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Abstract

As violence and professional precarity intensify for journalists, resilience has become a
central framework for understanding how journalists continue working under sustained
risk. However, journalism studies research has largely conceptualized resilience through
hierarchical models that distribute responsibility across bounded levels of authority. This
conceptual article offers a critical synthesis of journalism studies research, resilience schol-
arship, ecological approaches, and public health prevention frameworks to examine how
existing models align with contemporary threats toward journalists. We first map pre-
vailing orientations to resilience (e.g., individual, organizational, and institutional) and
show how these models can privilege episodic or reactive responses to journalistic harms
and obscure gaps in coordinated interventions to mitigate violence. We then advance an
ecological reorientation of journalistic resilience grounded in networked ecologies. We
propose a three-part framework (individual-in-relation, collective, and networked) that
conceptualizes resilience as a relational and cross-institutional capacity. Finally, we intro-
duce public health prevention models as a translational lens for operationalizing ecological
resilience as coordinated infrastructure spanning prevention, intervention, and recovery.
This framework offers a conceptual foundation for studying and strengthening resilience
across contemporary media environments.

Keywords: journalistic resilience; networked resilience; digital violence

1. Introduction

As violence against journalists intensifies globally, media scholars and practitioners
have called for more effective strategies to support journalists’ work and well-being (Com-
mittee to Protect Journalists, 2025; Relly & Waisbord, 2022; Shah & Shah, 2024). Journalists
worldwide face escalating risks of physical violence, legal intimidation, online harass-
ment, state hostility, economic precarity, and attacks on the legitimacy of journalism as an
institution (Reporters Without Borders, 2025).

The U.S. context illustrates the rapid convergence of these pressures in a democratic
system. In the U.S., efforts to defund public news organizations (Taormino, 2025), restrict
journalists” access to press briefings (Grynbaum, 2025), enact mass layoffs of journalists
(Marcus, 2026), and challenge journalistic privacy (Luscombe & Barr, 2026) underscore
escalating tensions between journalists and the federal government amid growing eco-
nomic precarity. These dynamics reflect the broader political hostilities, digital exposure,
institutional fragility, and economic instability reshaping the global press.
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Heightened civil unrest has intensified these risks, with physical threats to journalists
rising sharply in 2025 (Sugars, 2025). Amid widespread U.S. immigration protests, dozens
of journalists have been physically assaulted, shot with rubber projectiles and chemical
agents, and unlawfully detained or dispersed by enforcement officials, prompting legal
action and condemnation from press freedom advocates (Fisher, 2025).

In response, resilience—the capacity of an individual, community, or system to adapt to
disruption while maintaining its core structure and identity (Healy, 2006)—has emerged as
a central framework for understanding how journalists continue to work under conditions
of sustained risk. Resilience scholarship seeks to understand how journalists endure,
adapt, and sustain their work amid violence, burnout, and chronic precarity (Frey, 2023;
Shah & Shah, 2024). Yet, how resilience is defined, conceptualized, and operationalized
remains uneven in journalism and media studies. While emerging community-based
responses to state hostility demonstrate decentralized, relational forms of adaptation,
such as shared documentation networks and collaborative protection efforts (Bauck, 2025;
Rodrigo, 2026), journalism scholarship has largely located resilience within hierarchical
structures of authority: individual coping, newsroom policy, or institutional advocacy.

We argue that this hierarchical orientation increasingly misaligns with the condi-
tions shaping journalistic risk. Contemporary threats are digitally mediated, politically
coordinated, and structurally patterned across platforms, states, and economic systems.
Journalists’ reliance on digital platforms for news distribution, audience engagement, and
professional legitimacy has left them vulnerable to abuse. Social media platforms can am-
plify harassment, collapse public and private boundaries, and constrain journalists” ability
to disengage without professional consequences (Nelson, 2023; Waisbord, 2020). Journalists’
reliance on platform moderation protocols capable of mitigating these threats places journal-
ists and news organizations in a dependent relationship with companies whose priorities
may not align with journalistic safety or democratic accountability (Dodds et al., 2026;
Nelson, 2023).

These conditions suggest that contemporary threats to journalists are not merely in-
dividual or organizational problems, but networked and infrastructural ones. To account
for these conditions, we turn to networked ecologies: the dynamic, interdependent sys-
tems of actors, platforms, institutions, audiences, policies, technologies, and professional
communities through which journalism is produced, circulated, contested, and sustained
(M. E. Perreault & Perreault, 2021; Phillips & Milner, 2021; Bruns, 2018; Sjovaag et al., 2019).
This perspective does not dismiss individual, organizational, or institutional approaches
to resilience. Instead, it situates them within a broader environment of relationships and
infrastructures through which harm and resilience are produced. In this sense, networked
ecologies capture the distribution of risk, power, and responsibility across contemporary
journalistic environments.

This article develops a conceptual reorientation of journalistic resilience in three
moves. It first synthesizes resilience scholarship in journalism studies and adjacent fields,
showing how the field has approached resilience via three individual, organizational, and
institutional levels of response. It then examines the assumptions embedded in these
approaches, highlighting the tendency to locate responsibility within bounded domains
of authority, even as contemporary threats circulate across wider information ecologies.
Finally, it advances networked ecologies as a framework for understanding journalistic
resilience as relational, distributed, and cross-institutional—Dbetter suited to the digitally
mediated and politically contested environments in which journalists engage. Public health
prevention models serve as a translational lens for organizing this ecological approach
across prevention, intervention, and recovery.
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These public health models are designed to address patterned harms across popula-
tions and systems by distinguishing among primary prevention, which seeks to reduce
the conditions that make harm likely; secondary prevention, which aims to identify and
interrupt harm as it emerges; and tertiary prevention, which supports recovery and reduces
longer-term consequences after harm has occurred (Calvet et al., 2021; Singh et al., 2022).
Applied to journalism, this continuum helps translate networked ecologies into an action-
able framework for asking how journalists, newsrooms, professional associations, advocacy
groups, platforms, and other actors might prevent exposure to harm, intervene during
escalation, and sustain recovery over time. At a moment of profound occupational risk, this
approach recognizes journalism as embedded within interconnected systems of actors and
infrastructures, all essential to building distributed, relational networks of care, protection,
and resistance. If resilience is to move from a conceptual ideal to durable infrastructure, it
requires a translational framework capable of bridging theory and practice.

To evaluate the shifting landscape of journalistic risk and assess the utility of jour-
nalistic resilience scholarship, our critical synthesis is broadly guided by four questions:
What are the prevailing models of journalistic resilience?; What theoretical and structural
assumptions shape how these models assign responsibility and response?; What are the
strengths and limitations of extant models in addressing contemporary occupational harms
among journalists?; and how might existing resilience models be reoriented to account for
the networked environments through which contemporary journalistic harm unfolds?

To address these questions, we conduct a critical synthesis of scholarship on journalistic
resilience across journalism studies and adjacent fields. Critical synthesis is a form of
conceptual analysis that evaluates and compares research to identify dominant assumptions,
conceptual gaps, and opportunities for theoretical development (Torraco, 2005; Jaakkola,
2020). This interpretive approach integrates insights across the literature, recognizing how
theoretical concepts are shaped by intersecting disciplinary histories, professional norms,
and institutional assumptions to inform theoretical development.

We first map how resilience has been organized around individual, organizational, and
institutional levels of responsibility. We then analyze how these approaches distribute care
and accountability, particularly in relation to digitally mediated harassment and platform-
dependent journalistic labor. Finally, we build from this synthesis to develop a networked
ecological framework and use public health prevention models as a translational lens for
organizing that framework across prevention, intervention, and recovery.

2. Resilience in Journalism Studies: A Critical Review

Resilience originated in psychology and psychiatry to explain how individuals achieve
positive outcomes despite facing difficulties (Fleming & Ledogar, 2008). Early models focused
on the role of personal traits in building resilience (e.g., sociability, communication skills,
adaptive attitudes). Subsequent work incorporated external social, cultural, and structural
factors affecting adaptation (e.g., family, community, cultural context), characterizing resilience
as a dynamic and processual capacity shaped by layered protective and risk conditions that can
be cultivated to improve outcomes for individuals and communities alike (Fleming & Ledogar,
2008). As the concept was adopted in sociology and anthropology, scholars expanded it to
encompass collective and cultural resilience, reflecting “the capacity of a distinct community or
cultural system to absorb disturbance and reorganize while undergoing change so as to retain
key elements of structure and identity that preserve its distinctness” (Healy, 2006, p. 12).

Journalism scholars have broadly drawn on these interdisciplinary definitions when
examining how journalists respond to professional disruption, violence, and precarity
(Relly & Waisbord, 2022; Simunjak, 2023). This shift coincides with what Wahl-Jorgensen
(2020) describes as an “emotional turn” in the field, as scholars increasingly foreground
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journalism’s normative and affective dimensions. Contemporary journalistic labor routinely
involves exposure to graphic imagery, violent rhetoric, and online hostility, compounded
by expectations that journalists maintain visible and interactive online presences (Nelson,
2023). Consequently, trauma, harassment, and chronic stress have become embedded in
everyday professional practice.

These harms are unevenly distributed. Women, journalists of color, LGBTQ journalists,
freelancers, and early-career journalists face heightened vulnerability, contributing to
burnout, disconnection, and attrition across the profession (Chen et al., 2020; Miller &
Lewis, 2020; Johnson, 2025). At the same time, many journalists continue to express a
strong moral commitment to public service and civic responsibility, deriving meaning and
satisfaction from their work even under hostile conditions (G. P. Perreault, 2023). For some,
adversity reinforces journalism as a calling rather than merely an occupation (Stupart, 2023).
For others, it signals inevitable burnout and possible exits from the profession (Ivask et al.,
2024; Mesmer, 2023; Mathews et al., 2023).

Related scholarship on well-being, happiness, and joy has similarly sought to address
journalism’s emotional dimensions by examining how journalists sustain meaning, connec-
tion, and professional fulfillment amid precarity. This work reframes emotion as a source of
strain and potential resource for endurance and renewal (Bélair-Gagnon et al., 2024). Calls
to recognize joy as a news value, for instance, encourage reconsideration of how stories are
told and how meaning is constructed around journalism’s core concerns (Parks, 2021; G.
P. Perreault, 2023). Other scholars position joy as an outcome of meaningful labor and a
sustaining force over time (G. Perreault & Mellado, 2026; Bélair-Gagnon & Perreault, 2025),
while related work advocates cultivating professional cultures centered on connection, care,
and collective purpose in journalistic work (Bélair-Gagnon et al., 2023; Bossio et al., 2024b).
Together, this scholarship broadens the field’s understanding of journalism’s emotional
life by emphasizing the conditions under which journalists find meaning, satisfaction, and
sustainability in their work.

At the same time, the uptake of well-being discourse has prompted concerns about
toxic positivity, whereby happiness becomes a bureaucratic mechanism that suppresses
negative emotions and shifts responsibility for emotional regulation onto individuals
instead of institutions (Deuze, 2025; Bélair-Gagnon et al., 2023). These tendencies risk
aligning well-being with neoliberal logics of self-management and personal responsibility,
positioning workers as responsible for continually adapting to precarious conditions rather
than challenging the structures producing harm (Bélair-Gagnon et al., 2026; Joseph, 2013).

Similar tensions emerge within resilience scholarship. Although scholars generally
agree that resilience is a “key personal resource that laborers need to effectively cope
with difficulties they face in work” (Simunjak, 2023, p. 130), existing approaches tend to
rely on self-reported data and risk individualizing labor conditions that shape well-being.
Critiques have argued that journalism has treated violence as episodic rather than systemic,
and individualized coping strategies are often emphasized over coordinated interventions
designed to interrupt harm as it emerges (Bossio et al., 2024b; Holton et al., 2023). These
tendencies limit the field’s capacity to account for the cumulative and structural risks
that increasingly define journalistic labor. In a profession long shaped by an ethos of
objectivity and increasingly defined by political turbulence and structural precarity, such
approaches risk normalizing adaptation to harmful conditions rather than foregrounding
the institutional transformations necessary to reduce harm.

Resilience nevertheless remains a valuable framework because of its interdisciplinary
and technical foundations, which provide useful analytic tools for understanding how
journalists navigate adversity. To clarify where these limitations emerge, the following
section examines how individual, organizational, and institutional approaches conceptu-
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alize harm and mobilize response. As we demonstrate, prevailing models of resilience
often remain structured by hierarchical logics that organize care and accountability within
discrete levels of authority rather than across the interconnected systems through which
journalistic harm unfolds.

3. Hierarchical Logics of Journalistic Resilience: Vertical Authority and
Bounded Responsibility

As resilience scholarship has matured and moved across disciplines, responsibility has
shifted upward from individual coping toward organizational policy and institutional in-
tervention. Our analysis suggests that this expansion masks a deeper structural continuity:
resilience is often organized through hierarchical logics that confine care and accountability
within bounded domains of authority.

Hierarchy here reflects more than the presence of institutions. It describes a gover-
nance model in which responsibility flows vertically across discrete levels—journalists,
newsrooms, professional associations—instead of relationally across interconnected sys-
tems. Adaptation is organized within formal structures, and intervention remains bounded
by institutional jurisdiction. Within this model, resilience is theorized and operationalized
at three primary levels: individual, organizational, and institutional. Although respon-
sibility appears to expand across levels, it remains structured through vertical (mostly
top-down) authority and segmented domains of care.

3.1. Individual Resilience and Adaptive Coping

The most prevalent strand of resilience research in journalism centers on individual-
ized responses to harm. Often grounded in a “thick skin” ethos, this work frames resilience
(often through journalists’ voices and applied theories) as a personal capacity to withstand
hostility, regulate emotion, and continue professional performance despite adversity (Chen
et al., 2020; Martin & Murrell, 2020). In this sense, journalists are socialized to expect
harassment and normalize exposure to abuse as an inevitable feature of public-facing
work, particularly in digital environments (Sampaio-Dias et al., 2024; Miranda et al., 2023).
News organizations can reinforce this orientation by emphasizing individualized, reactive
approaches that place responsibility on journalists themselves to adapt and to support one
another (Holton et al., 2023; Sampaio-Dias et al., 2024).

Through this lens, scholars operationalize resilience through individual coping behav-
iors. Although coping and resilience are conceptually related (Van der Hallen et al., 2020),
coping refers to context-dependent strategies deployed in response to stressors. Research
documents practices such as emotional distancing, self-care routines, boundary setting,
and strategic disengagement from digital platforms (Bossio et al., 2024a; Holton et al., 2023;
Simunjak, 2025; Kim & Shin, 2025). Studies of emotional labor similarly illustrate how
journalists regulate feelings to meet professional norms, for example, by suppressing anger
or distress to maintain credibility and productivity (Ivask et al., 2024; Miller & Lewis, 2020).

These strategies may preserve agency and offer immediate relief. Their adoption and
effectiveness vary widely, though, and are shaped by identity, professional experience, and
newsroom culture as well as their understanding of violence and personal threshold for
hostility (Ivask et al., 2024). By locating adaptation primarily at the individual level, this
individual approach risks normalizing violence as an occupational constant and obscuring
the political, economic, and platform-level dynamics that facilitate recurring exposure
to harm and exacerbate inequities tied to gender, race, and sexuality (Elsheikh et al.,
2025; Sammut et al., 2025). Scholars often frame violence as episodic for an individual
and external to journalism itself, and resilience becomes synonymous with short-term
endurance rather than structural prevention (see Bélair-Gagnon et al., 2024, for illustration).
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In journalism, coping-centered models may unintentionally ‘responsibilize” journalists
for harms produced by organizations, platforms, political actors, and economic systems
(Pyysidinen et al., 2017). Although such models emphasize autonomy and personal capacity,
they can also reflect neoliberal governance logics that shift responsibility for adaptation
onto individuals while allowing organizations and institutions to avoid more active roles in
reducing risk (Bélair-Gagnon et al., 2026; Joseph, 2013). The issue, then, is not that coping
strategies are unimportant; journalists need immediate tools for managing harm. Rather,
the limitation lies in treating coping as the primary site of resilience without adequately
redistributing responsibility across the systems that produce, amplify, or fail to interrupt risk.

3.2. Organizational and Institutional Strategies for Journalists” Well-Being

Organizational approaches shift attention from personal adaptation to newsroom
practices, leadership, and professional norms. This scholarship calls on news organizations
to develop coordinated responses through newsroom policies, training, structured crisis
response protocols, and peer support systems that signal institutional acknowledgment
of harm and scale protective practices across newsrooms (Holton et al., 2023; Bossio et al.,
2024b; Waisbord, 2020).

Emerging research documents these efforts, particularly in studies of newsroom sol-
idarity and geographically bounded professional networks (Bélair-Gagnon et al., 2022;
éimunjak & Menke, 2023). For instance, Kantola and Harju (2023) highlight how informal
peer check-ins, shared editorial decision-making, and visible managerial backing function
as “connective practices” that help journalists navigate hostility while sustaining profes-
sional engagement. In hostile political environments, journalists rely on collective safety
strategies, such as traveling in groups, coordinating the publication of contentious stories,
and cultivating alliances with NGOs and transnational advocacy networks, to mitigate
threats (Mitchell, 2025).

Such interventions formalize responsibility beyond the individual and more explicitly
acknowledge systemic occupational risk. Yet, organizational responses remain uneven and
reactive. Scholars note that protections are often activated only after high-profile incidents,
vary by employment status, and depend on editorial discretion (Nelson, 2023; Holton et al.,
2023; Waisbord, 2020). Limited reporting and measurement of harassment further obscure
its prevalence, contributing to inconsistent prevention and response protocols (Malcorps
et al., 2023; Waisbord, 2020).

These gaps disproportionately affect those who fall outside core newsroom infrastruc-
tures, such as freelancers, junior staff, and marginalized journalists, whose experiences
may not be reflected in standardized procedures (Bossio et al., 2024a). Furthermore, while
peer-based interventions can validate journalists” experiences, high costs and evidence sug-
gesting that nonclinical, organizational forms of support may be more effective complicate
reliance on individualized therapeutic responses (Vilk et al., 2024).

At the institutional level, professional associations, advocacy organizations, press
freedom groups, and journalism schools have sought to formalize support structures
beyond individual news organizations. These actors provide safety trainings and
trauma-informed programming (International Women’s Media Foundation, n.d.-b; Coali-
tion Against Online Violence, n.d.), best-practice guides and newsroom policy tem-
plates (American Press Institute, 2023; International Women’s Media Foundation, n.d.-
b; PEN America, n.d.), identity-specific safety resources addressing gendered and
racialized harassment (International Women’s Media Foundation, n.d.-b; Thomson
Reuters Foundation, n.d.), and tailored guidance for freelancers (ACOS Alliance, n.d.;
International Women’s Media Foundation, n.d.-b).
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Institutional efforts also include therapy and peer-support programs (Journalist Trauma
Support Network, n.d.; International Women’s Media Foundation, n.d.-c), emergency funding
and relocation assistance (Committee to Protect Journalists, n.d.; International Women'’s Media
Foundation, n.d.-a), legal guidance and resources (Reporters Committee for Freedom of the
Press, 2024; Society of Professional Journalists, n.d.), and physical safety training (Reporters
Without Borders, n.d.), often delivered in coordination with newsrooms.

Today, cross-organization coalitions, including the ACOS Alliance (n.d.), the Coalition
Against Online Violence (n.d.), the International News Safety Institute (n.d.), and the U.S.
Journalist Assistance Network (JAN) (Committee to Protect Journalists, 2025), coordinate
efforts across hundreds of global partners and signatories. These initiatives have signifi-
cantly expanded the infrastructure available to journalists facing harassment and violence.
Nevertheless, these efforts tend to remain fragmented and loosely coordinated across
organizations, often operating as stand-alone resources rather than integrated systems
capable of providing a rapid, coordinated response. Moreover, the industry has struggled
to align its protective initiatives with other powerful institutions, particularly social media
companies, that shape the digital environments where harassment occurs (Waisbord, 2020).

Institutional protections may also be vulnerable to shifting political climates. For
example, Columbia University’s Dart Center for Journalism and Trauma, now the Global
Center for Journalism and Trauma, left Columbia University after fifteen years of providing
resources for journalists confronting harassment and violence as a downstream consequence
of the Trump Administration’s removal of federal funding for the university, underscoring
the limits of resilience strategies that depend primarily on institutional authority (Fu, 2025).

3.3. Reimagining Responsibility

Individual, organizational, and institutional orientations reveal a patterned logic in how
scholars and practitioners have theorized and operationalized resilience. Responsibility moves
upward from individuals to organizations to institutions, expanding the scale of intervention.
Yet, the underlying architecture remains vertical. Violence is variably recognized as systemic,
but interventions are often unevenly distributed across the prevention continuum, with
substantial attention devoted to prevention and long-term recovery but fewer coordinated
mechanisms designed to interrupt harm as it unfolds. Accountability is rarely redistributed
across the interconnected systems that generate risk. These limitations are consequential given
the structural and cumulative challenges shaping journalistic labor, including:

e The normalization of harassment and violence as occupational hazards embed-
ded in routine journalistic labor, not only isolated risks (Bélair-Gagnon et al., 2024;
Waisbord, 2020).

e  Unequal exposure to harm structured by intersecting identities, professional roles,
employment precarity, and visibility, producing stratified vulnerability across gender,
race, sexuality, beat, and status (Holton et al., 2023; Miller & Lewis, 2020; Miller, 2023).

e Inter-, intra-, and extra-organizational pressures, including newsroom norms, platform
governance systems, audience dynamics, and political polarization, constrain how
journalists and organizations respond to violence (Holton et al., 2023; Waisbord, 2023).

e Networked and digitally amplified forms of harassment in which abuse spreads
rapidly across platforms, collapses public and private boundaries, and overwhelms
individual or organizational coping mechanisms (Nelson, 2023; Marwick, 2021).

These conditions suggest that resilience cannot be fully understood through dis-
crete levels of responsibility alone. As journalists encounter harm across overlapping
professional, social, political, and technological environments, resilience must also be con-
ceptualized across the relationships, infrastructures, and institutions through which those
environments are sustained.
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4. From Hierarchy to Ecology: Networked Resilience as
Sustainable Infrastructure

Resilience in journalism continues to be organized through hierarchical flows of
authority, even as threats confronting journalists exceed institutional boundaries. The
limits of such approaches are especially visible in digital environments, where journalism
operates within infrastructures it neither designs nor governs.

Platform architectures reward visibility and engagement while amplifying harassment
and constraining journalistic disengagement (Nelson, 2023; Waisbord, 2020). News organi-
zations exercise little control over moderation systems that shape exposure, escalation, and
the preservation of evidence, even as they remain economically dependent on platform-
driven traffic, advertising revenue, and subscription funnels within an oversaturated
information marketplace (see Dodds et al., 2026).

These asymmetries reflect broader institutional shifts as journalism confronts the concen-
trated power of large technology companies. For decades, media scholarship has documented
the remaking of journalism in response to digital platforms, highlighting the normaliza-
tion of 24/7 news cycles, the cultivation of journalists’ personal brands and direct audience
engagement, mounting concerns about misinformation and the erosion of professional au-
thority, and the rise of influencers, bloggers, vloggers, and other forms of citizen journalism
(Dvir-Gvirsman & Tsuriel, 2022; Laaksonen et al., 2024; Nielsen & Fletcher, 2023; Usher, 2021).

More recently, the proliferation of generative artificial intelligence platforms has in-
troduced additional uncertainties, as Al systems function both as tools that may increase
journalistic efficiency and as sources of concern about the further concentration of infor-
mational and infrastructural power in the hands of a small number of large technology
companies (Cools & Diakopoulos, 2026).

Today, a small, yet powerful, number of platform companies, such as Meta, Google,
and OpenAl, shape the economic and political conditions under which news is created,
distributed, and monetized. Within these infrastructures, extremist networks, coordinated
trolling campaigns, and harassment entrepreneurs flourish, often shielded by expansive
interpretations of free speech (Marwick, 2021). This dynamic has intensified amid the
political realignment of major technology firms. Silicon Valley’s once broadly liberal public
posture has, in recent years, bent toward the accommodation of political power, particularly
as companies confront regulatory scrutiny (Khanal et al., 2025; Montgomery, 2026).

As platform companies recalibrate political alliances and regulatory strategies, they
increasingly structure the terms of public discourse itself. In this environment, they do not
simply host journalism; they structure the terms of visibility, monetization, moderation,
and audience engagement. Under such conditions, resilience cannot be conceptualized
as a property of the journalism institution alone (Bossio et al., 2024a; Holton et al., 2023).
Instead, systemic violence necessitates a systemic response.

Ecological Reorientation

Rather than dismissing hierarchical approaches altogether, we advocate for an ecologi-
cal perspective that considers individual, organizational, and institutional levels collectively,
exploring how relationships among individuals, groups, institutions, environments, and
broader structural forces shape journalistic resilience. This reorientation is grounded in the
concept of communication ecology, “in which journalism influences and is influenced by
the environment” in which news is created (M. E. Perreault & Perreault, 2021, p. 977).

Scholars have applied ecological perspectives to examine the dynamics of harassment,
risk, and vulnerability through ecological frameworks examining journalism’s discursive
dimensions (M. E. Perreault & Perreault, 2021), socio-ecological dynamics affecting jour-
nalistic risk (individual, interpersonal, institutional, community, and global; Markovikj &
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Serafimovska, 2023), and the dimensions of the digital environments in which journalists
navigate their relationships to other online creators (Cheng & Avieson, 2025).

While these ecological approaches have been particularly useful for diagnosing how
harassment and risk operate across multiple contexts, they have been used less frequently
to examine how journalists develop strategies to mitigate, resist, and recover from those
harms. In the present study, we extend these perspectives by foregrounding networked
ecologies: the dynamic, interdependent systems of actors, platforms, institutions, audiences,
policies, and technologies through which journalism is produced, circulated, and contested
(M. F. Perreault & Perreault, 2021; Phillips & Milner, 2021; Bruns, 2018; Sjevaag et al., 2019).

Within these ecologies, power and responsibility are relational—not solely hierarchical—
emerging through patterns of connection and coordination across actors, institutions, and
platforms rather than residing within any single organization. Approaching resilience through
this lens shifts attention from isolated coping or institutionally bounded interventions toward
the networked practices, alliances, and infrastructures journalists mobilize to anticipate, absorb,
and respond to threats that themselves circulate across interconnected media systems.

We propose an ecological framework for understanding journalistic resilience that
operates across and between three interrelated levels: individual-in-relation, collective, and
networked. We advance this framework as a conceptual intervention intended to reorient
existing scholarship. Importantly, these levels are analytically distinct but empirically over-
lapping. They are not sequential or hierarchical but mutually constitutive; they overlap and
interact with one another as journalists experience and respond to violence and harassment
within interconnected systems of actors, institutions, and infrastructures. This approach,
outlined in Table 1, expands how responsibility, risk, and sustainability are conceptualized
across the journalism ecosystem.

In the following section, we turn to public health prevention models as a translational lens
for operationalizing this ecological framework, clarifying how individual-in-relation, collective,
and networked resilience might be organized across prevention, intervention, and recovery:.

Table 1. Ecological Model of Networked Journalistic Resilience.

Ecological

Orientation

Description

Primary Site of Resilience

Key Forms of Support

Illustrative Examples

Resilience emerges

Emotional support; safety

Queer journalism networks
such as NLGJA and the

.. . .throu.gh Peers, me r}tors, adV.ICE; LGBTQ+ Journalism Network;
Individual-in- relationships and colleagues, affinity groups, mentorship; shared cer support amon
relation positions that help and trusted interpersonal knowledge; identity-based P o fr II>1 alists &
journalists networks recognition; . Jour .
. navigating identity-based
manage harm informal care
harassment
Newsrooms Safety protocols; shared
Coordinated responses Y professional norms; risk ACOS Alliance
professional . . .
among groups of o assessment; coordinated Freelance Journalist Safety
. . ) associations, . ..
Collective journalists and the unions/ guilds editorial response; freelancer Principles; newsroom peer-
organizations that support & i’ protections; cross- support groups;
freelance networks, safety o . -,
them o organizational professional safety coalitions
coalitions .
collaboration
Platforms, Platform reporting channels;
Cross- - . .
e advocacy rapid-response advocacy; PressProtect; online violence
institutional and platform L .
. organizations, press freedom  documentation systems; legal ~ response hubs; cross-platform
infrastructures for S : ; S . .
Networked groups, legal organizations, assistance; public solidarity; documentation and escalation

anticipating, responding
to, and
recovering from harm

technology designers,
funders, policymakers,
journalism schools

platform-design
interventions; shared safety
infrastructure

systems; journalist-centered
platform safety tools
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The first level, individual-in-relation, shifts focus away from purely individualized
coping strategies toward the relationships through which journalists manage violence and
harassment. This reflects a sociological understanding of ecologies in which individuals
are always situated within networks of relationships and systems, shaped by, and shaping,
the layered interactions that connect people, systems, and environments (Tacchi, 2006).

While much of the existing literature examines how journalists respond to threats
through personal coping strategies, an ecological approach highlights how resilience is
sustained through trusted relationships and support systems that extend beyond the
individual. This encompasses existing intra-organizational literature highlighting support
among colleagues and mentors, as well as extra-organizational affinity- and identity-based
communities formed around shared experiences.

Queer journalism networks in the United States and the United Kingdom provide
one illustration of this relational dimension of resilience. Journalists covering LGBTQ+
issues, or publicly identifying as queer or trans, frequently encounter overlapping forms
of professional precarity and identity-based harassment online (Bhat, 2024; Johnson, 2025;
Miller, 2023). In response, many rely on informal peer networks to exchange safety advice,
provide emotional support, and share strategies for navigating hostile digital environments.

Organizations such as NLGJA: The Association of LGBTQ+ Journalists and the
LGBTQ+ Journalism Network help facilitate these relationships through mentorship pro-
grams, networking spaces, and online community forums (LGBTQ+ Journalism Network,
n.d.; NLGJA: The Association of LGBTQ+ Journalists, n.d., 2025). The resilience generated
through these networks derives from formal organizational policy, but, perhaps more
importantly, from durable interpersonal ties, shared knowledge, and mutual recognition
they enable across newsrooms, geographic regions, and career stages. Individual journal-
ists are the foundation of this approach, enacting agency, engaging other journalists and
resources, and, sometimes, leveraging their unique positionalities to facilitate and bolster
their individual resilience.

The collective level builds on these relational dynamics but focuses on coordinated
responses among groups of journalists and the organizations that support them. Whereas
the individual-in-relation level emphasizes how journalists draw on interpersonal ties
and support networks to navigate violence, the collective level emphasizes more orga-
nized efforts to address these threats through shared action within newsrooms, across
collaborating outlets, or through professional associations, advocacy groups, and press
freedom organizations.

Existing research has begun to document informal and structured peer-support groups
within newsrooms or geographically bounded professional communities (Bélair-Gagnon
et al., 2022; Vilk et al., 2024; éimunjak & Menke, 2023). Our framework extends this work
by emphasizing how collective resilience emerges through coordinated safety practices,
cross-organizational collaboration, and shared professional responsibility.

The ACOS Alliance provides one example of this collective orientation. Following
the kidnapping and murders of journalists James Foley and Steven Sotloff in Syria in 2014,
the organization developed the Freelance Journalist Safety Principles to establish shared
expectations around risk assessment, training, communication, and duty of care between
freelance journalists and the news organizations that commission their work. Rather than
locating safety responsibility solely at the level of the individual reporter, the principles
frame safety as a collective professional obligation distributed across journalists, editors,
institutions, and industry partners (ACOS Alliance, n.d.).

In this sense, collective resilience emerges through interpersonal solidarity and the
development of coordinated norms, protocols, and professional infrastructures designed to
reduce harm and redistribute responsibility across the field.
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The networked level expands this analysis by focusing on the communicative environ-
ments through which these collective efforts increasingly take shape. This level highlights
the infrastructures, systems, and institutions—especially digital—that allow journalists,
organizations, and advocacy groups to connect across geographic, institutional, and profes-
sional boundaries.

Because online abuse often circulates through the same platforms journalists rely on
for reporting, collaboration, and audience engagement, resilience increasingly depends
on forms of connectivity that extend beyond individual newsrooms or professional com-
munities. This includes practices amplifying the work of targeted journalists, sharing
documentation of harassment, or coordinating responses across outlets and advocacy
groups. We refer to this configuration as networked resilience: a coordinated, multi-actor
capacity to anticipate, respond to, and adapt to violence and harassment across institutional
and platform boundaries.

Han et al.’s (2024) PressProtect, an interface for journalists to use social media in the
face of harassment, illustrates this networked orientation. Developed following interviews
with Asian American and Pacific Islander journalists, the project identified how existing
platform tools often failed to protect journalists facing targeted harassment on X/Twitter.
PressProtect proposed platform-level “defensive defaults” that would give journalists
greater control over hostile audience interactions and reduce exposure to coordinated abuse.
This example demonstrates how resilience may emerge through interpersonal support or
professional coordination, but also through infrastructural interventions embedded within
the platforms where journalistic labor occurs. In this sense, networked resilience depends
partly on how technological systems themselves are designed, governed, and contested.

This ecological reorientation is well-suited to the systemic and digitally mediated
character of contemporary threats. However, without sustained organizational investment,
these networks may remain informal and inaccessible, vulnerable to platform decisions and
significant emotional labor by a select number of journalists (Holton et al., 2023; Kantola &
Harju, 2023).

The challenge, therefore, is to draw awareness to networked resilience and to consoli-
date it within a broader ecological framework capable of supporting long-term sustainabil-
ity. To that end, we draw on public health-informed continuums of care as a translational
lens. By situating ecological resilience along a spectrum of prevention, intervention, and
recovery, these frameworks offer a structured means of operationalizing resilience and
embedding it within durable institutional and cross-platform infrastructures.

5. Operationalizing Ecological Approaches to Resilience via
Public Health

Journalism studies research occupies a complex position at the intersection of academic
inquiry and professional practice. While scholars are deeply invested in supporting a
profession under strain, longstanding tensions between journalism research and news work
have produced a persistent research—practice gap (Schaetz et al., 2025; Wilner et al., 2025).
This divide reflects differing priorities and expectations about what scholarship can deliver
in professional settings. For resilience to become embedded in the structures that support
journalism, it must be guided by a translational framework that connects scholarly insight
with practical application.

Public health provides such a framework, as many of the harms journalists confront
are increasingly understood as occupational hazards and population-level health concerns
rather than isolated professional challenges (Bélair-Gagnon et al., 2024; Waisbord, 2020).
Exposure to violence, chronic harassment, traumatic events, burnout, moral injury, and
persistent precarity can produce cumulative psychological, emotional, and physical conse-
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quences that extend beyond individual incidents or organizations, affecting the health and
sustainability of the journalism profession more broadly. Whereas public health approaches
are designed to address harms that emerge across interconnected systems, populations, and
environments, they are particularly well-suited to understanding contemporary threats to
journalistic well-being.

This orientation has increasingly informed scholarship on journalistic well-being and
occupational risk. Researchers have drawn on trauma-informed frameworks developed in
public health and psychology to examine journalists” exposure to violence, disaster, and
chronic stress, while others have adapted occupational health models to analyze newsroom
cultures that shape burnout, moral injury, and psychological safety (Feinstein et al., 2025;
Niblock, 2023; Seely, 2019; Stanford Medicine WellMD & WellPhD Center, n.d.). Public
health frameworks do more than diagnose harm; they provide models for organizing
prevention, intervention, and recovery across interconnected systems. In doing so, they
help translate ecological understandings of resilience into distributed and actionable forms
of care and responsibility.

Consequently, public health models align well with ecological approaches to jour-
nalistic resilience that emphasize the layered conditions shaping journalistic resilience.
Organizational culture, identity-based vulnerability, digital exposure, social support net-
works, and the meaning journalists derive from their professional roles interact to influence
how individuals experience and respond to risk.

Within public health, these commitments to collective care and shared responsibility
are often operationalized through prevention frameworks that organize responses across
a continuum of risk. Rather than concentrating resources solely at the point of recovery,
such models distinguish between efforts to prevent harm before it occurs, mitigate or
interrupt harm as it emerges, and support recovery after harm. Developed in response to
the limitations of acute-care and individual behavior models, these frameworks treat harm
as patterned and therefore preventable, requiring coordinated responses across multiple
levels and stages of risk.

The primary—secondary-tertiary prevention model is particularly instructive in this
regard (see Calvet et al., 2021; Singh et al., 2022). The model demonstrates how systems
that concentrate resources at the point of recovery consistently fail to address the structural
conditions that produce recurring harm. By distinguishing between upstream prevention,
midstream intervention, and downstream recovery, the model translates resilience from an
abstract ideal into a pragmatic framework for capacity building. It enables scholars and
practitioners to identify where responsibility is concentrated, which stages of response are
overemphasized, and where preventive investment is lacking.

Within this framework, primary prevention refers to upstream efforts aimed at re-
ducing the conditions that make harm more likely before it occurs. Secondary prevention
involves midstream interventions designed to identify, interrupt, or mitigate harm as it
emerges. Tertiary prevention focuses on downstream forms of recovery, rehabilitation,
and longer-term support after harm has occurred. To clarify how this ecological approach
redistributes responsibility across the broader journalism ecology, Table 2 maps the three
orientations to resilience we identified (individual-in-relation, collective, and networked)
across the prevention continuum. The table identifies primary actors or responsibility
holders at each level while also illustrating how prevention, intervention, and recovery
might operate in practice.
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Table 2. Ecological Orientations Across the Prevention Continuum.

. Primary Primary Prevention: Secondary Prevention: Tertiary Prevention:
Ecological 1 I,
Orientation Responsibility Reduce Conditions Interrupt Harm as Support Recovery
Holders of Harm It Emerges After Harm
Immediate check-ins; Ongoing peer support;

Peer mentoring; digital

safet emotional mentorship after harm;
Journalists, peers, lanning: ileen tity- support; connection to mental
.. . mentors, colleagues, p 16 1 ty documentation health, legal, or
Individual-in- . affirming :
. affinity help; professional
relation support .
networks, and care networks: connection to newsroom, resources;
providers informal knowie dee legal, or support for
sharin & professional continued
& resources participation in journalism
Newsroom safety Escalation
Newsrooms. editors protocols; protocols; Organizational debriefs;
mAnAgers ,u nions ! beat-specific risk coordinated workload or beat
guillds ! assessments; manager editorial adjustments; policy
. & ! training; response; legal revision;
Collective freelance networks, . .
rofessional freelancer safety consultation; workload sustained support for
P expectations; adjustments; public freelancers, junior staff,
associations, and safety )
coalitions cross-outlet statements of support; and
preparation for shared marginalized journalists
high-risk coverage documentation practices
Shared safet . Poli
Platforms, advocacy . ared satety Cross-platform reporting oy
infrastructure; platform h ls: rapid legal advocacy; platform
roups, design; channe’s; rapid fega accountability work;
legal R assistance; . Y ’
b, e e fnding o ity
Networked funders, journalism ’ y advocacy; public solidarity Lo
groups, legal Lo legal defense, or sustained
. schools, organizations, and campaigns; . care;
policymakers, and platform escalation .
. platform contacts; ] evaluation of
public bli pathways; . .
P public . . interventions and shared
institutions . preservation of evidence . .
education learning across the field

Such an approach resonates with calls to integrate care ethics into journalism, which
“emphasizes universal ethical behavior based on ‘caring for’ and ‘caring about,” plac-
ing ethical decision-making within the realm of human relationships and responsibility”
(Hossain & Aucoin, 2018, p. 202). By foregrounding empathy, moral responsibility, and
equity, a care-centered perspective reframes resilience not as an individual capacity to
endure hardship but as a collective commitment to sustaining the people and relationships
that make journalism possible (Mathewson, 2022).

Taken together, this logic shifts resilience from an individual attribute to a systems-
level capacity distributed across the structures that support journalism (i.e., institutions, net-
works, policies, technologies, professional communities, etc.) to anticipate, absorb, respond
to, and adapt to threats. Instead of asking how journalists can better predict and endure
hostility, harassment, or trauma, a continuum-oriented approach asks how networked
ecologies—institutions, professional organizations, digital platforms, and communities—
can absorb and reduce exposure upstream, interrupt escalation as it unfolds, and sustain
recovery when harm occurs.

Where hierarchical models have produced effective resources at the primary and
tertiary tiers of support, those focused on secondary prevention—interventions designed
to identify, interrupt, or mitigate harm as risk emerges—are more limited. Moreover, many
existing initiatives remain siloed within institutional networks, constraining their reach
and limiting opportunities for coordinated response.
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Adopting an ecological perspective allows scholars and practitioners to identify solu-
tions across the more robust spectrum of prevention while situating them within the social
and professional contexts through which resilience is produced. This approach recognizes
how resilience is shaped in newsrooms and through the spaces, relationships, identities,
and communities that structure journalists” work. Doing so expands our understanding
of the resources already available and redistributes responsibility for response across a
broader range of actors involved in sustaining journalistic well-being.

6. Conclusions

Resilience has emerged as a central framework for understanding how journalists
continue to work under conditions of sustained risk. Yet, as we show, existing scholarship
often conceptualizes resilience through hierarchical models that distribute responsibility
across bounded levels of authority: individual coping, newsroom policy, or institutional
advocacy. While these approaches have rightfully expanded attention to journalists” well-
being, they remain unevenly coordinated across stages of response. Prevention and longer-
term support are often more developed than the immediate mechanisms needed to interrupt
harassment as it unfolds, and they do not always account for the layered institutions,
contexts, and spaces through which resilience emerges.

In response, this paper advances an ecological reorientation of journalistic resilience
that conceptualizes well-being as a relational and distributed capacity emerging across
interconnected systems. By offering and distinguishing between individual-in-relation,
collective, and networked levels of resilience, we provide a clearer analytical framework for
examining how journalists anticipate, navigate, and respond to occupational threats across
professional, technological, and institutional environments. By situating resilience within
the broader ecosystems that shape journalistic labor, we build on existing scholarship
(see Bélair-Gagnon et al., 2024, who used a public health approach to look at actors and
tactics, identification of risk, and protective factors) and offer a foundation for rethinking
how journalism as a field conceptualizes protection, care, and sustainability in an era of
persistent risk.

To translate this ecological perspective into actionable strategies, we draw on public
health frameworks to demonstrate how resilience can be operationalized across stages of
risk and systems of responsibility. In doing so, this work advances critical shifts in the way
journalism scholars and practitioners conceptualize and operationalize resilience.

First, it positions response to harm as multidimensional. Because health is understood
as the product of layered professional, social, and demographic conditions, prevention
must address the broader social and institutional determinants of harm (DiGuiseppi et al.,
2025; Singh et al., 2022). Second, prevention shifts upstream. By highlighting the social
determinants of harm, whole person health encourages investment in structural and en-
vironmental interventions that reduce exposure to risk before violence escalates (Calvet
et al., 2021; DiGuiseppi et al., 2025). Third, care becomes continuous rather than episodic.
Prevention frameworks establish a continuum of care across stages of risk, while whole
person health ensures that this continuum addresses the full range of factors shaping
well-being rather than focusing narrowly on crisis response (Calvet et al., 2021; Hossain &
Aucoin, 2018; Mathewson, 2022; Singh et al., 2022).

Amid threats to journalists and the legitimacy of the journalism institution, ecological
approaches to resilience offer a pathway for aligning scholarship, intra-institutional practice,
and extra-organizational professional support infrastructures. Future research should
examine how ecological resilience models function, particularly in at-risk communities,
especially in digital spaces where much of the violence occurs.
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To improve support systems and resources available to journalists, and perhaps to
strengthen their well-being and help them sustain longer, more productive careers, we en-
courage scholars and professionals to test and evaluate the efficacy of their responses within
networked ecologies and across a continuum of care that more accurately operationalizes
and measures resilience.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.H., A.E.H., and V.B.-G.; methodology, A.H., A.E.H., and
V.B.-G,; formal analysis, A.H., A.E.H., and V.B.-G.; writing—original draft preparation, A.-H., AEH.,
and V.B.-G.; writing—review and editing, A.-H., A.E.H., and V.B.-G. All authors have read and agreed
to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.
Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.
Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: No new data were created or analyzed in this study. Data sharing is
not applicable to this article.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

ACOS Alliance. (n.d.). ACOS alliance. Available online: https://www.acosalliance.org/ (accessed on 26 June 2026).

American Press Institute. (2023, March 13). An inclusive guide to online safety. Available online: https://americanpressinstitute.org/an-
inclusive-guide-to-online-safety/ (accessed on 26 June 2026).

Bauck, W. (2025, December 16). “You don’t have to do it alone”: How U.S. cities are helping each other resist ICE. The Guardian. Available
online: https://www.theguardian.com /us-news/2025/dec/16/ice-immigration-raids-cities (accessed on 21 January 2026).

Bélair-Gagnon, V., Bossio, D., Holton, A. E., & Molyneux, L. (2022). Disconnection: How measured separations from journalistic norms
and labor can help sustain journalism. Social Media + Society, 8(1), 1-4. [CrossRef]

Bélair-Gagnon, V., Holton, A. E., Deuze, M., & Mellado, C. (Eds.). (2023). Fostering a culture of well-being in journalism. In Happiness
in journalism. Routledge. [CrossRef]

Bélair-Gagnon, V., & Perreault, G. P. (2025). Joy, media innovation and change in journalism. Journalism Practice, 1-15. [CrossRef]

Bélair-Gagnon, V., Salamon, E., & Crawford, M. (2026). Coping as a competency: A typology of journalists and news creators work on
platforms. Journalism. [CrossRef]

Bélair-Gagnon, V., Searles, K., Vraga, E., Holton, A. E., & Tandoc, E. C. (2024). Attacks on journalism as an occupational hazard.
International Journal of Communication, 18, 4603-4622.

Bhat, P. (2024). Coping with hate: Exploring Indian journalists’ responses to online harassment. Journalism Practice, 18(2), 337-355.
[CrossRef]

Bossio, D., Bélair-Gagnon, V., Holton, A. E., & Molyneux, L. (2024a). From individual disconnection to collective practices for journalists
wellbeing. Media and Communication, 12, 8628. [CrossRef]

Bossio, D., Bélair-Gagnon, V., Holton, A. E., & Molyneux, L. (2024b). The paradox of connection: How digital media is transforming

7

journalistic labor. University of Illinois Press.

Bruns, A. (2018). Gatewatching and news curation: Journalism, social media, and the public sphere. Peter Lang. [CrossRef]

Calvet, B., Vézina, N., Laberge, M., Nastasia, I., Sultan-Taieb, H., Toulouse, G., Rubiano, P., & Durand, M.-J. (2021). Integrative
prevention and coordinated action toward primary, secondary and tertiary prevention in workplaces: A scoping review. Work: A
Journal of Prevention, Assessment & Rehabilitation, 70(3), 893-908. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Chen, G. M., Pain, P,, Chen, V. Y., Mekelburg, M., Springer, N., & Troger, F. (2020). “You really have to have a thick skin”: A cross-cultural
perspective on how online harassment influences female journalists. Journalism, 21(7), 877-895. [CrossRef]

Cheng, L., & Avieson, B. (2025). A complex new media ecology: Mapping shifting digital players and evolving boundaries in lifestyle
journalism. Social Media + Society, 11(4), 1-13. [CrossRef]

Coalition Against Online Violence. (n.d.). Online violence response hub. Available online: https://onlineviolenceresponsehub.org/
(accessed on 26 June 2026).

Committee to Protect Journalists. (n.d.). Journalist safety and emergencies. Available online: https://cpj.org/journalist-safety-and-
emergencies/ (accessed on 26 June 2026).

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/journalmedia7030161


https://www.acosalliance.org/
https://americanpressinstitute.org/an-inclusive-guide-to-online-safety/
https://americanpressinstitute.org/an-inclusive-guide-to-online-safety/
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2025/dec/16/ice-immigration-raids-cities
https://doi.org/10.1177/20563051221077217
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003364597
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2025.2525309
https://doi.org/10.1177/14648849261441150
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2023.2250761
https://doi.org/10.17645/mac.8628
https://doi.org/10.3726/b13293
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-213609
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34744036
https://doi.org/10.1177/1464884918768500
https://doi.org/10.1177/20563051251385438
https://onlineviolenceresponsehub.org/
https://cpj.org/journalist-safety-and-emergencies/
https://cpj.org/journalist-safety-and-emergencies/
https://doi.org/10.3390/journalmedia7030161

Journal. Media 2026, 7, 161 16 of 19

Committee to Protect Journalists. (2025, May 22). U.S. press freedom groups launch journalist assistance network to address growing need
for legal, safety, immigration resources. Available online: https:/ /cpj.org/2025/05/us-press-freedom-groups-launch-journalist-
assistance-network/ (accessed on 26 June 2026).

Cools, H., & Diakopoulos, N. (2026). Uses of generative Al in the newsroom: Mapping journalists’ perceptions of perils and possibilities.
Journalism Practice, 20(3), 878-896. [CrossRef]

Deuze, M. (2025). What makes you happy also makes you sick: Mental health and well-being in media work. International Journal of
Communication, 19, 501-521. Available online: https:/ /www.researchgate.net/publication/402177545_What_Makes_You_Happy
_Also_Makes_You_Sick_Mental_Health_and_Well-_Being_in_Media_Work (accessed on 26 June 2026).

DiGuiseppi, G., Rodriguez, A., Qureshi, N., Zeng, C., Coulter, I. D., Hays, R. D., Herman, P. M., & Edelen, M. O. (2025). Measuring
whole person health: A scoping review. Journal of Integrative and Complementary Medicine, 31(8), 684-704. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Dodds, T., Geboers, M., & Boukes, M. (2026). “It became no man’s land”: The burden of moderating online harassment in newswork.
Journalism Practice, 20(3), 953-970. [CrossRef]

Dvir-Gvirsman, S., & Tsuriel, K. (2022). In an open relationship: Platformization of relations between news practitioners and their
audiences. Journalism Studies, 23(11), 1308-1326. [CrossRef]

Elsheikh, D., Jackson, D., & Jebril, N. (2025). Journalism in transitional context: Societal hostility, self-censorship and the expansion of
“one voice journalism”. Journalism Practice, 19(9), 1921-1939. [CrossRef]

Feinstein, A., Storm, H., Mead, J., & Sharkey, A. (2025). An examination of psychological distress and moral injury in journalists
exposed to online harassment. European Journal of Psychotraumatology, 16(1), 2522501. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Fisher, M. (2025, October 6). DHS, ICE face lawsuit from journalists over protest violence. — Axios.  Available online:
https:/ /www.axios.com/2025/10/06/dhs-ice-journalists-sue-protest-violence (accessed on 21 January 2026).

Fleming, J., & Ledogar, R. J. (2008). Resilience, an evolving concept: A review of literature relevant to Aboriginal research. Pimatisiwin:
A Journal of Aboriginal and Indigenous Community Health, 6(2), 7-23.

Frey, E. (2023). Preparing for risks and building resilience. Journalism Studies, 24(7), 1008-1025. [CrossRef]

Fu, A. (2025, November 17). Dart center for journalism and trauma launches global center. Poynter Institute. Available online:
https:/ /www.poynter.org/business-work /2025 / dart-center-journalism-trauma-global-center/ (accessed on 26 June 2026).

Grynbaum, M. M. (2025, October 31). White House limits reporters’ access to press secretary’s office. The New York Times. Available
online: https:/ /www.nytimes.com/2025/10/31/us/politics / trump-white-house-press.html (accessed on 21 January 2026).

Han, C,, Li, A., Kumar, D., & Durumeric, Z. (2024). PressProtect: Helping journalists navigate social media in the face of online
harassment. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction, §(CSCW2), 509. [CrossRef]

Healy, S. (2006, June 20-23). Cultural resilience, identity, and the restructuring of political power in Bolivia. 11th Biennial Conference of the
International Association for the Study of Common Property, Bali, Indonesia.

Holton, A. E., Bélair-Gagnon, V., Bossio, D., & Molyneux, L. (2023). “Not their fault, but their problem”: Organizational responses to
the online harassment of journalists. Journalism Practice, 17(4), 859-874. [CrossRef]

Hossain, M. D., & Aucoin, J. (2018). The ethics of care as a universal framework for global journalism. Journal of Media Ethics, 33(4),
198-211. [CrossRef]

International News Safety Institute. (n.d.). International News Safety Institute. Available online: https:/ /newssafety.org/ (accessed on 26
June 2026).

International Women’s Media Foundation. (n.d.-a). Emergency fund. Available online: https://www.iwmf.org/programs/emergency-
fund/ (accessed on 26 June 2026).

International Women’s Media Foundation. (n.d.-b). Journalist and newsroom safety. Available online: https:/ /www.iwmf.org/safety/
(accessed on 26 June 2026).

International Women’s Media Foundation. (n.d.-c). News safety cohort. Available online: https:/ /www.iwmf.org/programs/news-
safety-cohort/ (accessed on 26 June 2026).

Ivask, S., Waschkovéa Cisafov4, L., & Lon, A. (2024). “When can I get angry?” Journalists’ coping strategies and emotional management
in hostile situations. Journalism, 25(10), 2099-2116. [CrossRef]

Jaakkola, E. (2020). Designing conceptual articles: Four approaches. AMS Review, 10, 18-26. [CrossRef]

Johnson, P. R. (2025). The weight of the rainbow: LGBTQ+ journalists” navigation of mental health and identity in digital news
ecosystems. Digital Journalism. [CrossRef]

Joseph, J. (2013). Resilience as embedded neoliberalism: A governmentality approach. Resilience, 1(1), 38-52. [CrossRef]

Journalist Trauma Support Network. (n.d.). Resources for journalists. Available online: https://www.jtsn.org/resources-for-journalists
(accessed on 26 June 2026).

Kantola, A., & Harju, A. A. (2023). Tackling the emotional toll together: How journalists address harassment with connective practices.
Journalism, 24(3), 494-512. [CrossRef]

Khanal, S., Zhang, H., & Taeihagh, A. (2025). Why and how is the power of Big Tech increasing in the policy process? The case of
generative Al Policy and Society, 44(1), 52-69. [CrossRef]

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/journalmedia7030161


https://cpj.org/2025/05/us-press-freedom-groups-launch-journalist-assistance-network/
https://cpj.org/2025/05/us-press-freedom-groups-launch-journalist-assistance-network/
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2024.2394558
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/402177545_What_Makes_You_Happy_Also_Makes_You_Sick_Mental_Health_and_Well-_Being_in_Media_Work
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/402177545_What_Makes_You_Happy_Also_Makes_You_Sick_Mental_Health_and_Well-_Being_in_Media_Work
https://doi.org/10.1089/jicm.2024.0817
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40180567
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2024.2387664
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2022.2084144
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2024.2308526
https://doi.org/10.1080/20008066.2025.2522501
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40622752
https://www.axios.com/2025/10/06/dhs-ice-journalists-sue-protest-violence
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2023.2173962
https://www.poynter.org/business-work/2025/dart-center-journalism-trauma-global-center/
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/10/31/us/politics/trump-white-house-press.html
https://doi.org/10.1145/3687048
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2021.1946417
https://doi.org/10.1080/23736992.2018.1509713
https://newssafety.org/
https://www.iwmf.org/programs/emergency-fund/
https://www.iwmf.org/programs/emergency-fund/
https://www.iwmf.org/safety/
https://www.iwmf.org/programs/news-safety-cohort/
https://www.iwmf.org/programs/news-safety-cohort/
https://doi.org/10.1177/14648849231199895
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13162-020-00161-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2025.2573080
https://doi.org/10.1080/21693293.2013.765741
https://www.jtsn.org/resources-for-journalists
https://doi.org/10.1177/14648849211055293
https://doi.org/10.1093/polsoc/puae012
https://doi.org/10.3390/journalmedia7030161

Journal. Media 2026, 7, 161 17 of 19

Kim, C., & Shin, W. (2025). Harassment of journalists and its aftermath: Anti-press violence, psychological suffering, and an internal
chilling effect. Digital Journalism, 13(2), 232-248. [CrossRef]

Laaksonen, S.-M., Koivula, M., & Villi, M. (2024). Mediated by the giants: Tracing practices, discourses, and mediators of platform
isomorphism in a media organization. New Media & Society, 26(8), 4447-4465. [CrossRef]

LGBTQ+ Journalism Network. (n.d.). LGBTQ+ journalism network. Available online: https:/ /lgbtgjournalismnetwork.co.uk/ (accessed
on 26 June 2026).

Luscombe, R., & Barr, ]. (2026, January 14). FBI raids home of Washington Post reporter in ‘highly unusual and aggressive’ move. The
Guardian. Available online: https:/ /www.theguardian.com/us-news/2026/jan/14/fbi-raid-washington-post-hannah-natanson
(accessed on 21 January 2026).

Malcorps, S., Libert, M., & Le Cam, F. (2023). A matter of organisational silence: Media managers struggling to make sense of the
online harassment of journalists as a collective issue in journalism. Digital Journalism, 11(10), 1868-1885. [CrossRef]

Marcus, R. (2026, February 4). How Jeff Bezos brought down the Washington Post. The New Yorker. Available online:
https:/ /www.newyorker.com/news/annals-of-communications /how-jeff-bezos-brought-down-the-washington-post (accessed
on 9 March 2026).

Markovikj, M., & Serafimovska, E. (2023). Mental health resilience in the journalism curriculum. Journalism & Mass Communication
Educator, 78(2), 233-250. [CrossRef]

Martin, F. R., & Murrell, C. (2020). You need a thick skin in this game: Journalists” attitudes to resilience training as a strategy for
combatting online violence. Australian Journalism Review, 42(1), 93-111. [CrossRef]

Marwick, A. E. (2021). Morally motivated networked harassment as normative reinforcement. Social Media + Society, 7(2), 1-13.
[CrossRef]

Mathews, N., Bélair-Gagnon, V., & Carlson, M. (2023). “Why I quit journalism”: Former journalists” advice giving as a way to regain
control. Journalism, 24(1), 62-77. [CrossRef]

Mathewson, J. (2022). Ethical journalism: Adopting the ethics of care. Routledge.

Mesmer, K. R. (2023). Unprepared for reality: Early-career journalists ill-equipped for hostility in the field. Journalism & Mass
Communication Educator, 78(3), 301-316. [CrossRef]

Miller, K. C. (2023). Hostility toward the press: A synthesis of terms, research, and future directions in examining harassment of
journalists. Digital Journalism, 11(7), 1230-1249. [CrossRef]

Miller, K. C., & Lewis, S. C. (2020). Journalists, harassment, and emotional labor: The case of women in on-air roles at U.S. local
television stations. Journalism, 23(1), 79-97. [CrossRef]

Miranda, J., Silveirinha, M. J., Sampaio-Dias, S., Dias, B., Garcez, B., & Noronha, M. (2023). “It comes with the job”: How journalists
navigate experiences and perceptions of gendered online harassment. International Journal of Communication, 17, 5128-5148.
Available online: https:/ /ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view /20984 (accessed on 9 March 2026).

Mitchell, T. S. (2025). Human rights, impunity and anti-press violence: How journalists survive and resist. Routledge.

Montgomery, B. (2026, January 20). Trump-tech alliance: Datacenters and social media. The Guardian. Available on-
line: https:/ /www.theguardian.com/technology/2026/jan/20/trump-tech-alliance-datacenters-social-media (accessed on 9
March 2026).

Nelson, J. L. (2023). “Worse than the harassment itself”: Journalists” reactions to newsroom social media policies. Digital Journalism,
11(8), 1456-1474. [CrossRef]

Niblock, S. (2023). Towards a psychosemiotics of journalism, mental distress and COVID-19. Social Semiotics, 33(1), 243-248. [CrossRef]

Nielsen, R. K., & Fletcher, R. (2023). Comparing the platformization of news media systems: A cross-country analysis. European Journal
of Communication, 38(5), 484-499. [CrossRef]

NLGJA: The Association of LGBTQ+ Journalists. (n.d.). Mentorship program. Available online: https:/ /www.nlgja.org/mentorship-
program/ (accessed on 26 June 2026).

NLGJA: The Association of LGBTQ+ Journalists. (2025, March 4). NLGJA: The association of LGBTQ+ journalists to open slack community
to all members. Available online: https://www.nlgja.org/blog/2025/03/nlgja-the-association-of-Igbtg-journalists-to-open-slack-
community-to-all-members/ (accessed on 26 June 2026).

Parks, P. (2021). Joy is a news value. Journalism Studies, 22(6), 820-838. [CrossRef]

PEN America. (n.d.). Online harassment field manual. Available online: https://onlineharassmentfieldmanual.pen.org/ (accessed on 26
June 2026).

Perreault, G., & Mellado, C. (2026). Surprised by Joy: Professional roles as emotional facets of news production. Journalism Practice,
20(3), 783-800. [CrossRef]

Perreault, G. P. (2023). Finding joy as journalists: Motivations for newswork. In V. Bélair-Gagnon, A. E. Holton, M. Deuze, & C. Mellado
(Eds.), Happiness in journalism (pp. 1-8). Routledge. Available online: https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/
9781003364597-5/finding-joy-journalists-gregory-perreault?context=ubx&refld=8fee90f5-0ac5-468c-a124-4c12d8e3c86a (accessed
on 26 June 2026).

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/journalmedia7030161


https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2022.2034027
https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448221122220
https://lgbtqjournalismnetwork.co.uk/
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2026/jan/14/fbi-raid-washington-post-hannah-natanson
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2022.2140301
https://www.newyorker.com/news/annals-of-communications/how-jeff-bezos-brought-down-the-washington-post
https://doi.org/10.1177/10776958231153260
https://doi.org/10.1386/ajr_00021_1
https://doi.org/10.1177/20563051211021378
https://doi.org/10.1177/14648849211061958
https://doi.org/10.1177/10776958231180658
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2021.1991824
https://doi.org/10.1177/1464884919899016
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/20984
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2026/jan/20/trump-tech-alliance-datacenters-social-media
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2022.2153072
https://doi.org/10.1080/10350330.2020.1779456
https://doi.org/10.1177/02673231231189043
https://www.nlgja.org/mentorship-program/
https://www.nlgja.org/mentorship-program/
https://www.nlgja.org/blog/2025/03/nlgja-the-association-of-lgbtq-journalists-to-open-slack-community-to-all-members/
https://www.nlgja.org/blog/2025/03/nlgja-the-association-of-lgbtq-journalists-to-open-slack-community-to-all-members/
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2020.1807395
https://onlineharassmentfieldmanual.pen.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2024.2389214
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781003364597-5/finding-joy-journalists-gregory-perreault?context=ubx&refId=8fee90f5-0ac5-468c-a124-4c12d8e3c86a
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781003364597-5/finding-joy-journalists-gregory-perreault?context=ubx&refId=8fee90f5-0ac5-468c-a124-4c12d8e3c86a
https://doi.org/10.3390/journalmedia7030161

Journal. Media 2026, 7, 161 18 of 19

Perreault, M. F,, & Perreault, G. P. (2021). Journalists on COVID-19 journalism: Communication ecology of pandemic reporting.
American Behavioral Scientist, 65(7), 976-991. [CrossRef]

Phillips, W., & Milner, R. M. (2021). You are here: A field guide for navigating polarized speech, conspiracy theories, and our polluted media
landscape. The MIT Press.

Pyysidinen, J., Halpin, D., & Guilfoyle, A. (2017). Neoliberal governance and ‘responsibilization’ of agents: Reassessing the mechanisms
of responsibility-shift in neoliberal discursive environments. Distinktion: Journal of Social Theory, 18(2), 215-235. [CrossRef]
Relly, J. E., & Waisbord, S. (2022). Why collective resilience in journalism matters: A call to action in global media development. Journal

of Applied Journalism & Media Studies, 11, 163-188. [CrossRef]

Reporters Committee for Freedom of the Press. (2024). Election legal guide. Available online: https://www.rcfp.org/resources/election-
legal-guide/ (accessed on 26 June 2026).

Reporters Without Borders. (n.d.). Assistance to journalists and media. Available online: https:/ /rsf.org/en/assistance-journalists-and-
media (accessed on 26 June 2026).

Reporters Without Borders. (2025). 2025 World press freedom index: Economic fragility a leading threat to press freedom. Available
online: https:/ /rsf.org/en/rsf-world-press-freedom-index-2025-economic-fragility-leading-threat-press-freedom (accessed on 26
June 2026).

Rodrigo, C. M. (2026, January 21). Why documenting ICE’s violent raids is only half the accountability battle. Tech Policy Press. Available
online: https://www.techpolicy.press/why-documenting-ices-violent-raids-is-only-half-the-accountability-battle/ (accessed on 9
March 2026).

Sammut, E, Bezzina, M., & Scerri, J. (2025). Under attack in the cyber battlefield: A scoping review of journalists’ experiences of
cyberharassment. Journalism Practice, 19(8), 1839-1867. [CrossRef]

Sampaio-Dias, S., Silveirinha, M. J., Garcez, B., Subtil, F,, Miranda, ]J., & Cerqueira, C. (2024). Journalists are prepared for critical
situations. . . but we are not prepared for this. Journalism Practice, 18(2), 301-318. [CrossRef]

Schaetz, N., Schjett, A., Dodds, T., & Mellado, C. (2025). Introduction to the special issue: The (invisible) work involved in bridging the
research-practice gap in journalism. Journalism, 26(8), 1591-1602. [CrossRef]

Seely, N. (2019). Journalists and mental health: The psychological toll of covering everyday trauma. Newspaper Research Journal, 40(2),
239-259. [CrossRef]

Shah, S. M. H., & Shah, B. H. (2024). Unveiling journalistic resilience: A blueprint for future crises. Journalism, 26(11), 2480-2499.
[CrossRef]

Singh, V., Kumar, A., & Gupta, S. (2022). Mental health prevention and promotion—A narrative review. Frontiers in Psychiatry, 13,
898009. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Sjevaag, H., Stavelin, E., Karlsson, M., & Kammer, A. (2019). The hyperlinked Scandinavian news ecology: The unequal terms forged
by the structural properties of digitalisation. Digital Journalism, 7(4), 507-531. [CrossRef]

Society of Professional Journalists. (n.d.). Legal defense fund. Available online: https://www.spj.org/legal-defense-fund/ (accessed on
26 June 2026).

Stanford Medicine WellMD & WellPhD Center. (n.d.). The stanford model of occupational well-being. Stanford University School of
Medicine. Available online: https:/ /wellmd.stanford.edu/wellbeing-toolkit/model.html (accessed on 21 January 2026).

Stupart, R. (2023). Anger and the investigative journalist. Journalism, 24(11), 2341-2358. [CrossRef]

Sugars, S. (2025, December 15). Press arrests used to silence protest coverage in 2025. U.S. Press Freedom Tracker. Available online:
https:/ /pressfreedomtracker.us/blog/press-arrests-used-to-silence-protest-coverage-in-2025/ (accessed on 21 January 2026).

Simunjak, M. (2023). Teaching emotional intelligence for enhancing resilience in journalism. Journalism & Mass Communication Educator,
78(2), 127-141. [CrossRef]

éimunjak, M. (2025). “You have to do that for your own sanity”: Digital disconnection as journalists” coping and preventive strategy.
Digital Journalism, 13(2), 328-347. [CrossRef]

Simunjak, M., & Menke, M. (2023). Workplace well-being and support systems in journalism: Comparative analysis of Germany and
the United Kingdom. Journalism, 24(11), 2474-2492. [CrossRef]

Tacchi, J. (2006, June 19-23). Studying communicative ecologies: An ethnographic approach to ICTs. 56th Annual Conference of the
International Communication Association, Dresden, Germany:.

Taormino, E. (2025, August 5). Trump’s attacks on press freedom escalate: NPR, PBS funding cuts explained. American Civil Liberties Union.
Available online: https:/ /www.aclu.org/news/free-speech/trumps-attacks-on-press-freedom-escalate-npr-pbs-funding-cuts-
explained (accessed on 21 January 2026).

Thomson Reuters Foundation. (n.d.). Safety of journalists: Checklists and guidelines. Available online: https:/ /safetyofjournalists.trust.org/
(accessed on 21 January 2026).

Torraco, R. J. (2005). Writing integrative literature reviews: Guidelines and examples. Human Resource Development Review, 4(3), 356-367.
[CrossRef]

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/journalmedia7030161


https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764221992813
https://doi.org/10.1080/1600910X.2017.1331858
https://doi.org/10.1386/ajms_00089_1
https://www.rcfp.org/resources/election-legal-guide/
https://www.rcfp.org/resources/election-legal-guide/
https://rsf.org/en/assistance-journalists-and-media
https://rsf.org/en/assistance-journalists-and-media
https://rsf.org/en/rsf-world-press-freedom-index-2025-economic-fragility-leading-threat-press-freedom
https://www.techpolicy.press/why-documenting-ices-violent-raids-is-only-half-the-accountability-battle/
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2023.2294290
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2023.2250755
https://doi.org/10.1177/14648849251343964
https://doi.org/10.1177/0739532919835612
https://doi.org/10.1177/14648849241272163
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2022.898009
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35958637
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2018.1454335
https://www.spj.org/legal-defense-fund/
https://wellmd.stanford.edu/wellbeing-toolkit/model.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/14648849221125980
https://pressfreedomtracker.us/blog/press-arrests-used-to-silence-protest-coverage-in-2025/
https://doi.org/10.1177/10776958231165103
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2022.2153711
https://doi.org/10.1177/14648849221115205
https://www.aclu.org/news/free-speech/trumps-attacks-on-press-freedom-escalate-npr-pbs-funding-cuts-explained
https://www.aclu.org/news/free-speech/trumps-attacks-on-press-freedom-escalate-npr-pbs-funding-cuts-explained
https://safetyofjournalists.trust.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484305278283
https://doi.org/10.3390/journalmedia7030161

Journal. Media 2026, 7, 161 19 of 19

Usher, B. (2021). The celebrified columnist and opinion spectacle: Journalism’s changing place in networked public spheres. Journalism,
22(11), 2836-2854. [CrossRef]

Van der Hallen, R., Jongerling, J., & Godor, B. P. (2020). Coping and resilience in adults: A cross-sectional network analysis. Anxiety,
Stress, & Coping, 33(5), 479-496. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Vilk, V., Mohamed, J., & McGregor, S. E. (2024). The power of peer support: Helping journalists persevere in the face of online abuse. PEN
America. Available online: https:/ /pen.org/report/peer-support/ (accessed on 26 June 2026).

Wahl-Jorgensen, K. (2020). An emotional turn in journalism studies? Digital Journalism, 8(2), 175-194. [CrossRef]

Waisbord, S. (2020). Mob censorship: Online harassment of U.S. journalists in times of digital hate and populism. Digital Journalism,
8(8), 1030-1046. [CrossRef]

Waisbord, S. (2023). Mob censorship revisited: Questions, findings, and challenges. Digital Journalism, 11(10), 1761-1768. [CrossRef]

Wilner, T., Clements-Housser, K., Bélair-Gagnon, V., & Sridharan, N. (2025). Journalists” views on the research-practice gap. Journalism,
26(8), 1603-1623. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/journalmedia7030161


https://doi.org/10.1177/1464884919897815
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2020.1772969
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32546008
https://pen.org/report/peer-support/
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2019.1697626
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2020.1818111
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2023.2214905
https://doi.org/10.1177/14648849241310962
https://doi.org/10.3390/journalmedia7030161

	Introduction 
	Resilience in Journalism Studies: A Critical Review 
	Hierarchical Logics of Journalistic Resilience: Vertical Authority and Bounded Responsibility 
	Individual Resilience and Adaptive Coping 
	Organizational and Institutional Strategies for Journalists’ Well-Being 
	Reimagining Responsibility 

	From Hierarchy to Ecology: Networked Resilience as Sustainable Infrastructure 
	Operationalizing Ecological Approaches to Resilience via Public Health 
	Conclusions 
	References

