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a wide range of actors and are embedded within private,

organizational, media-systemic, and political contexts
(Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). As a result, they face various
influences on their work every day. Some of these influ-
ences can even escalate into pressures, depending on fac-
tors such as the topics journalists cover, the type of media
organization they work for, or the region in which they op-
erate. Both internal and external influences can affect jour-
nalists’ well-being and the quality of their work, particularly
when they are tied to time constraints or professional de-
mands (Collins et al., 2022; Harro-Loit & Josephi, 2019). The
following chapter presents findings from the Worlds of
Journalism Study 3 (WJS3) on the influences that journalists
perceive in their professional practice.

In the questionnaire, we included a comprehensive list
of potential influences and asked respondents to rate each
on a five-point scale, from “not influential” (1) to “extremely
influential” (5), in response to the question “Here is a list of
potential sources of influence. Please tell me how much in-
fluence each of the following has on your work as a jour-
nalist.”

J ournalists do not operate in a vacuum. They interact with

A HIERARCHY OF INFLUENCES

IN COMPARISON OVER TIME

For Table 9, the wide range of influences was collapsed into
five formative indices (see Hanitzsch et al., 2019, pp. 107-

109 for more details): political influences (politicians, gov-
ernment officials, and government censorship), economic

FIGURE 5: PERCEIVED POLITICAL INFLUENCES

influences (profit expectations, advertising considerations,
and audience research and data), organizational influences
(supervisors and higher-level editors, editorial policy, busi-
ness managers and owners), procedural influences (availa-
bility of news-gathering resources, time limits, access to in-
formation, journalism ethics, and media laws and regula-
tion), and personal networks influences (peers on the news
staff, colleagues in other media, friends, acquaintances,
and family).

Globally, procedural and organizational influences
emerge as the most prominent factors that journalists per-
ceive as shaping their work, followed by economic influ-
ences, personal network influences, and, finally, political in-
fluences. This hierarchy of perceived influence mirrors
findings from WJS2 (2012-2016). Overall, only procedural
influences have significantly decreased since WJS2. In
some countries (e.g., Bhutan, El Salvador, Ireland, and Ser-
bia) perceived influence across all indices has declined
compared to the previous wave though.

With political populism on the rise worldwide, analyzing
the development of perceived political influence is essen-
tial. Among the 54 countries surveyed in both WJS2 and
WJS3, political influences increased in 15 countries. Yemen
stands out as the country where journalists perceive the
highest political influence of all the 75 countries included
in WJS3, reflecting its extremely challenging humanitarian
and political environment. Conversely, Sweden shows al-
most negligible perceived political influence.

Budget cuts in staffing and the broader economic chal-
lenges facing newsrooms have been widely discussed in

Average index scores (Scale: 5 = extremely influential ... 1 = not at all influential)
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recent years, particularly in the aftermath of the COVID-19
pandemic. Accordingly, in most of the 54 countries, jour-
nalists perceive economic influences to be higher than - or
at least similar to - the levels reported in WJS2. However,
in one-third of countries, perceptions of economic influ-
ence have declined. The strongest economic influence
among all the 75 countries included in WJS3 was reported
in Yemen, while the lowest was again found in a Northern
European country, namely in Iceland - although even
there, journalists showed an increase compared to WJS2.

In more than half of the countries surveyed in both
WJS2 and WJS3, perceived organizational influences de-
creased over time. This shift may be partially explained by
the organizational transformations triggered by the
COVID-19 pandemic, such as more remote work reducing
journalists’ daily exposure to newsroom hierarchies

Despite these changes, organizational and procedural
aspects remain the influences perceived as most impactful
on journalists’ work across both WJS2 and WJS3. They are
closely linked, as both directly affect routines and prac-
tices. Accordingly, procedural influences scored the high-
est of all measured influences in W)S3. They average above
3 in most countries, except for Uzbekistan, and score the
highest in North Macedonia. Yet, procedural influences
have declined in more than half of the 54 countries with
comparable data since WJS2. Improvements in digital ac-
cess to information and the continued rise of “online-first”
content are likely contributing to this trend. Although jour-
nalists still face the pressure of meeting deadlines and out-
pacing competitors, they now have significantly better
tools to manage multitasking and streamline workflows.

The perceived influence of personal networks has re-
mained largely stable between WJS2 and WJS3. In compet-
itive environments, personal relationships with sources ap-
pear to remain crucial for obtaining exclusive information,
even as general information becomes more accessible.
However, personal network influence decreased in 20
countries, with Portugal experiencing a substantial drop
(from 2.49 to 1.86), making it the second lowest globally.
Yemen again demonstrates high reliance on personal net-
works, arguably reflecting the practical importance of con-
tacts in dangerous and uncertain contexts.

In the following section, we focus on the 75 countries
surveyed in WJS3 and move beyond the five formative in-
dices. We select singular key items from Table 10, begin-
ning with the influence of politicians, government officials,
and government censorship. Next, we examine the influ-
ence of military and paramilitary groups in conflict-affected
regions. These aspects are particularly relevant in light of
recent changes in reporting conditions across many re-
gions, driven by political shifts and escalating conflicts.
Then, we take a closer look at the influence of media own-
ership and profit expectations - two closely linked factors
that shape both organizational and economic pressures on
journalism. Finally, we consider journalism ethics and me-
dia regulation as critical elements of procedural influences.

POLITICAL INFLUENCES

Perceived government censorship is generally low in Euro-
pean countries. Among the 20 lowest-scoring cases, the
United States is the only non-European country, although
the data were collected prior to Donald Trump's 2024 re-
election. Germany, Sweden, and Portugal report the lowest
ratings. In contrast, journalists in several Middle Eastern,
African, Asian, and Central and South American countries
perceive higher levels of government censorship, with
Egypt, Yemen, and Turkey scoring the highest. Only two

European countries—Kosovo and North Cyprus—appear
in the top 20, and they are also the only European coun-
tries scoring relatively high for the perceived influence of
government officials and politicians.

European journalists’ perceptions of a comparatively
freer working environment are further reflected in lower
perceived influence from government officials relative to
other regions. Israel is the only non-European country
among the lowest scorers in this category. The pattern is
similar for the influence of politicians. In the United States,
journalists rank 30th lowest out of 75 countries in per-
ceived influence of government officials and 23rd lowest
for politicians. At the opposite end, Turkey, Ethiopia, the
UAE, and Yemen report the highest influence of govern-
ment officials, while journalists in Turkey, Yemen, Ethiopia,
Nepal, and Egypt perceive the greatest influence from pol-
iticians.

MILITARY AND CONFLICT ELEMENTS

As national teams could choose to include questions on
these more specific sources of influence, they are not part
of the grouped indices and, therefore, warrant separate at-
tention. Depending on the item, responses were collected
from between 46 and 53 countries.

Countries experiencing conflict reported the strongest
perceived influence from military, paramilitary, militia, and
terrorist groups. Yemen, Ukraine, and Pakistan exhibited
the highest perceived military influence, while Kosovo, Lat-
via, and Croatia showed the lowest levels. These patterns
likely reflect ongoing or recent conflicts over the past dec-
ade, including Yemen's civil war, the Russian-Ukrainian
war, and recurring disputes between Pakistan and India.
Yemen and Pakistan also scored highest for perceived in-
fluence from paramilitary groups and militias, followed by
Turkey, Ethiopia, and Kazakhstan, with the lowest scores
recorded in Kosovo, Latvia, and the USA. The pattern shifts
slightly for terrorist group influence, with Yemen, Turkey,
Kazakhstan, and Pakistan ranking highest. Note that the
data were collected before the onset of the conflictin Gaza.

INFLUENCE OF OWNERSHIP
AND PROFIT EXPECTATIONS

The influence of news organization owners was perceived
as relatively low in many European countries. This pattern
also holds for Central and Eastern Europe, which may indi-
cate a stabilization following ownership turbulence ob-
served during WJS2. Outside of Europe, Canada, New Zea-
land, and Australia were among the 20 lowest-scoring
countries. Conversely, the highest perceived influence of
owners was reported in Yemen, North Cyprus, Thailand,
Egypt, and the UAE. Countries in the top 20 span multiple
regions, including the Middle East, Asia (Philippines and
South Korea), Africa (Sierra Leone and Ethiopia), Central
America (El Salvador and Mexico), South America (Brazil),
and Europe (Italy and Albania). Organizational differences
within and across countries, such as those between com-
mercial, state-owned, and public ownership—likely con-
tribute to these variations.

Similarly, profit expectations were seen as a low-level
influence in many European states, which accounted for
more than half of the 20 lowest-scoring countries in this
category. Several countries—including the Netherlands,
Ireland, Austria, Belgium, Iceland, and Sweden—ranked
low for both ownership influence and profit expectations.
Other low-scoring countries include Canada, the USA, El
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Salvador, Bolivia, New Zealand, Australia, Singapore, and
Bhutan.

Yemen again emerged as the country where profit ex-
pectations exerted the strongest perceived influence, fol-
lowed by Thailand, South Korea, Egypt, North Cyprus, and
Brazil. Tanzania, Indonesia, Sierra Leone, and Italy also
ranked among the top 20 for both ownership and profitin-
fluences. This pattern suggests that higher levels of per-
ceived ownership influence may often coincide with
stronger pressures to meet profit expectations.

JOURNALISM ETHICS AND MEDIA REGULATIONS

Journalists across all countries perceive journalism ethics
as at least somewhat influential, with mean values rarely
falling below 3.0, except in Turkey and Uzbekistan. Among
the 20 comparatively lower-scoring countries, eight are Eu-
ropean, including Germany, Iceland, and Poland. No Afri-
can or Middle Eastern countries appear in this lower-scor-
ing group, and Indonesia is the only Asian nation repre-
sented. Conversely, journalists in North Macedonia and
Chile perceive journalism ethics as the most influential, fol-
lowed by those in the Philippines, Lithuania, and El Salva-
dor. South American countries also feature prominently
among the 20 highest-scoring nations, including Brazil, Co-
lombia, Bolivia, and Venezuela, alongside Costa Rica from
Central America.

European countries also account for more than half of
the 20 countries where media laws and regulations are
perceived as a low-level influence (e.g., Portugal, Sweden,
Germany, Iceland, and the Netherlands). This pattern may
reflect that well-established laws and regulations in these

countries are mainly designed to protect free speech and
are, thereby, rather perceived as framework for autono-
mous work than as directinfluence. In contrast, journalists
in Zambia, North Macedonia, Sierra Leone, and South Af-
rica perceived the strongest influence of media laws and
regulations.

CONCLUSION

Perceived influences on journalists vary widely across re-
gions. Western countries, particularly in Northern Europe,
consistently report the lowest levels of influence across
multiple dimensions. For example, regarding government
censorship, the United States—before Trump’s re-elec-
tion—was the only non-European country among the 20
lowest-scoring nations, whereas journalists in the Middle
East, Africa, Asia, and Latin America reported substantially
higher levels of influence. In conflict-affected contexts,
journalists face particularly difficult conditions, with mili-
tary influence perceived as highest in Yemen, Ukraine, and
Pakistan.

Consistent with the previous WJS wave (Hanitzsch et al.,
2019), journalists worldwide continue to perceive organiza-
tional and, in particular, procedural factors as the strong-
est influences on their work, likely because these aspects
directly shape daily routines and professional practices.
Personal network influences remain relatively stable, while
economic and political pressures have intensified in sev-
eral countries. Together, these patterns underscore that
journalists cannot operate independently of their societal
context and reflect growing concerns about external inter-
ference in journalistic work.
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TABLE 9: PERCEIVED INFLUENCES ON NEWS PRODUCTION (INDEX SCORES)

Country

Albania
Argentina
Australia
Austria
Belgium
Bhutan
Bolivia
Brazil
Bulgaria
Canada
Chile

China
Colombia
Costa Rica
Croatia
Cuba
Czech Republic
Denmark
Ecuador
Egypt

El Salvador
Estonia
Ethiopia
Finland
Germany
Hong Kong
Hungary
Iceland
India
Indonesia
Ireland
Israel

Italy
Kazakhstan
Kosovo
Latvia
Lithuania
Mexico
Moldova
Nepal
Netherlands
New Zealand
North Cyprus
North Macedonia
Norway
Pakistan
Paraguay
Peru
Philippines
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Serbia
Seychelles
Sierra Leone
Singapore
Slovakia
Slovenia
South Africa
South Korea
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Taiwan
Tanzania
Thailand
Turkey
UAE

UK

Ukraine
USA
Uzbekistan
Venezuela
Yemen
Zambia
Average!

WJS2
1.88
2.26
2.25
1.58
1.68
3.18

2.09
2.01
1.65
2.17
291
2.56

2.15

1.64
1.98
2.79
2.64
2.81
1.72
3.15
1.97
1.58
2.25
1.98
1.61
2.54
2.30
2.14
1.71
1.63

2.16
1.42

2.53
1.83

1.89
2.02

1.82

2.39

1.60
1.80
2.13

2.73
291

2.39
2.67
2.23
1.67
1.88

2.55
3.73
3.03
3.10
2.05

1.93

2.21

Political
Influence
WJS3
2.19
2.30
2.01
1.65
1.69
2.83
2.02
2.80
2.01
1.98
2.09
2.89
2.36
2.15
1.84
2.75
1.69
1.79
2.49
3.21
2.45
1.74
3.11
1.85
1.56
2.83
1.89
1.76
2.78
2.70
1.88
1.72
1.95
2.99
2.58
1.53
1.84
2.30
2.29
3.16
1.99
2.05
3.02
1.92
1.94
2.82
2.22
1.97
2.79
2.28
2.04
1.78
1.71
2.27
2.83
2.42
1.82
1.80
2.21
2.73
2.20
1.48
1.90
2.18
3.20
2.97
3.39
3.15
2.03
2.03
1.93
2.55
2.82
3.70
3.21
2.31

WJS2
2.79
2.49
2.50
2.22
2.08
3.19

2.78
3.12
1.90
2.71
3.10
3.09

2.75

2.48
2.22
2.99
3.28
3.16
2.53
2.86
2.27
2.58
231
3.11
1.75
3.38
3.01
2.34
2.38
2.34

2.50
2.46

2.90
2.90

241
2.52

2.02

2.98

2.35
2.86
2.93

3.39
2.95

291
3.26
2.85
2.34
2.19

2.14
3.76
2.42
3.27
2.72

2.23

2.68

Economic
Influence
WJS3
2.94
2.78
2.65
2.22
2.05
2.54
2.54
3.30
2.73
2.05
2.62
3.29
2.81
2.67
2.60
2.58
2.63
2.23
3.08
3.43
2.49
2.52
2.70
2.59
2.47
2.52
2.61
2.03
3.02
3.24
2.22
2,51
3.01
3.16
2.54
2.37
2.74
2.91
3.03
3.02
2.17
211
3.36
2.72
2.24
2.94
3.07
2.84
3.04
3.13
2.65
2.55
2.40
2.57
3.18
2.56
2.32
2.87
2.66
3.35
2.93
2.29
2.21
2.89
3.40
3.44
2.93
2.94
2.64
2.75
2.20
2.49
2.74
3.67
3.39
2.74

Organizational

Influence

WJS2 WJS3
3.14 3.50
3.46 3.27
3.10 3.00
2.57 2.53
2.77 2.77
3.61 2.97
2.73

3.44 3.73
3.41 3.09
2.81 2.72
3.52 3.18
3.55 3.63
3.70 3.18
3.01

3.04 3.16
3.48

3.19 2.94
3.00 2.98
3.60 3.34
3.54 3.87
3.99 3.39
2.91 2.92
3.82 3.49
2.83 3.04
2.86 2.48
3.30 3.78
3.40 2.66
2.47 2.85
3.64 3.21
3.36 3.69
2.98 2.76
3.06 3.08
2.67 3.58
3.00

3.06 2.67
2.84 2.77
3.23

3.78 3.30
3.15 3.46
2.88

2.85 3.04
3.04 2.83
3.89

3.15

2.62 2.74
3.12

3.11

2.66

3.61 3.71
3.00

3.18 2.81
3.01 3.03
3.36 3.06
3.24

4.00 3.57
2.98 3.44
2.99

3.68

3.57 3.20
3.55 3.90
3.39 3.23
2.94 2.87
2.54 2.65
3.08

4.05 3.36
3.96 3.86
2.92 3.03
3.74 3.82
3.20 3.10
3.29

3.37 2.87
2.72

3.34

4.09

3.60

3.25 3.18

WJS2
3.87
3.58
4.07
3.46
3.54
3.61

3.71
3.95
3.88
3.62
3.59
3.59

3.88

4.09
3.44
3.83
3.94
3.81
3.77
3.75
3.83
3.60
3.23
3.74
3.77
4.05
3.74
3.91
3.67
3.51

3.76
3.49

3.73
3.88

3.05
3.88

3.54

4.08

3.83
4.03
3.76

4.22
3.19

4.19
3.77
3.78
3.50
3.38

3.87
3.96
3.41
3.96
3.80

4.06

3.74

Procedural
Influence
WJS3
3.80
3.41
3.65
3.34
3.26
3.38
3.44
3.78
3.72
3.69
3.79
3.68
3.65
3.57
3.69
3.73
3.85
3.75
3.51
3.94
3.69
3.63
3.55
3.82
3.20
3.44
3.41
3.47
3.36
3.93
3.44
3.45
3.47
3.39
3.50
3.41
4.02
3.46
3.82
3.49
3.37
3.64
3.76
4.08
3.61
3.17
3.34
3.05
4.05
3.41
3.55
3.51
3.64
3.57
3.71
3.66
3.56
3.66
3.98
3.52
3.57
3.25
3.46
3.04
3.52
3.81
3.30
3.85
3.55
3.91
3.53
2.91
3.70
3.87
3.93
3.58

Personal Network

WJS2
2.30
2.78
2.47
2.27
2.47
3.63

2.67
2.63
231
251
2.69
2.60

2.69

2.88
2.38
2.80
2.65
2.57
2.59
2.55
2.54
241
2.56
2.92
2.65
2.58
2.79
2.53
2.48
2.18

231
2.47

2.42
2.52

2.50
2.63

251

2.55

2.49
2.65
2.63

2.85
2.88

2.65
3.09
2.42
2.42
2.42

2.18
3.77
2.36
3.14
2.65

2.70

2.62

Influence
WJS3
2.35
2.45
2.57
2.38
2.56
2.57
2.04
2.90
2.44
2.55
2.38
2.56
2.50
2,51
2.31
2.67
2.62
2.40
2.63
3.16
2.29
2.65
2.47
2.49
2.19
2.82
2.33
2.72
2.93
3.10
2.38
2.50
2.34
3.03
2.02
2.30
2.61
2.32
2.45
2.50
2.81
2.58
2.96
2.42
2.57
2.57
2.43
211
2.75
2.67
1.86
2.10
2.14
2.29
3.02
2.28
2.45
2.66
2.61
3.41
2.54
2.64
2.45
2.00
3.06
2.99
2.33
2.97
2.60
2.52
2.55
2.56
2.39
4.12
2.92
2.56

Mean scores. Question: “Here is a list of potential sources of influence. Please tell me how much influence each of the following has on your work as a journalist.”
(Scale: 5 = Extremely influential; 4 = Very influential; 3 = Moderately influential; 2 = Slightly influential; 1 = Not at all influential.)
1Average across the countries listed in the table (the original WJS2 sample included 67 countries)
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TABLE 10: PERCEIVED INFLUENCES ON NEWS PRODUCTION

Country Peers on Editorial Business Owners of  Editorial Adverti- Profit| Audience Availabi- Time Journalism
the news supervi- managers news policy sing con- expecta- research lity of limits ethics

staff sors and of news organi- sidera- tions and data news-

higher organi- zation tions gathering

editors zation resources
Albania 2.82 3.62 3.29 3.45 3.65 3.17 2.45 3.16 3.69 3.82 4.25
Argentina 291 3.40 3.02 3.15 3.45 2.85 2.47 3.01 3.46 3.48 3.91
Australia 3.12 3.67 2.23 2.19 3.44 2.00 221 3.21 3.40 3.66 3.85
Austria 3.08 3.18 2.10 1.86 2.85 1.89 1.91 2.75 3.46 3.70 3.69
Belgium 3.31 3.60 2.19 1.82 3.32 1.57 1.96 2.52 3.16 3.50 3.47
Bhutan 2.69 3.27 2.53 2.76 3.25 2.53 2.16 2.88 3.22 3.26 3.69
Bolivia 2.48 3.03 2.40 2.56 2.89 2.47 2.14 3.00 3.21 3.04 4.28
Brazil 3.47 3.92 3.50 3.61 3.92 3.18 3.28 3.46 3.66 3.78 4.32
Bulgaria 2.90 3.07 3.02 2.75 3.43 2.52 2.56 3.12 3.37 3.39 4.20
Canada 3.29 3.69 1.72 1.79 3.29 1.39 1.72 2.87 3.67 3.71 4.22
Chile 3.18 3.79 2.58 2.63 3.67 2.39 2.28 3.12 3.60 3.48 4.47
China 2.81 3.86 3.88 3.06 3.63 3.03 3.18 3.64 3.68 3.37 3.95
Colombia 2.93 3.38 2.79 2.96 3.42 2.70 2.50 3.14 3.46 3.40 431
Costa Rica 3.10 3.60 2.53 2.53 3.17 2.46 2.30 3.23 3.51 3.48 4.21
Croatia 2.83 3.24 2.89 2.92 3.42 2.36 2.58 2.81 3.59 3.73 4.37
Cuba 3.11 3.67 2.86 3.10 4.07 2.04 2.61 2.89 3.74 3.47 4.19
Czech Re- 3.41 3.77 241 2.23 3.04 2.33 2.30 3.16 3.65 3.54 4.30

public
Denmark 3.50 3.81 2.05 1.93 3.66 1.44 2.13 2.96 3.71 3.81 4.17
Ecuador 3.08 3.43 3.20 3.31 3.36 2.88 2.94 3.36 3.49 3.24 4.00
Egypt 3.42 3.90 3.50 3.77 4.21 3.30 3.33 3.48 3.86 3.80 4.01
El Salvador 2.97 3.73 2.94 3.24 3.64 2.36 1.98 3.07 3.59 3.38 4.38
Estonia 3.38 3.55 2.33 2.17 3.26 2.08 2.64 2.66 3.49 3.83 3.91
Ethiopia 2.67 3.53 3.07 3.56 3.82 2.58 2.73 2.87 3.21 3.38 3.47
Finland 3.20 3.58 2.33 211 3.76 1.77 2.44 3.26 3.89 3.78 4.05
Germany 2.73 3.08 2.14 1.67 2.80 2.01 2.29 2.96 3.34 3.60 3.23
Hong Kong 3.18 3.99 3.87 3.42 3.87 2.47 2.67 2.47 3.55 3.55 3.30
Hungary 2.27 2.90 2.36 2.48 2.88 2.39 2.48 2.94 2.62 3.37 3.88
Iceland 3.77 3.72 2.26 1.83 3.49 1.57 1.97 2.56 3.67 3.80 3.38
India 3.11 3.36 3.01 3.17 3.33 3.03 291 3.18 3.29 3.41 3.58
Indonesia 3.17 3.80 3.53 3.49 3.93 3.23 3.13 3.37 3.80 3.61 4.20
Ireland 2.93 3.44 1.92 1.96 3.16 1.83 1.86 2.67 3.12 3.40 3.67
Israel 3.11 3.67 2.99 2.36 3.01 2.08 2.19 3.17 341 3.69 4.16
Italy 3.11 3.39 3.71 3.40 3.77 291 3.02 3.09 3.38 3.65 3.74
Kazakhstan 3.03 3.01 3.12 3.06 3.02 3.03 3.21 3.32 3.53 3.26 3.50
Kosovo 2.16 2.97 2.28 2.48 2.96 2.28 2.30 3.05 3.25 3.73 3.53
Latvia 2.85 3.27 2.22 211 3.22 2.00 2.20 2.75 3.32 3.46 3.54
Lithuania 3.41 3.76 3.07 2.61 3.53 2.36 2.53 3.25 3.96 3.81 4.40
Mexico 2.79 3.55 2.75 3.31 3.58 2.88 2.58 3.28 3.31 3.27 4.12
Moldova 2.70 3.61 3.26 3.03 3.67 2.45 3.06 3.49 3.72 3.54 3.98
Nepal 2.90 2.75 2.70 2.94 3.13 3.08 3.22 2.79 3.12 3.67 3.46
Netherlands 3.73 3.63 2.72 1.93 3.54 1.59 1.69 3.05 3.35 3.55 3.79
New Zealand 3.21 3.76 1.98 1.96 3.31 1.65 1.84 2.68 3.41 3.63 3.84
North Cyprus 3.79 3.90 3.88 3.94 3.97 3.40 3.31 3.37 3.66 3.58 4.12
North Mace- 2.94 3.48 3.01 2.68 3.42 2.37 2.28 3.50 3.96 3.62 4.47
donia

Norway 3.36 3.64 1.72 1.75 3.54 1.51 2.34 2.54 2.69 3.50 4.00
Pakistan 2.69 3.08 3.02 3.22 3.13 2.98 2.81 3.01 3.05 3.13 3.31
Paraguay 2.94 3.25 2.96 3.16 3.12 3.01 2.96 3.24 3.40 3.05 3.94
Peru 2.36 2.60 2.45 2.44 3.01 2.60 2.72 3.16 3.07 2.55 3.62
Philippines 3.00 3.83 3.32 3.69 4.04 2.88 2.80 3.44 4.08 3.77 4.44
Poland 2.67 3.12 2.82 2.96 3.01 3.01 3.27 3.06 3.22 3.41 3.40
Portugal 2.22 3.48 2.23 1.53 4.02 2.52 2.44 3.03 3.77 4.10 4.29
Romania 2.39 3.13 2.84 2.66 3.25 2.08 231 2.99 3.39 3.16 3.89
Serbia 2.77 3.18 2.55 2.78 3.62 1.98 2.23 2.88 3.64 3.45 4.28
Seychelles 2.74 3.49 2.94 3.02 3.30 2.42 231 2.94 3.39 3.67 3.91
Sierra Leone 3.31 3.79 3.33 3.58 3.72 3.24 3.13 3.33 3.60 3.54 4.07
Singapore 2.69 4.04 2.68 2.93 3.86 1.99 2.10 3.24 3.69 3.64 3.84
Slovakia 3.14 3.55 2.07 2.09 3.58 1.90 2.28 2.67 3.41 3.66 4.16
Slovenia 3.51 4.13 3.35 3.07 3.94 2.44 3.06 3.03 3.50 3.80 4.00
South Africa 3.18 3.73 2.48 2.49 3.80 2.16 241 3.19 3.61 3.81 4.30
South Korea 3.61 4.27 3.82 3.63 3.85 3.46 3.34 3.26 3.57 3.53 3.86
Spain 3.41 3.69 2.94 2.98 3.28 2.83 2.89 3.10 3.38 3.64 4.25
Sweden 3.57 3.95 1.82 1.73 3.52 1.30 2.02 3.06 3.19 3.50 3.60
Switzerland 3.07 3.18 2.19 1.92 3.16 1.84 2.06 2.66 3.61 3.71 4.03
Taiwan 1.97 3.13 3.26 2.92 3.00 2.72 2.68 3.27 2.75 3.43 3.04
Tanzania 2.99 3.34 3.20 3.43 3.45 3.38 3.27 3.49 3.56 3.27 3.65
Thailand 3.24 3.93 3.89 3.81 3.84 3.25 3.48 3.64 3.82 3.80 4.00
Turkey 2.37 2.73 2.98 3.11 3.31 3.08 3.20 251 2.50 3.59 2.71
UAE 3.33 3.91 3.69 3.72 3.92 2.87 2.85 3.14 3.82 3.66 3.95
UK 3.29 3.75 2.36 2.28 3.60 2.20 2.38 3.11 3.35 3.61 3.74
Ukraine 2.92 3.49 2.85 2.55 3.81 2.00 2.60 3.35 3.82 3.54 4.26
USA 3.28 3.67 2.20 2.34 3.20 1.68 1.95 2.88 3.34 3.57 4.16
Uzbekistan 2.62 2.83 2.53 2.63 2.85 2.49 2.46 2.47 2.81 2.68 2.93
Venezuela 2.73 3.45 3.02 3.26 3.62 2.40 2.70 3.07 3.52 3.26 4.21
Yemen 4.16 4.24 3.92 4.19 4.05 3.64 3.57 3.80 3.86 3.84 3.79
Zambia 3.16 3.74 3.23 3.39 4.00 3.30 3.33 3.62 3.73 3.93 4.18
Average 3.03 3.52 2.81 2.78 3.48 2.47 2.58 3.08 3.46 3.53 3.91

Mean scores. Question: “Here is a list of potential sources of influence. Please tell me how much influence each of the following has on your work as a journalist.”
(Scale: 5 = Extremely influential; 4 = Very influential; 3 = Moderately influential; 2 = Slightly influential; 1 = Not at all influential.)



PERCEIVED INFLUENCES

TABLE 10: PERCEIVED INFLUENCES ON NEWS PRODUCTION (CONTINUED)

Country

Albania
Argentina
Australia
Austria
Belgium
Bhutan
Bolivia
Brazil
Bulgaria
Canada
Chile

China
Colombia
Costa Rica
Croatia
Cuba
Czech Republic
Denmark
Ecuador
Egypt

El Salvador
Estonia
Ethiopia
Finland
Germany
Hong Kong
Hungary
Iceland
India
Indonesia
Ireland
Israel

Italy
Kazakhstan
Kosovo
Latvia
Lithuania
Mexico
Moldova
Nepal
Netherlands
New Zealand
North Cyprus
North Macedonia
Norway
Pakistan
Paraguay
Peru
Philippines
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Serbia
Seychelles
Sierra Leone
Singapore
Slovakia
Slovenia
South Africa
South Korea
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Taiwan
Tanzania
Thailand
Turkey
UAE

UK

Ukraine
USA
Uzbekistan
Venezuela
Yemen
Zambia
Average

Mean scores. Question: “Here is a list of potential sources of influence. Please tell me how much influence each of the following has on your work as a journalist.”

Self-Cen-
sorship

2.72
2.40
2.52
2.30
1.70
3.18
2.43
2.97
2.67
2.21
221
3.75
2.85
2.23
2.26
2.90
2.39
1.96
2.83
4.17
2.75
3.01
3.36
1.99
2.00
3.48
2.39
2.79
3.22
3.53
2.28
2.87
2.61
2.97
2.32
2.70
2.76
2.62
2.84
3.26
1.98
2.59
3.61
2.22
2.72
3.11
2.54
1.99
2.92
2.80
1.61
2.23
2.05
2.52
3.52
2.63
2.32
2.46
2.64
3.78
2.73
1.75
2.10
2.81
3.30
3.51
2.82
4.01
2.43
2.98
2.18
2.85
3.00
3.82
3.84
2.73

Personal Colleagues

values
and
beliefs
3.42
3.42
3.08
3.37
2.68
3.14
3.44
3.14
4.09
2.79
3.11
3.81
3.36
3.28
3.88
3.72
3.73
2.93
3.32
4.05
3.00
3.65
3.07
3.13
3.03
3.19
3.79
3.44
3.34
3.59
2.73
3.94
3.43
3.12
2.77
3.57
3.63
2.95
3.20
3.43
3.29
3.12
3.37
3.92
3.11
3.10
3.41
3.08
3.75
3.40
1.35
3.10
3.83
3.02
3.65
3.21
2.66
3.38
3.30
3.83
3.08
3.00
3.31
3.03
3.42
3.41
2.29
3.78
3.01
3.90
2.90
2.78
3.49
3.85
3.68
3.30

in other
media

2.21
2.27
2.50
1.97
231
2.60
1.85
2.78
2.22
2.38
2.01
2.58
2.33
2.19
2.10
241
2.08
1.87
2.44
3.19
2.02
2.22
2.37
2.29
1.83
2.89
2.40
2.10
2.93
3.01
2.22
2.35
2.19
3.16
1.87
2.00
2.30
2.17
2.54
2.36
2.45
2.45
2.54
2.07
2.19
2.52
2.19
2.10
2.80
2.49
2.13
2.15
1.81
2.30
3.19
2.19
2.22
2.38
2.60
3.56
2.05
231
2.07
2.37
3.10
2.95
2.28
3.02
2.59
2.49
2.32
241
2.18
4.16
2.99
241

Friends,
acquain-
tances
and family
2.02
2.23
2.14
2.08
2.10
2.48
1.79
2.46
2.28
2.01
1.90
2.29
2.23
2.19
1.97
251
2.40
1.80
2.43
2.70
1.88
2.30
2.40
2.10
1.98
2.38
2.32
2.30
2.84
3.13
1.98
2.09
1.66
2.96
2.00
2.02
2.04
1.99
2.07
2.24
2.26
2.16
2.46
2.26
2.10
2.48
2.20
1.91
2.52
2.70
1.22
1.76
1.80
1.89
2.66
1.89
1.95
2.09
2.13
3.06
2.12
2.02
2.18
1.65
3.13
2.79
2.34
2.63
2.00
2.16
2.03
2.63
2.26
4.10
2.72
2.25

Feedback
from the
audience

3.19
3.20
2.85
2.71
2.39
3.23
3.27
3.43
3.52
2.56
3.47
3.38
3.54
3.35
3.24
3.69
3.13
2.54
3.48
3.38
3.12
2.92
3.15
2.65
2.64
2.78
2.70
2.73
3.31
3.52
2.55
2.73
2.86
3.45
2.67
2.98
3.44
3.49
3.56
2.97
2.89
2.56
3.37
3.48
2.81
2.89
3.21
3.20
3.37
3.51
2.43
3.20
3.06
3.14
3.53
3.02
2.83
2.88
3.22
3.55
2.65
2.80
2.79
2.60
3.80
3.35
251
3.55
291
3.23
2.98
2.73
3.46
4.00
3.96
3.11

Compe-
ting news
organiza-

tions
2.65
2.62
2.55
2.36
2.59
3.20
2.56
3.13
2.81
2.62
2.72
3.11
2.71
2.75
2.24
2.78
2.42
231
2.71
3.77
2.46
2.77
3.10
2.63
2.14
2.72
2.48
2.78
3.05
3.31
251
2.67
2.38
3.42
2.25
2.43
2.66
2.78
2.81
2.52
2.70
2.46
2.87
2.77
2.68
2.86
2.46
2.63
3.02
2.82
3.01
2.37
1.95
2.67
3.41
3.02
2.37
2.52
2.95
3.59
251
2.69
2.54
2.81
3.54
3.18
2.57
3.64
2.80
2.79
2.52
2.69
2.56
3.74
3.59
2.77

Media Access to

laws and
regulation

3.52
2.62
3.61
2.74
2.74
3.20
3.02
3.22
3.65
3.06
3.22
3.73
3.21
2.79
3.24
3.21
3.73
3.22
3.12
3.93
3.07
3.16
3.75
3.70
2.61
3.34
3.52
2.64
3.21
4.00
3.50
2.53
291
3.40
3.18
3.03
3.83
2.98
3.76
3.51
2.65
3.48
3.55
4.07
4.00
3.16
2.72
2.70
3.80
3.26
1.70
3.40
3.53
3.28
4.02
3.40
2.95
3.23
4.01
3.16
2.77
2.39
2.72
2.89
3.53
3.72
3.87
3.91
3.44
3.74
3.00
3.05
3.53
3.85
4.12
3.29

informa-
tion

3.78
3.52
3.79
3.04
3.35
3.73
3.66
3.89
4.04
3.70
4.16
3.69
3.81
3.78
3.53
4.02
4.02
3.79
3.63
4.13
4.01
3.75
3.99
3.70
3.17
3.54
3.65
3.89
3.39
4.05
3.61
3.35
3.69
3.34
3.86
3.66
4.13
3.63
3.98
3.71
3.50
3.84
3.86
4.26
3.74
3.19
3.56
3.21
4.16
3.64
3.86
3.63
3.27
3.58
3.85
3.75
3.65
3.77
4.17
3.47
3.76
3.49
3.21
3.07
3.58
3.74
3.83
3.98
3.75
4.10
3.60
2.98
3.98
3.99
3.78
3.71

(Scale: 5 = Extremely influential; 4 = Very influential; 3 = Moderately influential; 2 = Slightly influential; 1 = Not at all influential.)

Govern-
ment cen-
sorship

2.64
2.49
2.23
1.28
1.33
3.16
2.55
2.66
2.33
1.98
2.14
3.76
251
2.27
1.79
3.27
1.39
1.47
2.85
4.09
3.32
1.57
3.82
1.80
1.11
3.73
2.09
1.82
2.93
3.11
1.65
1.95
1.92
3.12
3.14
1.43
1.78
2.80
2.56
3.52
1.89
2.00
3.25
2.17
1.56
3.20
2.30
2.15
2.68
241
1.17
1.87
2.10
2.62
3.00
2.88
1.94
1.72
2.17
2.56
2.28
1.15
131
2.47
3.33
3.36
3.94

1.68
2.46
131
2.72
3.76
3.95
3.44
2.43

Govern- Politicians

ment
officials

2.42
2.44
1.96
1.32
1.50
3.12
2.24
2.78
2.12
1.94
2.07
3.38
2.36
2.30
1.66
3.21
1.43
1.68
2.61
3.49
2.81
1.81
3.86
1.90
1.18
3.36
1.97
1.80
2.80
2.87
1.76
1.68
1.70
3.09
3.08
1.49
1.74
2.43
2.18
3.55
2.15
2.03
3.16
1.86
1.95
3.05
2.09
1.98
2.80
2.19
1.45
1.67
1.63
2.44
2.79
2.79
1.75
1.63
2.04
2.59
1.87
1.32
1.74
2.27
3.15
3.15
3.87
3.86
1.75
2.09
2.03
2.61
3.31
3.81
3.27
2.36

2.35
2.42
2.02
1.56
1.71
2.85
2.06
2.73
2.08
1.92
2.06
3.17
2.29
2.21
1.87
3.14
1.71
1.85
2.54
3.27
2.64
1.76
3.56
1.85
1.44
2.82
1.93
1.70
2.79
2.67
1.84
1.78
1.85
2.99
2.83
1.39
1.67
2.37
2.10
3.29
2.06
1.95
3.05
1.87
1.98
2.93
2.30
1.95
2.55
2.06
2.61
1.68
1.89
2.19
2.57
2.61
1.79
1.77
1.93
2.60
2.36
1.49
1.99
2.28
3.12
3.05
3.79

1.82
1.85
1.89
2.69
2.89
3.65
3.06
231

33



PERCEIVED INFLUENCES

TABLE 10: PERCEIVED INFLUENCES ON NEWS PRODUCTION (CONTINUED)

Country

Albania
Argentina
Australia
Austria
Belgium
Bhutan
Bolivia
Brazil
Bulgaria
Canada
Chile

China
Colombia
Costa Rica
Croatia
Cuba
Czech Republic
Denmark
Ecuador
Egypt

El Salvador
Estonia
Ethiopia
Finland
Germany
Hong Kong
Hungary
Iceland
India
Indonesia
Ireland
Israel

Italy
Kazakhstan
Kosovo
Latvia
Lithuania
Mexico
Moldova
Nepal
Netherlands
New Zealand
North Cyprus
North Macedonia
Norway
Pakistan
Paraguay
Peru
Philippines
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Serbia
Seychelles
Sierra Leone
Singapore
Slovakia
Slovenia
South Africa
South Korea
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Taiwan
Tanzania
Thailand
Turkey
UAE

UK

Ukraine
USA
Uzbekistan
Venezuela
Yemen
Zambia
Average

Business
people

2.18
2.33
1.96
1.61
1.53
2.44
1.97
2.72
2.01
1.74
2.14
2.64
2.47
211
1.91
2.39
1.64
1.65
2.44
3.00
2.26
1.67
2.63
1.79
1.55
2.50
1.78
1.68
2.74
2.68
1.69
1.67
1.99
2.99
2.52
1.43
1.80
2.19
1.98
3.26
1.70
1.94
2.82
1.84
1.73
2.80
2.53
1.99
2.80
2.33
2.58
1.54
1.59
2.22
2.89
2.24
1.54
1.69
2.06
3.01
2.32
1.40
1.82
2.16
3.24
2.90
3.38
2.78
211
1.76
1.95
2.48
2.39
3.60
3.18
2.23

Public

Relation-

relations ships with

2.45
2.38
2.01
2.00
1.74
3.23
2.02
2.81
2.49
2.09
2.23
2.99
271
2.25
2.19
2.69
2.05
2.14
2.81
3.32
241
2.23
2.87
1.92
1.98
2.60
1.94
1.94
3.06
2.73
1.90
2.22
2.87
3.34
2.94
2.09
2.48
2.57
2.62
2.76
2.03
2.09
291
1.98
1.82
2.78
2.67
2.65
2.77
2.86
2.89
2.55
211
231
3.17
2.24
2.24
2.18
2.06
3.31
2.29
1.54
2.14
2.44
3.56
3.05
2.70
3.40
2.33
1.74
2.09
2.95
2.66
3.68
3.42
2.50

news
sources
3.19
3.06
291
2.52
2.82
3.44
3.02
3.48
3.12
3.18
3.50
3.34
3.13
3.12
2.61
3.65
3.09
3.30
3.12
3.73
3.20
3.19
3.09
2.75
2.42
3.20
2.54
3.17
3.18
3.31
2.82
2.86
3.47
3.19
3.00
291
3.49
3.08
3.33
3.06
2.92
3.17
3.48
2.57
291
2.88
3.04
2.79
3.33
2.89
3.98
2.98
2.65
2.80
3.43
3.03
2.75
3.06
3.36
3.69
3.45
2.53
2.77
2.70
3.56
3.46
2.62
3.83
3.02
2.79
2.99
2.85
3.38
3.81
3.57
3.12

Police

2.16
1.81
2.20
1.55
1.63
3.06
1.77
2.57
1.80
1.92
2.32
2.86
2.22
1.86
1.48
2.20
1.99
1.64
2.53
3.42
2.15
1.78
2.64
1.80
1.56
3.23
1.43
2.07
2.80
2.78
1.73
1.55
2.34
2.84
1.85
1.42
1.88

2.18
2.65
2.02
2.00
2.98
1.72
1.83
2.59
2.18
2.15
2.47
1.90
1.39
1.88
1.40
2.13
2.87
2.25
1.59
151
2.47
2.43
2.18
1.72
1.56
2.01
3.02
2.90
3.15

1.66
1.92
1.95
2.26
2.55
3.75
2.93
2.18

Issue  Scientists Religious

advocacy
groups

1.82
1.99
2.14
2.02
1.99
2.95
1.80
2.93
1.82
2.29
2.08
2.32
2.22
1.96
1.88
2.05
1.91
1.86
2.33
2.93
2.09
1.67
2.36
1.74
1.99
2.69
1.90
1.86
2.82
2.56
2.05
1.71
2.14
2.90
1.80
1.70
2.03
2.18
2.76
2.56
2.02
2.25
2.99
2.02
2.07
2.48
1.95
1.87
3.07
2.19
1.53
1.96
1.63
2.19
3.09
211
1.99
2.08
2.79
2.67
2.25
1.66
2.03
2.00
3.27
2.83
2.53
2.65
2.20
2.36
1.84
231
2.61
3.75
3.43
2.26

or health
experts

2.44
2.83

2.55
3.01

3.35
2.98
2.94
3.11
3.00

2.61
2.59
2.70
2.92
2.46

3.20

2.45
2.35
2.67

2.23
2.02
2.39
291
3.11
2.57

2.95
2.99
1.77
241
2.64

2.74
3.21
2.34
3.01
3.05
2.57
2.44
241
1.35
2.65
3.58
2.32
2.19
2.62
2.35
2.42
3.06
2.79
2.49
2.70
3.20
2.77
2.62
2.16

2.06
3.32
2.85
2.14
3.30
2.70
251
2.80
2.36

3.84
3.31
2.69

groups
and insti-
tutions
1.51

1.68

1.58

1.34

1.59
2.24
1.52

1.74

1.93
1.85
1.49
1.86
1.41

2.20
1.74

2.58
1.45

1.82
1.42

2.66
2.94
1.37
1.50

2.79
1.28
1.21
1.62
1.69
1.82
2.17
1.44
1.48
2.17
1.68

2.84
2.07
1.93
2,51
1.84
1.60
1.87
1.39
1.75
2.98
1.88
1.64
1.38

2.26
1.24
1.75

3.10
2.88
2.59
1.48
1.62
1.56
2.18
2.26
3.73
3.32
1.94

Military Paramilita- Organized

1.30
1.37

1.25

1.48
1.97
1.38

1.78

2.15
1.28
1.19
2.20
1.46

2.28

1.96

291
1.47

1.92
1.25

2.59
2.58

1.66

2.70
1.15
1.19
1.79
1.82
1.73
2.23

2.93

3.23
1.65
1.71
2.38
1.66
1.29
1.74
1.25
1.67
2.47
1.80
1.32
1.28

1.91

1.56

2.82
2.86

3.28
1.39
2.18
2.59
3.72
2.15
1.94

ry groups,
militias
etc.

1.26

1.24

111

1.76

1.37

1.98
1.20
1.18
1.55

2.13
1.76

2.77
1.17

1.74
1.20

251

2.69
1.07
1.09
1.19
1.57
1.63
1.47

2.94
1.58
1.56
2.08
1.68
1.22
1.45
111
1.35
2.37
1.46
1.13
1.10

1.71

1.33

2.63
2.89

2.49
1.10
2.21
2.39
3.74
1.98
1.74

crime and
criminal
groups
1.62

1.38

1.16

1.83
1.34

1.54

2.00
1.79
1.23
1.41
1.19

2.35
1.94

2.46
1.15

1.75
1.14

2.35

2.57
1.16
1.08
1.08
2.27
1.67
2.16
1.35

2.16
1.50

2.70
1.97
1.55
2.17
1.61
1.23
1.40
1.22
1.33
2.17
1.40
1.09
1.12

1.63
1.13
1.30

2.60
2.94
2.27

1.24
1.17
2.21
2.45
3.69
1.87
1.74

Terrorist
groups

1.29
1.16

1.13

1.62
1.18

1.86
1.29
1.11
1.38

2.15
1.72

2.29
1.10

1.66
1.14

2.18

2.73
1.12
1.05
1.03
131
1.60
1.60
1.15

1.92

2.72
1.67
1.46
2.00
1.60
1.47
1.32
1.08
1.22
2.16
1.32
1.07
1.04

1.57

1.20

2.55
2.86

1.29
1.07
2.21
2.02
3.61
1.23
1.61

Mean scores. Question: “Here is a list of potential sources of influence. Please tell me how much influence each of the following has on your work as a journalist.”
(Scale: 5 = Extremely influential; 4 = Very influential; 3 = Moderately influential; 2 = Slightly influential; 1 = Not at all influential.)
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