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Abstract
This article sets out to map the journalistic field as a space of struggle between
distinct professional milieus. These milieus crystallize around journalists who share
similar views on journalism’s function in society. By means of cluster analysis,
four global professional milieus were extracted from the survey responses of 1800
journalists in 18 countries: the populist disseminator, detached watchdog, critical
change agent and the opportunist facilitator. The detached watchdog milieu clearly
dominates the journalistic field in most western countries, while the milieu of the
opportunist facilitator reigns supreme in several developing, transitional and
authoritarian contexts. In accordance with the theoretical propositions, relatively little
professional autonomy was found in contexts with rather strong corporate and
commercial influences. However, a more universal approach would need to go
beyond corporate and commercial factors in order to account for the realities of the
journalistic field in non-western countries.
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Introduction

This article starts from the proposition that there exist different groups of journalists who
share similar understandings of the social functions of journalism. In the following, I call
these groups professional milieus of journalists. The boundaries of these professional
milieus cut across national and organizational boundaries. Conceptually grounded in the
work of French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu, this article further argues that the various
professional milieus of journalists articulate themselves in an arena that I call the jour-
nalistic field where they struggle over the dominant view on journalism’s primary social
role. In this respect, the study of journalistic milieus constitutes an important aspect of
our understanding of contemporary media culture.

Research on the journalistic field has gained popularity in recent years. Bourdieu’s
(1984) field theory and its application to journalism has triggered a fascinating and grow-
ing body of work, both conceptually and empirically. Scholars have focused on a consid-
erably variety of features, including journalism’s place as a social field in modern
societies, the composition and structure of the journalistic field, tendencies of autonomy
and heteronomy within the journalistic field, as well as the journalistic doxa, news habitus
and journalism’s cultural capital (e.g. Benson and Neveu, 2005; Bourdieu, 1998, 2005;
Duval, 2005; Hesmondhalgh, 2006; Marchetti, 2005; Marlière, 1998; Schultz, 2007).

Most studies follow Bourdieu in characterizing the structure of the journalistic field as
being determined by the conflicting forces of autonomy and heteronomy. Professional
autonomy is high where journalism’s symbolic capital dominates over commercial
forces. On the other hand, heteronomy is high where commercial considerations reign
supreme (Bourdieu, 2005: 41; Marchetti, 2005: 71). Different from such a view, this
study sets out to map the journalistic field with respect to the dynamic relationships
between competing professional milieus that articulate themselves in terms of journal-
ists’ perceptions of journalism’s function in society. These professional milieus (re)con-
stitute themselves on the ground of ‘shared assumptions and beliefs’ that provide the
cultural framework for journalistic practice (Bourdieu, 1998: 47). In other words, I argue
that it is the journalists’ professional worldviews that essentially fuel the struggle within
the journalistic field. In so doing, this study does not offer a thorough critique of Bour-
dieu’s approach, but it intends to open up an alternative venue to conceptualizations of
the journalistic field that incorporates a rich corpus of empirical research on journalists’
role perceptions.

Although professional milieus are primarily grounded in the journalists’ self-
perceptions of their social roles, I follow Bourdieu in that they are, perhaps increasingly
so, related to issues of journalistic autonomy and external constraints (Bourdieu, 2005:
42). In addition to this, I also expect the distribution of professional milieus to reflect the
larger contextual conditions under which the journalists operate in different countries.
There is ample evidence in media systems analysis that the various national settings
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often translate into distinct journalism cultures (e.g. Donsbach and Patterson, 2004; Hal-
lin and Mancini, 2004; Hanitzsch, 2007; Hanitzsch et al., 2011; Preston, 2009; Weaver,
1998). Benson (2005: 87) therefore rightly argues that ‘without cross-national compar-
ison, significant aspects of a national field may become naturalized and thus remain invi-
sible to the domestic-bound researcher’.

In order to identify the various professional milieus, I conducted a cluster analysis on
the survey responses of 1800 journalists from more than 350 news organizations in 18
countries around the world. Four global professional milieus emerged from this analysis:
the populist disseminator, detached watchdog, critical change agent and the opportunist
facilitator. Assuming that these professional milieus spread unevenly across different
countries and types of newsrooms, I subsequently examined the relative distribution
of these milieus in the various national and organizational contexts in relation to profes-
sional autonomy and the importance of external influences.

Bourdieu and the journalistic field

Bourdieu’s (1984, 1993, 1996, 1998) field theory provides a useful framework for the
analysis of journalism as an arena of competition over the power to impose the dominant
vision of the field. As other fields, journalism is a structured social space, and its
dynamic nature is driven by permanent relationships of inequality within this space.
Bourdieu (1998: 40–1) characterizes social spaces as fields of forces in which the various
actors struggle over the transformation or preservation of the field. All positions in this
struggle are defined by their relations to other positions in the field, and it is these rela-
tions between positions that constitute the field.

Every social field has its specific logic – nomos – that accounts for the fact that actors
and operations within the field more or less comply to a distinctive set of rules and con-
ventions. The nomos of the journalistic field is reflected in the traditional values that are
deeply embedded in the professional cultures of journalism and that Kovach and Rosen-
stiel (2001) have called ‘elements of journalism’. Most notable of these elements are
journalism’s independence from particular interests, the timeliness of news coverage and
the reference to public service (also Deuze, 2005: 447). The power of nomos varies
among the different positions in the field according to journalism’s autonomy (Bourdieu,
2005: 34). The growing significance of economic and technological imperatives has led
to a situation where in certain areas of the field, the autonomy of journalists is dramati-
cally challenged by external forces, which contributes to recent trends towards a desta-
bilization of journalism’s boundaries.

Bourdieu (1996: 124) places the journalistic field within the boundaries of the field of
cultural production, which itself is located within the larger field of power. Internally, the
journalistic field is structured along two poles, between actors who are ‘purest’, most
independent of political and economic power, and those who are most dependent on
these and commercial powers (Bourdieu, 1996: 142; 2005: 41). In a similar vein, March-
etti (2005: 71) models this structure in terms of an opposition between two extremes:
media outlets closest to the intellectual pole have relatively high autonomy and empha-
size cultural capital over economic capital. On the opposite side, there are outlets that
embody the more commercial pole with relatively little journalistic autonomy and where
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economic capital dominates over journalism’s cultural capital. Within the journalistic
field, economic capital is expressed via circulation, advertising revenues and audience
ratings, whereas the specific cultural capital takes the form of journalistic reputation
accumulated by certain progressive practices (e.g. in-depth and investigative reporting
and professional awards; see Benson and Neveu, 2005: 4). The vigour of nomos is stron-
gest at the intellectual pole, while heteronomous forces dominate on the commercial pole
where news making is governed by the market logic of mass production.

Over time, the journalistic field has lost more and more of its autonomy. Bourdieu
(2005: 42) and his followers attribute this tendency to the growing importance of
audience research and economic constraints. Especially audience research is seen as fun-
damental to the process of marketization in all fields of cultural production (Hesmond-
halgh, 2006: 224). Ownership is another factor that is considered of substantial
importance to the relative power of the logic of the field. Professional autonomy is con-
siderably lower in news organizations that are owned by a private corporation and that
heavily depend on advertising revenues (Duval, 2005).

Most studies remain close to Bourdieu’s original approach in conceptualizing the
journalistic field with respect to two dimensions: (1) the ratio of cultural capital vs eco-
nomic capital and (2) the overall scale of the two types of capital in the various spaces of
the field. This study, however, envisages the journalistic field as being constituted by the
relations between different professional milieus that are rooted in distinct cultural under-
standings of journalism’s role in society. It is in this struggle over the dominant vision of
the journalistic field that the historical dynamics of journalism’s self-imagination and
reconstitution take place. The following section therefore focuses on the concept of pro-
fessional milieus in journalism.

Professional milieus in journalism

In this struggle for the power to impose the dominant vision of the field, even the most
antithetic adversaries have in common that they accept a certain number of presupposi-
tions that are constitutive of the very functioning of the field. In this kind of ‘fundamental
complicity’, actors within the field have to agree on certain areas of disagreement
(Bourdieu, 2005: 36). These areas of disagreement are deeply embedded in journalism’s
cultures, as well as the academic conversation about journalism.

Journalistic milieus become manifest in the shape of groups of journalists who share
similar professional views. These milieus cut across organizational and national bound-
aries. Since these milieus materialize as groups of individuals, one can also speak of
journalistic subcultures. In the terminology of field theory, professional milieus occupy
specific positions within the journalistic field that crystallize around a set of similar pro-
fessional orientations. The journalism literature refers to these orientations as profes-
sional role perceptions.

Journalistic role perceptions denominate the journalists’ self-image of their social
roles and functions. They can be defined as ‘generalized expectations which journalists
believe exist in society and among different stakeholders, which they see as normatively
acceptable, and which influence their behavior on the job’ (Donsbach, 2008: 2605).
A ‘classic’ approach to the conceptualization of journalistic role perceptions is Cohen’s
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(1963: 20) influential distinction between a ‘neutral’ and a ‘participant’ role. Weaver and
Wilhoit (1996: 170) further refined this typology into four general role types: the ‘dissemi-
nator’, ‘adversary’, ‘interpreter-investigator’ and ‘populist mobilizer’. More theoretically
grounded is Donsbach and Patterson’s (2004: 266) distinction between ‘passive-neutral’,
‘passive-advocate’, ‘active-neutral’ and ‘active-advocate’ roles.

I have taken this approach further by conceptualizing professional role perceptions
as essential domain of journalism culture (Hanitzsch, 2007). In this model, the central
areas of disagreement over the social function of journalism relate to three general
dimensions:

! Interventionism reflects the extent to which journalists pursue a particular mission
and promote certain values. The distinction tracks along a divide between two types
of journalist, the one interventionist, involved, socially committed, assertive and
motivated, the other detached and uninvolved, dedicated to objectivity, neutrality,
fairness and impartiality.

! Power distance refers to the journalist’s position towards loci of power in society.
The adversary pole of the continuum captures a kind of journalism that, in its capac-
ity as the ‘Fourth Estate’, openly challenges those in power. ‘Loyal’ or opportunist
journalists, on the other hand, tend to see themselves more in a collaborative role, as
‘partners’ of the ruling elites in political processes.

! Market orientation is reflective of the two principal ways of addressing the audience,
primarily in their role as citizens or as consumers. Market orientation is high in jour-
nalism cultures that subordinate their goals to the logic of the market. Journalists who
give priority to the public interest, on the other hand, emphasize political information
and mobilization as a means to create an informed citizenry.

This article argues that the differences between professional milieus in journalism can be
meaningfully triangulated according to these three general orientations. The relations
between these milieus constitute the cultural framework of the journalistic field. Within
the journalistic field, certain milieus may tend to dominate others, but this relationship of
power is presumably contingent on the various national contexts in which the profes-
sional milieus operate.

Research questions

This article reports results from an exploration into the journalistic field and professional
milieus. It also looks for evidence that corresponds to the assumptions of field theory and
the findings from previous research. The first part of this study therefore aims at a clas-
sification of global professional milieus of journalists across all investigated news orga-
nizations and countries. It focuses on the following questions: Which global professional
milieus of journalists can be identified? How can these milieus be characterized with
respect to the areas of disagreement outlined in the previous section? Do the milieus
spread evenly across different countries? Is there a certain professional milieu that
clearly dominates the journalistic field, globally as well as in the individual countries?

Hanitzsch 481



We also look more closely at the composition of the individual professional milieus,
assuming that the individual characteristics of journalists have an effect on their distri-
bution across professional milieus. These differences are investigated with respect to
gender, age, education, interest in politics, rank and professional experience. Education
has been used in a French study to indicate cultural capital (Marchetti, 2005), while inter-
est in politics naturally corresponds to a role perception that emphasizes journalism’s
political information function. Rank is important because journalists on different levels
in the editorial hierarchy might subscribe to different professional views, while these
orientations may also change over the course of a professional career.

In the second part of this analysis we focus on three aspects that are assumed to inflict
on the structure of the journalistic field: autonomy, external influence (commercial and
political forces) and ownership. Here, we ask to what extent these aspects play out in the
various professional milieus of journalists. The assumption is that certain milieus have
less autonomy and experience more external influence than others, and that media own-
ership plays a central role in this process.

Methodology

Data and samples

Results reported in this analysis are based on a comparative survey of journalists and
their respective news organizations in 18 countries, including Australia, Austria, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Chile, China, Egypt, Germany, Indonesia, Israel, Mexico, Romania, Russia,
Spain, Switzerland, Turkey, Uganda and the United States. The selection of countries
cuts across all six inhabited continents, democratic and authoritarian contexts, as well
as developed and developing countries. One important consideration in the selection
of countries was pre-existing knowledge about journalists’ professional views, as well
as the availability of qualified and committed researchers.

Data were collected within the larger framework of the collaborative and cross-
national Worlds of Journalism study. Field research took about 21 months and was com-
pleted in June 2009. In each country, we interviewed a quota sample of 100 journalists
working for 20 news organizations. In most countries the interviews were done by tele-
phone. In Bulgaria, Egypt and Indonesia, and also partly in China, we conducted per-
sonal interviews, mostly because journalists in these countries were not accustomed to
and highly distrustful of telephone interviewing. Journalists in Turkey were asked to fill
out the questionnaire on their own with a researcher present.

Sampling was carried out in two steps. First, 20 news organizations in every country
were selected according to a common quota scheme (see Table 1). Following Hofstede
(1998: 24), we intended not to generate representative samples but a mix of journalists
and news organizations that was comparable across countries. Newsrooms were selected
along two first-level parameters. First, we distinguished between types of media, as well
as between national and local/regional media. Second, we stratified print newsrooms into
quality (citizen-oriented) and popular (consumer-oriented) media, and electronic media
according to ownership (public, state-owned and privately owned channels). All national
research teams did their best to provide a reasonable approximation to the diversity that
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exists even within their nations. However, due to several idiosyncrasies in some coun-
tries, researchers had to make use of alternative options pre-specified by the sampling
instructions.

Whenever possible we selected five journalists in every newsroom. Journalists were
defined as those who had at least some ‘editorial responsibility’ for the content they pro-
duce (Weaver and Wilhoit, 1986: 168). Respondents included those working in tradi-
tional ‘hard news’ beats, but also sports, travel and celebrity reporters. Within news
organizations, journalists were further stratified according to the extent of their editorial
responsibility. Ideally, one journalist was selected from the highest level of the editorial
hierarchy (strategic leadership: e.g. chief editors and their deputies), one from the middle
level (operational decision-makers: e.g. senior editors and desk heads) and three from the
lowest level of the newsroom hierarchy (e.g. reporters). The selection of the journalists in
each of these categories was based on random sampling. From all 356 newsrooms that
were chosen in the first place, 22 refused to cooperate and were subsequently replaced.
On the level of the journalists, we had to substitute 236 interviewees from the total 1800
journalists due to refusal.

Measures

Drawing on the three domains of journalistic role perceptions, we compiled a list of
12 statements, each of which characterizes unique functions of journalism in society.
During the interview, the list was read to the respondents who were asked to indicate
to what extent these aspects matter in their work. The journalists had to choose between
five response options: ‘extremely important’, ‘very important’, ‘somewhat important’,
‘little important’ and ‘not important at all’.

Professional autonomy was measured in a similar way by proposing two statements to
which journalists could agree or disagree on a five-point Likert scale. The two statements
read as follows: ‘I have a lot of control over the work that I do’ and ‘I am allowed to take
part in decisions that affect my work’. The respondents were presented five answer

Table 1. Sample structure

Media Sublevel National media Local media Total

Daily newspaper Quality: citizen-oriented 2 (10) 3 (15) 5 (25)
Popular: consumer-oriented 1 (5) 1 (5) 2 (10)

General interest
Weekly (magazine/
newspaper)

Quality: citizen-oriented 1 (5) – 1 (5)
Popular: consumer-oriented 1 (5) – 1 (5)

News agency 1 (5) – 1 (5)
Television State-owned/public 1 (5) 1 (5) 2 (10)

Private 3 (15) 1 (5) 4 (20)
Radio State-owned/public 1 (5) 1 (5) 2 (10)

Private 1 (5) 1 (5) 2 (10)
Total 12 (60) 8 (40) 20 (100)

Numbers in parentheses represent the total subsample of journalists in the respective media category.
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options: ‘strongly agree’, ‘somewhat agree’, ‘neither agree nor disagree’, ‘somewhat dis-
agree’ and ‘strongly disagree’.

Commercial, corporate and political influences were measured as part of a longer list
of questionnaire items relating to perceived influences on news work. Respondents were
asked to identify the perceived importance of each single source of influence. Response
options were: ‘extremely influential’, ‘very influential’, ‘somewhat influential’, ‘little
influential’ and ‘not influential at all’. All scales were later reversed in order to make
interpretations more intuitive, resulting in higher values to indicate higher importance,
stronger agreement and stronger influences. Information about ownership was obtained
by using various sources and telephone enquiry. More details about the study’s concep-
tual and methodological approach, including the questionnaires and coding sheets, is
available from the project website at www.worldsofjournalism.org.

Findings and discussion

Four global professional milieus of journalists

In order to empirically identify global professional milieus we subjected the journalists’
survey responses to cluster analysis. The analysis was conducted on the 12 statements
that were used to measure the journalists’ perceptions of their professional roles. All
scores were standardized in order to remove acquiescence bias, that is, the tendency
of an interviewee to respond generally more positively or more negatively to all ques-
tions, regardless of their content. Such a tendency is likely to occur in cross-national sur-
veys where the different communication cultures tend to effect survey responses.
Acquiescence bias can have detrimental effects for many statistical analyses. One com-
monly recommended procedure to account for acquiescence bias is within-subject stan-
dardization (Fischer, 2004: 266; Hofstede, 2001: 56). This technique converts raw scores
into deviation scores prior to analysis. In this study, we subtracted, for every journalist,
her or his average across all 12 items from each individual’s raw score.

The clustering procedure consisted of two steps. In the first step we used hierarchical
cluster analysis to determine the optimal number of clusters. According to the results, a
four-cluster solution promised to yield the best results. In the second step we used
k-means clustering. This method partitioned journalists into four groups in which each
journalist belonged to the cluster with the nearest mean. The four groups of journalists
were subsequently assessed for their profiles, that is, their aggregated attitudes towards
the three areas of disagreement – interventionism, power distance and market orienta-
tion. Table 2 compares the average scores for each of the four clusters in their deviations
from the overall mean. Four profiles emerged, and in the following we refer to these
groups as professional milieus of journalists.

The populist disseminator is the first professional milieu. Journalists in this group
share the strongest orientation towards the audience. Among all four milieus, journalists
in this group are most likely to provide the audience with interesting information and
concentrate mainly on news that attracts the widest possible audience. A secondary char-
acteristic of this milieu is a stronger professional orientation towards an understanding of
the journalist’s role as detached observer who does not intend to take on an active and
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participatory role in her or his reporting. Journalists in this professional milieu are there-
fore closest to Weaver and Wilhoit’s (1996: 170) concept of the objective and detached
‘disseminator’ of news. The monitoring function of journalism is least appreciated in this
group, which is especially true for the journalist’s role of being a watchdog of business
elites.

The second professional milieu of journalists we call the detached watchdog. A defin-
ing characteristic of this cluster is the relatively high regard the journalists in this group
pay to their social position as detached observer. It is this position from which they
articulate their sceptical and critical attitude towards the government and business elites.
Much more than in any other group, journalists in this cluster primarily see themselves as
watchdogs of these elites. It makes sense that such a profile goes along very well with an
emphasis on providing the audience with political information. Such knowledge enables
the citizenry to make informed political decisions. Members of this group also feel that in
order to reach their audiences, even political news needs to be interesting in order to sell
well. At the same time, journalists in this professional milieu are clearly less interven-
tionist than their counterparts in other milieus. They are least likely to advocate for social
change, influence public opinion and set the political agenda. Journalists in this group are
also most opposed to the idea that they should support official policies in order to
bring about prosperity and development. Overall, this cluster seems to be the most ‘pro-
totypical’ milieu of western journalist. This is especially true in the light of the

Table 2. Profiles of global professional milieus of journalists

Populist
disseminator

Detached
watchdog

Critical
change
agent

Opportunist
facilitator

Concentrate mainly on news that attract
the widest possible audience

"" - -

Provide the audience with the informa-
tion that is most interesting

""" " - - - -

Be an absolutely detached observer " "" - -
Provide citizens with information they
need to make political decisions

"" - -

Act as watchdog of the government - - "" " -
Act as watchdog of business elites - - - "" ""
Influence public opinion - - - ""
Advocate for social change - - - ""
Set the political agenda - "
Motivate people to participate in civic
activity and political discussion

" -

Support official policies to bring about
prosperity and development

- - - - """

Convey a positive image of political and
business leadership

- - - """

N 415 401 410 428

Content of cells indicates the clusters’ mean deviations from the overall mean in standard deviations:
"""/- - - # 0.75 SD, ""/- - # 0.5 SD, "/- # 0.25 SD.
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professional principles these journalists aspire to – as well as the normative ideals cele-
brated in much of the journalism literature.

The critical change agent constitutes the third professional milieu. Journalists in this
group are similar to the detached watchdog cluster in their critical attitude towards the
government and business elites. However, unlike them they are very much driven by
an interventionist impetus. Journalists in this professional milieu emphasize the impor-
tance of advocating social change, influencing public opinion and setting the political
agenda. Another important characteristic of this group is that their members are most
eager to motivate their audiences to participate in civic activity and political discussion.
An opportunist approach to journalism, on the other hand, is least supported by the jour-
nalists in this milieu. They heavily disagree with the idea that journalists should convey a
positive image of political and business leadership, and they are strongly opposed to pro-
viding public support for government policy. Another distinctive feature of journalists
who belong to this professional milieu is that they are least oriented towards the audi-
ence. This is indicated by their relatively weak support for attracting a wide audience and
providing interesting information.

The fourth and last professional milieu is the opportunist facilitator. The main char-
acteristic of journalists in this group is their relatively strong opportunist view of journal-
ism’s role in society, namely as constructive partners of the government in the process of
economic development and political transformation. Journalists in this professional
milieu are most likely to support official policies and convey a positive image of political
and business leadership. At the same time, the members of this group do not primarily
perceive themselves in terms of a detached observer. Furthermore, they pay least regard
to the political information function and mobilization potentials of journalism. Given
their relatively close distance to political powers it is also not surprising that they are
least willing to act as watchdogs of the government.

The four groups are of fairly similar size; each cluster has between 401 and 428 mem-
bers. On a global scale, this distribution seems to suggest that there is no professional
milieu that clearly dominates others. However, there is much reason to believe that this
finding is arguably a result of our selection of countries. It is therefore useful to move
within national boundaries in order to detect relations of domination between profes-
sional milieus. The underlying assumption is that the various contextual conditions of
journalism translate into specific configurations of dominance and power among the four
milieus in different countries.

Figure 1 provides clear evidence in support of this assumption. The four professional
milieus exist almost everywhere in the world, but their distribution is fairly uneven in all
of the countries except for Brazil. Differences in the relative size of the four professional
milieus in the 18 countries are highly significant (w2 # 866.7, d.f. # 51, p < .001).
A value of Cramer’s V # .42 indicates a substantial association between the relative
distribution of the four milieus and the national contexts.

The milieu of the detached watchdog clearly dominates the journalistic field in all
western countries with the exception of Spain. This result confirms previous findings
according to which this type of journalist – characterized by non-involvement, detach-
ment and a perception of journalism as the Fourth Estate – constitutes the professional
mainstream of news people in most parts of the western world. The milieu of the populist
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disseminator, on the other hand, dominates the journalistic field in Spain, Romania, Bul-
garia and Israel. These are countries that are situated somewhat on the fringe of the core
group of western countries. Spain is the ‘youngest’ democracy in Western Europe, and it
started its transition to democracy not before General Franco’s death in November 1975.
Bulgaria and Romania left behind their Communist legacy in the beginning 1990s, and
their media systems became increasingly commercialized as part of this process. As sev-
eral western media corporations extended their activities to Eastern Europe, they also
planted their professional values and cultural norms in newsrooms across these coun-
tries. The situation in Israel is partly related to constant security constraints in which
journalists arguably focus more on the permanent state of conflict and war than they
do on government failures. Moreover, the country is essentially a place where the east
meets the west, and this may also result in a blend of various journalistic cultures.

The professional milieu of the critical change agent clearly dominates in the other two
Middle Eastern countries, Egypt and Turkey. In both nations, the milieus of the detached
watchdog and populist disseminator are either non-existent in the journalistic field or of

Figure 1. Distribution of professional milieus across countries
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relatively little relevance to its formation. This gap is filled by a distinct professional
milieu that is driven by a highly critical and interventionist impetus. Journalists in the
two countries, and also a substantially large group of their colleagues in Indonesia and
Mexico, do not perceive themselves as bystanders in social processes and as watchdogs
who monitor those in power in defence of the ‘public interest’. Rather, they tend to inter-
vene in social processes, educate and mobilize their audiences, as well as exert influence
in order to bring about change where they feel it is needed.

The fourth professional milieu, the opportunist facilitator, reigns supreme in many
developing and transitional countries, but it also exists – somewhat surprisingly so –
in all of the other nations, including those in the West. This group dominates the journal-
istic field in Chile, China, Indonesia, Russia and Uganda. The opportunist facilitator is
essentially a developmentalist approach to journalism, with journalists seeing them-
selves more in a constructive role as conveyors, ‘partners’ or even supporters of
executive powers. In China, Uganda and Russia, such an attitude is clearly related to the
relatively low regard for press freedom. In Indonesia and Chile, the dominance of the
opportunist facilitator milieu is arguably a heritage from earlier dictatorial regimes –
Soeharto in Indonesia and Pinochet in Chile – and, partly as a result, a strong linkage
between the ruling elites and media businesses.

Table 3 points to a few interesting differences with respect to the composition of the
individual professional milieus. It turned out that individual characteristics seem to have
an effect on the distribution of journalists across professional milieus, although measures
of association turn out to be not particularly large. Among the four groups, the milieu of
the detached watchdog is the one that is most dominated by male journalists (w2 # 11.6,
d.f.# 3, p < .01, V# .08). One reason for this is the fact that women are more often than
men assigned to non-political and ‘soft’ news (Ross, 2001: 539). Woman journalists are
most likely to be found among critical change agents and populist disseminators.

The milieu of the detached watchdog also stands out in terms of age (F # 19.6, d.f. #
3, p < .001) and professional experience (F# 19.1, d.f.# 3, p < .001), although the asso-
ciation between milieu and the two variables tends to be rather weak (Z2 # .036 and
Z2 # .034, respectively). Journalists in this group are, on average, three to five years
older than their counterparts in other professional milieus. At the same time, this

Table 3. Composition of professional milieus

Populist
disseminator

Detached
watchdog

Critical change
agent

Opportunist
facilitator

Gender (share of female
journalists)

44.1% 34.4% 44.9% 39.7%

Education (share of college
graduates)

86.7% 84.2% 84.1% 77.5%

Age (mean, years) 36.3 40.7 37.5 35.8
Professional experience
(mean, years)

12.6 16.6 13.7 12.2

Interest in politics (meana) 3.66 4.30 4.03 3.55

a Scale ranged between 5 # ‘extremely interested’ and 1 # ‘not interested at all’.
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difference is not related in any way to the journalists’ position in the editorial hierarchy,
as the various milieus spread almost equally across all ranks of journalists. There are two
potential explanations for this finding. First, journalists might change their professional
attitudes as they grow older and become more experienced. This would mean that many
journalists ‘move’ across the journalistic field from one milieu to another during the
course of their careers. We do not think that this is very likely to happen. We tend to
accept an alternative explanation that relates to a generational change within the profes-
sion. The detached watchdog might in fact be a milieu of older generations of journalists
who dominated the profession at a time when the institution of journalism was more satu-
rated by political news and a focus on the watchdog ideology. Younger generations of
journalists, by way of contrast, may have a stronger affinity to alternative professional
frameworks.

Such a view is also supported by the substantially higher interest in politics expressed
by journalists in the detached watchdog milieu (F # 53.4, d.f. #3, p < .001, Z2 # .089).
The lowest regard for politics was articulated by those who belong to the opportunist
facilitator milieu. Journalists in this group are also least likely to have graduated from
college or an equivalent institution of tertiary education (w2 # 14.2, d.f. # 3, p < .01,
V # .09). This might actually be easy to explain: we have already learned that most
of the journalists in the opportunist facilitator milieu come from developing, transitional
and authoritarian countries. The rather low interest in politics expressed by opportunist
facilitators may have to do with the restricted media environments in which they work
and their relatively little trust in political institutions. In a similar vein, they are, on aver-
age, less educated than their colleagues in other milieus mostly due the still limited
access of people in these countries to higher education. Overall, it seems that some of
the individual differences do in fact reflect relationships of inequality at the national
level.

Professional autonomy, perceived influence and ownership

In this second part we focus on three factors that are commonly believed to play out in
the journalistic field: professional autonomy, commercial and political influence, as well
as ownership. Table 4 shows that journalists in the detached watchdog milieu experience
the highest degree of professional autonomy, both in terms of having control over
their work (F # 6.9, d.f. # 3, p < .001) and taking part in decisions that affect their work
(F # 9.4, d.f. # 3, p < .001). One could argue that without a sufficient degree of
autonomy, the detached watchdog framework would simply not materialize in practice.
Journalists in the milieu of the opportunist facilitator, on the other hand, said that they
have relatively little editorial autonomy, which fits well into the overall picture. Effect
sizes, however, tend to be relatively moderate, with group membership explaining only
1.3 and 1.7 percent in the variability of autonomy. The journalists in the remaining two
professional milieus, the populist disseminator and the critical change agent, similarly
experience moderate autonomy in their respective newsrooms.

A similar pattern emerged from a comparison of the groups with respect to perceived
influences. Journalists in the milieu of the opportunist facilitator reported, on average,
the strongest influences from external sources compared to their colleagues in the other
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three groups. The differences between the four milieus were all highly significant at
p < .001, and effect sizes were substantial (d.f. # 3, F values range between 24.0 and
43.3, Z2 values vary between .045 and .074).1 Journalists in the detached watchdog
milieu testified the lowest external influences. The other two milieus scored relatively
similar with respect to commercial influences (profit expectations, advertising consid-
erations and advertisers). Journalist from the milieu of the critical change agent reported
somewhat stronger influences from corporate and political sources (owners, politicians
and the government).

There is a clearly negative relationship between professional autonomy and perceived
influence. Mapped onto the idea of the journalistic field one could argue that when it
comes to the experience of external influences and autonomy, the milieu of the
professional watchdog stands in clear contrast to the milieu of the opportunist facilitator.
Journalists in the former group experience relatively weak external influences and –
consequently – higher autonomy, while their colleagues in the latter group struggle with
low autonomy and strong external influences. The milieus of the populist disseminator
and the critical change agent, on the other hand, occupy the space between the two
extremes. Journalists in the critical change agent milieu arguably voice their criticism
and opinions regardless of the somewhat stronger influences from corporate and
political sources. Populist disseminators, on the other hand, largely neglect any watch-
dog role despite reasonably high autonomy and weak external influence.

Among the perceived influences, the largest differences between the four professional
milieus exist with regard to ownership. This finding is further substantiated by the fact
that the four professional milieus spread quite unevenly across two of the three domains

Table 4. The structure of the journalistic field

Populist
disseminator

Detached
watchdog

Criticalchange
agent

Opportunist
facilitator

Autonomy (meana)
I have a lot of control over the work
that I do

3.95 4.11 3.90 3.80

I am allowed to take part in deci-
sions that affect my work

4.09 4.28 4.05 3.92

Perceived influence (meanb)
Profit expectations 2.65 2.20 2.64 3.04
Advertising considerations 2.49 1.96 2.40 2.73
Advertisers 2.18 1.75 2.22 2.55
Owners 2.88 2.41 3.13 3.44
Politicians 2.02 1.79 2.20 2.54
Government 1.95 1.80 2.29 2.65
Ownership
Publicly owned 26.8% 51.8% 13.1% 8.3%
State-owned 20.2% 4.3% 30.1% 45.4%
Privately owned 27.1% 25.9% 23.4% 23.7%

a Scale ranged between 5 # ‘strongly agree’ and 1 # ‘strongly agree’.
b Scale ranged between 5 # ‘extremely influential’ and 1 # ‘not influential at all’.
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of ownership (w2 # 193.9, d.f. # 6, p < .001), and the size of this effect is quite substan-
tial (V# .25). Journalists belonging to the detached watchdog milieu are mostly found in
publicly owned media, such as public service broadcasting institutions. This is not very
surprising given that the detached watchdog is a typical framework for journalists in
western countries, many of which maintain strong public service broadcasting networks.
In such an editorial environment, journalists are largely free from corporate and commer-
cial pressures. Privately owned media companies, on the other hand, seem to constitute a
space that is equally conducive to all four professional milieus.

The professional framework of the opportunist facilitator is exceptionally widespread
among journalists working for state-owned media. This is especially true for countries
like Uganda and China, but to some extent also for Indonesia and Russia. It is state own-
ership of media that makes it most easy for the government and politicians in general to
exert political influence over journalists. In addition, there is a substantial ideological
pressure on the journalists to make a contribution to their country’s economic develop-
ment and social well-being. Under such circumstances, many journalists see themselves
more in the role as a partner of political powers and a facilitator of national policy. Egypt
is an exception to this rule, however. Large parts of the country’s media system are con-
trolled by the government through direct ownership, but the journalists overwhelmingly
maintain a critical and interventionist self-understanding.

Conclusions

In modern societies, journalism is the practice of indexing the present as it turns into his-
tory. As such, the journalistic field is central to the constitution of modern society, and its
study is essential to the understanding of contemporary culture. In this article, we set out
to conceptualize the journalistic field as a space of occupational worldviews in which
professional milieus crystallize around news people who share similar views on journal-
ism’s function in society. Such a conceptualization of the journalistic field provides,
among other things, an interesting avenue to link field analysis to the traditional area
of studying the journalists’ professional orientations.

By way of cluster analysis, we were able to identify four global professional milieus
of journalists that have distinctive properties as to how certain media functions are
emphasized. These four milieus are the populist disseminator, detached watchdog, crit-
ical change agent and the opportunist facilitator. Seen from a global perspective, the dis-
tribution of professional milieus suggests no clear dominance of any given group. And
although certain professional ideologies have a tendency to travel across national bound-
aries, the nation still seems to be a primary reference for journalists and their practices. For
this reason, it makes sense to look at relations of dominance and power at the national
level. Here, we have seen the detached watchdog milieu clearly dominating the journalistic
field in most western countries. This finding confirms the common view that this type
of journalist – non-involved, detached and oriented towards a watchdog philosophy –
represents the professional mainstream of news people in most parts of the western world.

In non-western countries, however, the picture looks different. This suggests that even
though the detached watchdog is an ideal that most people, journalists and journalism
researchers alike, aspire to, it materializes in practical terms mainly in western countries
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that share a long history of democracy. The populist disseminator seems to be the only
genuinely global milieu of journalists as it exists everywhere in the world. Within the
framework of a populist disseminator, journalists can occupy a middle ground in navi-
gating the often complex and difficult realities of their profession.

While individual characteristics tend to have a minor effect on the distribution of jour-
nalists across professional milieus, the four groups of journalists exhibit quite different
patterns with respect to professional autonomy, perceived influence and ownership.
Some of our findings clearly support assumptions made by field theorists. We found rel-
atively little professional autonomy in contexts where corporate and commercial influ-
ences were perceived to be rather strong. At the same time, we think that political
influences are not sufficiently factored in traditional analyses of the journalistic field,
especially when state and public ownership of media comes into play. A universal
approach to mapping the journalistic field globally needs to take into account influences
on news work beyond corporate and commercial factors. Here, our data especially point
to the significance of political forces that impose important limits on the professional
autonomy of journalists.

That said, this study also comes with a few important limitations. With only 100
respondents in each country, the number of journalists interviewed was relatively small.
The surveyed journalists did not constitute representative samples but matched quota
samples. Furthermore, this analysis has focused on the journalists’ self-declarations.
These responses, however, may not always fully correspond with the journalists’ actual
practice.
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