Who Is Killing Newspapers?
When journalism appears unsteady, the audience should examine its own behavior.
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Every week someone on X or YouTube declares that newspapers are finished. They insist journalism has flat lined. Credibility lost. Purpose gone. Nothing 
left to defend.
They are half right. And entirely wrong about which half.
The crisis confronting newsrooms from Lahore to Los Angeles is economic. The financial structure that once enabled reporters, photographers, fact checkers, editors, and printing presses to function has collapsed. Classified advertising migrated to free online platforms. Commercial advertisements moved to Google and Meta, which profit from the work of journalists while contributing almost nothing to its production. In Pakistan, especially, sustaining a newsroom requires remarkable resilience.
Meanwhile, many who loudly mock legacy media rely on the most unreliable sources. They follow self-appointed commentators who broadcast sensational predictions from their living rooms, including dramatic forecasts of all sorts that vanish as quickly as they appear. No corrections are offered. No accountability exists. The cycle simply resets with the next provocation.
Bias exists. It always has. Journalism is created by people with individual experiences and judgments. Yet those who condemn so called ‘captured media’ rarely seek impartiality themselves. Audiences increasingly choose information that flatters their prejudices. Allegiance replaces scrutiny. The news becomes a team sport where outcomes matter more than facts.
In Pakistan, the criticism often becomes even more theatrical. Politicians claim newspapers rely on public sector advertising and imply that this creates dependence. The truth is more complex. Public communication is part of democratic life. Citizens have a right to know how their money is spent, what promises are broken, and which interests benefit from policy. Newspapers perform that duty for those who cannot place a call to a minister. Compromises do occur and should be exposed. But equating an entire industry with misconduct while celebrating unverified TikTok personalities as reliable authorities is intellectually unserious.
The conversation also needs more honesty. Critics slam newspapers for depending on government ads, yet the local private sector is too limited to support consistent commercial revenue. When an economy cannot sustain large marketing budgets, newsrooms face hard choices. They take whatever keeps the lights on. That is not ideal, but it is reality. Pragmatism fills the gap left by a weak market.
The essential work of journalism has not changed. Someone still endures a six hour hearing in a stifling courtroom to understand a corruption case. Someone still travels toward a disaster site while others retreat. Someone still verifies documents and consults multiple sources before publishing a single paragraph. This labor is costly and time consuming. Digital platforms have made unverified content profitable, not verified reporting.
The popular advice to ‘go digital’ misses the point entirely. The medium is irrelevant. Whether news appears on paper or on a phone or a tablet does not change the labor behind it. A reporter verifying documents in Quetta needs a salary regardless of where the story is published. Digital distribution cut printing costs, not costs of reporting. What changed was the expectation. Readers who once paid for a paper now demand everything for free. The shift to digital did not solve journalism’s financial crisis. It simply made extraction easier.
Critics argue that journalists cling to outdated authority. Others believe the internet has eliminated the need for editors or verification. The opposite is true. The role of journalism is not to claim ownership of truth. It is to establish credibility through transparent inquiry and correction. The digital age has expanded expression, but it has not replaced the disciplines that protect accuracy. 
When journalism appears unsteady, the audience should examine its own behavior. Many prefer outrage disguised as information. They reward whatever confirms their anger and avoid whatever challenges their assumptions. Virality is mistaken for importance. Emotion substitutes for understanding. When evidence based reporting loses to manufactured fiction, confusion prevails and democratic institutions suffer.
Newspapers in this country have shrunk, merged, or closed. Talented colleagues have left the profession or are thinking of leaving because passion cannot substitute for income. Closures are often greeted online with applause by people who have never supported journalism through even the smallest subscription. They expect a vital public service to endure without public responsibility.
This is the danger we face. If independent reporting disappears, misinformation thrives. Corruption grows bolder. Those in power face fewer questions.
If the press seems like withering, it is because its is being neglected. Audiences withdraw support and then express surprise when institutions weaken. They want scrutiny without cost. They want accountability without investment. That contradiction cannot survive.
If we want a society guided by fact rather than fantasy or fiction, we must sustain the institutions that defend fact. To refuse is to surrender to confusion and disinformation.
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