 2023.

S. Altay, M. Berriche, H. Heuer, J. Farkas, and S. Rathje, “A survey of expert views on
misinformation: Definitions, determinants, solutions, and future of the field,” Harvard
Kennedy School Misinformation Review, vol. 4, no. 4, pp. 1-34, 2023.

International Panel on the Information Environment [S. Altay, S. Valenzuela, WHK Chun,
Y. M. Kim, P. N. Howard (eds.)], “Trends in the Global Information Environment: 2024
Expert Survey Results,” Zurich, Switzerland: IPIE, 2024. Synthesis Report, SR2024.2, doi:
10.61452/QDLY4609

A. F. Castro Torres and D. Alburez-Gutierrez, “North and South: Naming practices and
the hidden dimension of global disparities in knowledge production,” Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences, vol. 119, no. 10, p. €2119373119, 2022

United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, “Classifications.” UNCTAD. Org.
Accessed: Oct. 15, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://unctadstat.unctad.org/EN/Classifications.html

J. Kaplan, “More speech and fewer mistakes.” Meta. Accessed: May 16, 2025. [Online].
Available: https://about.fb.com/news/2025/01/meta-more-speech-fewer-mistakes/
Malingre, “European digital regulation comes under attack from Trump, Musk and
Zuckerberg,” Le Monde, 2025. Accessed: Oct. 03, 2025. [Online]. Available:
https://www.lemonde.fr/en/economy/article/2025/01/13/european-digital-regulation-
comes-under-attack-from-trump-musk-and-zuckerberg_6737001_19.html

E 36

ornatianal Panel on
Information Environment



I
Vo,
”l
I

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Contributors

Drafting authors: Sacha Altay (Consulting Scientist, Switzerland), Sebastian
Valenzuela (IPIE Chief Science Officer and Chair of the Science & Methodology
Committee, Chile), Philip N. Howard (IPIE President and CEO, Canada/UK).
Independent External Reviewers: Michael Chan, Patricia Rossini, Pablo Gonzalez-
Gonzalez. Legal Read: David Kelly. Design: Domenico Di Donna. Copyediting:
Romilly Golding. We acknowledge comments from the IPIE Science &
Methodology Committee: Shelley Boulianne (Member, Canada/UK), Frank Esser
(Member, Germany/Switzerland), Lisa Given (Member, Canada/Australia), Stephan
Lewandowsky (Member, Australia/UK), Eva Navarro-Lopez (Member, Spain/UK).
We also acknowledge valuable feedback from Morgan Wack. We gratefully
acknowledge support from the IPIE Secretariat: Lola Gimferrer, Egerton Neto,
Wiktoria Schulz, Donna Seymour, Anna Staender, and Alex Young.

Preferred Citation

An IPIE Summary for Policymakers provides a high-level precis of the state of
knowledge and is written for a broad audience. An IPIE Synthesis Report makes use
of scientific meta-analysis techniques, systematic review, and other tools for
evidence aggregation, knowledge generalization, and scientific consensus-
building, and is written for an expert audience. An IPIE Technical Paper addresses
questions of methodology or provides a policy analysis on a focused regulatory
problem. All reports are available on the IPIE website (www.IPIE.info).

This document should be cited as:

International Panel on the Information Environment [S. Altay, S. Valenzuela, P. N.
Howard (eds.)], “Trends in the Information environment: 2025 Expert Survey
Results,” Zurich, Switzerland: IPIE, 2025. Synthesis Report, SR2025.2, doi:
10.61452/GZNW1970.

Funders

The International Panel on the Information Environment (IPIE) gratefully
acknowledges the support of its funders. For a full list of funding partners please
visit www.IPIE.info. Any opinions, findings, conclusions, or recommendations
expressed in this material are those of the IPIE and do not necessarily reflect the
views of the funders.

Declaration of Interests
IPIE reports are developed and reviewed by a global network of research affiliates
and consulting scientists who constitute focused Scientific Panels and contributor

IPIE 37

||||||||||||||||||||||


http://www.ipie.info/
http://www.ipie.info/

I
Vo,
”l
I

teams. All contributors and reviewers complete declarations of interests, which
are reviewed by the IPIE at the appropriate stages of work.

Copyright Information

@@@@ This work is licensed under an Attribution-NonCommercial-
ShareAlike 4.0 International (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0)

ABOUT THE IPIE

The International Panel on the Information Environment (IPIE) is an independent
and global science organization committed to providing the most actionable
scientific knowledge about threats to the world’s information environment. The
mission of the IPIE, which is based in Switzerland, is to provide policymakers,
industry, and civil society with independent scientific assessments on the global
information environment by organizing, evaluating, and elevating research, with
the broad aim of improving the global information environment. Hundreds of
researchers from around the world contribute to the IPIE’s reports.

For more information, please contact the International Panel on the Information
Environment (IPIE), secretariat@IPIE.info. Seefeldstrasse 123, P.O. Box, 8034
Zurich, Switzerland.

|P|E 38

internatianal Panal on
Information Environment


mailto:secretariat@IPIE.info

” ' %%  International Panel on the Environment
Information Environment
Seefeldstrasse 123
P.O. Box 8034 Zurich 91783039"'830121" >
Switzerland

i SBN 03983-012-
\ | ,’ International Panel on
the Information || ||

e

44

*****

T fEEELH
L
il

;. 1
X

A
b % Y

e
"
-
-






