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Abstract:
[bookmark: _Hlk45228286]This article describes and discusses how normative journalistic roles are formulated across Europe. The material was obtained from the 2012–2016 wave of the Worlds of Journalism Study. The originality of this study is that we do not confront journalists with ready-made statements, but we analyze thousands of open-ended responses in which respondents express, in their own words, what are the most important journalistic roles in their society. Responses of more than 10,200 journalists from 27 European countries yielded 12,860 references. Results show that the most often mentioned roles refer to the domain of political life, especially the informational-instructive and the critical-monitorial functions – a result that is similar for all 27 countries analyzed. Beyond this shared global vision, it is however possible to point out some national specificities, keeping in mind that even if the core of the normative roles remains somewhat universal, a detailed comparison of those roles in their cultural context allows us to grasp some differences in their hierarchy and their meaning.
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Informally, on social networks or in the many discussions in which they take part, or officially, including through professional unions and journalist federations, media professionals, as well as those around them, almost systematically refer to the roles that journalists play in society. Debates on the roles of journalists form a kind of discursive field, with a center – the roles that are perceived as most legitimate - and a periphery, including the emerging and minor roles, within which visions of journalism are discussed, confronted and sometimes opposed (Carlson 2016; Hanitzsch and Vos 2017). “As structures of meaning, [journalistic roles] set the parameters of what is appropriate and desirable in the institutional context of journalism. Journalistic roles are never static; they are subject to discursive (re)creation, (re)interpretation, appropriation, and contestation” (Hanitzsch et al. 2019: 162). This is even more important in a time when journalism’s social legitimacy, as well as traditional journalistic epistemologies (Ward 2018) is existentially questioned in a number of contexts. Outside this climate of reconsideration, there has always been a lack of consensus about the very definition of journalism, leading some researchers to consider it in its broadest form: Journalism is simultaneously a “set of beliefs, forms, and practices” (Vos 2018: 9) involved in the search, the production and the dissemination of news and discussion. Whether it is studied as a profession, an industry, a labor market, a field, an institution or a (discursive) practice, journalism has long proven to have quite flexible boundaries, able to adapt to the technological, economic, and social evolutions that surround it (Ruellan, 2007; Carlson and Lewis 2015). We might expect, in this perspective, that the catalogue of journalistic roles changes over time and encompasses a large variety of orientations. 

The historiography of journalistic roles refers to some of the founding authors of Information and Communication Sciences. The very schematic distinction between the “neutral” and “participatory” stance (Cohen 1963) has given way to more complex approaches, such as those of David Weaver and Cleve Wilhoit (1986, 1996), who draw from their large comparative investigations the disseminator, interpreter, adversarial, and populist mobiliser roles.

Much of journalism scholarship grasps journalistic roles through standardized survey measures. When based on an adequate methodological framework (Hantrais 1999), these studies have proven to be useful in a number of comparative studies (e.g., Donsbach and Patterson 2004; Hanitzsch et al. 2011). But one could fear that these standardized measures may insufficiently account for the variety of journalistic roles. In addition to the issue of evolution of roles over time, it is also the question of their cultural determinants that arises, and that pre-formulated questions could perhaps partially overlook.

Through a content analysis of qualitative interview responses of 10,221 journalists from 27 European countries[footnoteRef:1], this article looks specifically at the European journalistic space. How journalists express the professional roles they consider most important is one of the many ways in which fragments of journalistic cultures are expressed. As stated by Hanitzsch (2007: 371), “the first constituent of journalism culture is prescriptive and refers to the institutional roles of journalism in society, both in terms of its normative responsibilities and its functional contribution to society”. This study does not aim to pronounce on the existence of a possible common European journalistic culture. Such an undertaking requires much broader research material, as shown by the studies comparing media systems (Hallin and Mancini 2004; Tomanic et al. 2013; Trappel et al. 2015) and/or journalists (Fröhlich et al. 2003; Sanders et al. 2008; Örnebring 2009) on the basis of a “European” problematization, which is moreover complex to define.  [1:  Albania, Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Moldavia, The Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Romania, Serbia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom.] 


Concerning journalistic roles, scientific literature has, since the last third of the 20th century, oscillated between the highlighting of features transcending the traditional borders separating journalists, and the inevitable need to replace each unit of analysis, usually a country, in its own context, making it possible to explain certain particularities in the conception of journalistic roles, practices or values. This coexistence is at the heart of our research topic: on the one hand, a globally consensual and shared vision of the main journalistic roles, and, on the other hand, the possibility of glimpsing nuances within certain subsets to be defined.
Drawing on the method and results of a first study of journalistic roles on a worldwide scale (Author), our aim is, therefore, to portray the spectrum of normative roles at a European level and to asses to what extent it differs from a worldwide vision of the main functions of journalism. The originality of this study over similar undertakings in the past is that we did not confront journalists with ready-made statements. We opted for an exploration of the language material used by journalists in order to construct, from their own words, an empirical repertoire of normative roles.

The normative roles: shaping the ideal vision of journalism
According to Christians et al. (2009: 119), a role has a “dual aspect, consisting of empirical elements and evaluative dimensions”. The first comprises the daily tasks that each journalist carries out, while the second “is understood in terms of the purpose or ends to be served and the relative value or importance attached to them”. Through a continuous socialization process (during their training, in their practice, with colleagues, sources, and audiences), journalists develop “specific idealized expectations about work and news organizations, which remain a pervasive standard against which daily practices are compared” (Hanitzsch et al. 2019: 29; Mellado et al. 2013). Roles are thus both socially and culturally built. In this respect, normative roles express a kind of ideal picture of journalists’ action in a society. By representing “what journalists should do” (Vos and Wolfgang 2018: 765), they crystallize a set of principles, rules, and standards that are partly intuitively understood by journalists as a professional group, and partly translated into official texts (Cialdini and Trost 1998). Scholars distinguish normative roles from similar concepts, such as cognitive roles (what journalists want to do), performed roles (what they actually do) or narrated role performance (what they say they do) (Tandoc et al. 2012; Hanitzsch et al. 2019).

	Hanitzsch and Vos (2017) argue that journalistic roles are discursively constituted. They have no true “essence” and exist because and as actors involved in the journalistic field talk about them. Existing as part of a wider framework of meaning – of a discourse – roles of journalists set the parameters of what is desirable in the institutional context of journalism. Here, journalistic roles represent and articulate discursive positions that compete in a relational structure – the discursive field. This field is the site where journalistic actors struggle over discursive authority in conversations about the meaning of journalism in society. In this respect, it is worth analyzing roles with the linguistic material that journalists use. The normative roles of journalists are subject to an ongoing negotiation, involving media professionals and interlocutors from other social fields who have a stake in journalism. The context-sensitive nature of these norms explains why some journalistic roles are socially desirable in some contexts more than in others. Given that most studies on journalistic roles were conducted in the Western world, the political background to which they refer is that of democratic regimes, to such an extent that it sometimes seems to be taken for granted that journalism and democracy are inseparable – for some time now, this central role of democracy in journalism scholarship has been criticized and called into question (Zelizer, 2013). 

The western tradition of studying journalists’ normative roles grounds in a view prominently articulated in the 1947 report of the U.S. Commission on Freedom of the Press, soon followed by the Royal Commission on the Press in the United Kingdom (1949), according to which democracy depends on a free flow of information and a diversity of viewpoints. Christians et al. (2009: 139-218) distinguish between four major normative role orientations that organize the journalistic labor: in the monitorial role, the news media ensure the provision of information to the public. They intervene “between events and sources on the one hand and individual members of the public on the other”; in the facilitative role, the news media “support and strengthen participation in civil society outside the state and the market”; the radical role of journalists leads them to “challenge the injustices perpetrated by hegemonic alliances, to propose a new order and support movements opposing these injustices”; finally, the collaborative role encompasses an acknowledgment of the state’s interest and asks journalists to support authorities in different ways, among others in times of national emergency. Other influential authors, such as Weaver and Wilhoit (1986, 1996), have identified four major roles of journalists that partly match Christians et al. classification: the disseminator, the interpreter, the adversary and the populist mobiliser. Researchers have applied this classification to a variety of studies of journalists in the United States and beyond. Based on a comparative study of working journalists Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Sweden, and the U.S., Donsbach and Patterson (2004) found journalists views on their roles to map onto a set of two underlying theoretical dimensions, the distinction into passive versus active roles, and into neutral versus advocate roles.

The Worlds of Journalism Study, capitalizing on surveys simultaneously conducted in 21 countries (Hanitzsch et al., 2011), found journalists’ involvement in social and political matters to be a major driver of differences in journalistic cultures. In an attempt to map these cross-national differences on a conceptual grid, Hanitzsch (2007) identified three basic dimensions of journalistic roles: interventionism (the extent to which journalists pursue a particular mission and promote certain values), power distance (journalists’ position towards loci of power), and market orientation (addressing audiences as citizens vs. consumers).
Regarding the European landscape, Hanitzsch (2018: 49) notes that “comparative research yielded rather inconclusive results” (see also Hanitzsch and Donsbach 2012: 266). While some studies (Preston 2009; Statham 2008) found that journalism across Europe produces a relatively common transnational experience, others, for their part, did not find “much ground to assume that a European public sphere would emerge out of national journalistic cultures” (Heikkilä and Kunelius 2006: 63, cited in Hanitzsch 2018: 49; see also Örnebring 2009 for the same kind of conclusion). 

For this study, we use the classification of journalistic roles proposed by Hanitzsch and Vos (2018), which tries to embrace not only the political roles of journalism, but also the often less discussed roles belonging to the everyday life. In the political domain, they identify 18 roles that express six basic functions of journalism:
· The informational-instructive function emphasizes an understanding of journalism as an exercise of information transmission, information (re-)packaging, and storytelling.
· The analytical-deliberative dimension stresses the need for a journalistic intervention in public discourse, the empowerment of citizens, and political mobilization.
· The critical-monitorial function calls on journalists to act as “Fourth Estate,” holding powers to account and, in so doing, creating a critically minded citizenry.
· The advocative-radical function obliges journalists to take a participant stance in political life, as adversaries of the powerful or as advocates of particular values, causes to defend or groups. 
· The developmental-educative dimension calls on journalists to make an intervention in the real world, by actively contributing to public education, social change, and social harmony.
· The collaborative-facilitative function emphasizes journalist-government partnership for the sake of national development or collective harmony.

Hanitzsch and Vos (2018) then suggest another set of journalistic roles serving the public’s needs in the domain of everyday life. Until recently, other areas of journalism, such as service, entertainment, sport, advice, lifestyle, and soft news, have been neglected both in professional and in scholarly discourse despite their very importance in terms of news items produced, employment, and cultural impact on audiences (Hanusch 2019). Journalism’s contribution to everyday life matters falls onto three spaces: consumption, identity, and emotion. In these three areas, a journalist can act as guide, inspiratory, marketer, service provider, life coach or mood manager.

Data and methodology

The second wave of the Worlds of Journalism Study questionnaire includes an open question. This asks journalists to state, in their own words, what should be the three most important roles of journalists in their country. One of the most significant issues in the WJS survey was setting the boundaries of the population (Lauerer and Hanitzsch 2019). The survey focuses on professional journalists, defined as a person who earns at least 50 percent of his or her income from paid labor for news media, and is involved in producing and editing journalistic content as well as in editorial supervision and coordination. Journalists from all kinds of media were included in the selection process, no matter their editorial line (“quality”- tabloid, local-national, generalist-specialized). The framing of the population allows for a certain openness in the definition of who is considered a journalist, although other perspectives that are more inclusive and justified by recent evolutions in the field, could also have been chosen. In all, 10,221 people responded, coming from 27 European countries that were part of the study.
An index going though each of the roles cited, line by line, enabled us to isolate 22,943 answers available for analysis, an average of 2.24 roles per respondent. The questionnaires were administered between 2012 and 2016, a time when many European countries were severely impacted by the economic crisis, but also a time when many technological developments, such as social media or computational journalism, were still embryonic compared with what can be observed nowadays. Other major challenges for the journalistic field, such as disinformation (and the growing role of fact-checking initiatives), threats to journalists’ safety and mistrust of the media, were also globally less discussed in the early 2010s. Sensitivity to temporal context remains little studied because it is rare to apply the same research design to the same object in different times. Many normative roles are rooted in a long-established representation of journalism’s place in society. That being said, given the rapid evolution of the journalistic field, the same research would have potentially delivered other results if carried out in 2020, and the analysis has to be put in the context of the early 2010s.  

Considering space limitations and the willingness to assess to what extent European journalists develop similar normative perceptions of their profession, we chose to only focus on the five most cited roles, which together represent 12,860 answers (56.1% of the data). For each of the 27 countries, this “Top 5” covers more than half of the answers. Previous research at a worldwide scale (Author) has shown a high concentration around a small number of roles, while the majority of the journalistic roles do not represent more than 5% of the corpus. A similar distribution of the data exists for the 27 countries investigated. 

Before the selection of the most cited roles, the corpus had to undergo extensive cleaning to eliminate from analysis the following: answers referring to values (being honest, fair; being impartial; being neutral; being transparent, moral, and ethical, etc.), professional qualities (accuracy, being timely, flexibility, and curiosity, etc.) or journalistic skills (writing fast; writing well; listening to your audience, being flexible, asking the burning questions, etc.). We consider these three types of answers to be distinct from roles as defined above. Other answers were eliminated because of translation problems and yet more, because of their vagueness or ambiguity. Most often, these answers express very general statements about the practice and the health of journalism, or mix different roles without hierarchizing them.

Each principal investigator translated the answers into English. This enabled us to analyze the data through a common linguistic base. In so far as the level of competency in English and the translation methods were not identical, this standardization inevitable results in a loss of some specificities and subtleties belonging to the dozens of languages used in the administration of the questionnaires. This obviously has an effect when attributing meaning to an answer. To try to counter this as best as possible, all basically equivocal or unclear translations were assessed using the means available, i.e. the context (cultural, political, and journalistic) in which the problematic expression was set and the personal knowledge of the network’s researchers. 

The method used to analyze a corpus of such size, and such linguistic and syntaxial heterogeneity, has raised numerous questions. The aim of this analysis is to immerse ourselves as much as possible in the textual material used by the journalists to 1) list the expressions and terms most often used 2) inductively group coding units that seem to express similar ideas or actions and 3) suggest a definition of sets of grouped coding units. This definition is based on the progressive evolution of indigenous language towards a more abstractive language (Demazière and Dubar 1997: 58 et sq.) by comparing the corpus to the scientific literature mentioned earlier. 

To fulfil these objectives, we have opted for an analysis based on the phenomenological comprehension of the corpus and on certain qualitative content analysis principles understood as “a significant and discursive approach to reformulation, explanation, and theorization of a statement, an experience or a phenomenon” (Paillé 2007: 413). The phenomenological approach of immersion, lasting several weeks, fulfils two objectives: to truly absorb the entire corpus (some 70,000 answers before cleaning the database) and to enable the researcher to develop initial general observations through “an authentic description exercise” of the corpus (Paillé and Mucchielli 2003: 148). In line with the textual analysis method perfected by van Dijk (1977), this focuses on the semantic notion of the proposition, “which may be roughly defined as the conceptual meaning structure” of words, sentences, paragraphs or whole discourses (van Dijk 1993: 112). These propositions are here understood in a pre-established framework; the person expressing them does so through the intermediary of a very clear question, to which he knows his answer is desired, while those examining them see them primarily as an attempt to answer the question (and nothing more than that). So the framework for the respondent’s expression is as guided as the researcher’s analysis framework, despite the freedom each respondent has to digress at will since the question was “open”. This contract linking, in theory, a question and an answer, tends to standardize the type of content gathered but evidently does not do away with the epistemological question at the heart of the qualitative approach, which is to extract the practical meaning indicated by those involved (Denzin and Lincoln 1994: 2). The qualitative and phenomenological approach used here does not pretend to answer this question; it confines itself to a textual analysis of the content and its gradual reformulation through successive stages of comparison and grouping into more abstract categories.

The coding unit can range from a single verb to a whole sentence, the selection criteria for classification being its ability to express a concept or an action. The textual analysis approach recommends the meticulous description of raw data in order to postpone interpretation work until the end of the analysis (Angermüller 2010: 231). Over the three, aforementioned stages, it inductively produces a dictionary listing the terms and expressions through which a role is expressed. The creation of the dictionaries is entirely based on the available corpus and requires frequent back-and-forthing between the textual material and the most abstract categories (the roles), in order to make sure that each entry in the dictionary has two essential, methodological characteristics: its exclusiveness (an entry cannot be coded in two different places) and its reproducibility (another researcher would carry out the same coding action) (Mayring 2014: 111). The need for interaction between the corpus and the literature via the dictionaries falls into line with the Grounded Theory and the “continuous interplay between analysis and data collection” it recommends (Strauss and Corbin 1994: 273); the results of the analysis remain, at all times, rooted in the base material and are open to a reflexive dialogue throughout the data processing. This principle is found notably in inter-coder reliability (Mayring 2014: 42), which was applied throughout the period of immersion and of data coding.

[bookmark: _GoBack]The task of gradual classification does not pretend to be immune to all divergent interpretation. Despite the iterations and the toing-and-froing between the definitions of roles and the coding units, the suggested classification may, evidently, be subject to debate. Because of the significant volume of manually-processed data, the analysis of textual material does not refer back to the question of the identity of the respondent, or to that of the context in which they operate as a journalist. However, words, clauses, and other textual expressions “may imply concepts or propositions which may be inferred on the basis of background knowledge” (van Dijk 1993: 114). The job, age, nationality or type of media in which the journalist works are so many aspects contextualizing the meaning he or she may have wanted to give to their remarks.  This meaning may differ from the role under which their answer was classified (Angermüller (2010: 234). 
 

Results and findings


1. The predominance of the informational-instructive and the critical-monitorial roles

In total, the 12,860 answers processed are distributed into 23 roles. Table No.1 displays their distribution. It shows that there exists a high concentration around a small number of key roles, to be put into perspective against 18 roles worth less than 5% of the total. The five major roles are the following: informer (34.5% of the corpus), watchdog (10.2%), educator (10.1%), investigator (6.7%), and monitor (6.3%). It is important to note that the first three roles attracted more than 30% of the entire corpus and more than half of the five most cited roles (7,057 answers). These results show that, despite the geographic diversity of the corpus, and despite the fact that respondents work in different types of media and hold different positions, the representation of normative roles is dominated by a small number of key roles.


Insert table 1 here


The definitions below are based on the corpus of the Worlds of Journalism Study and on prior, scientific contributions (Author; Hanitzsch and Vos, 2018). The informer role refers to the expression of an almost ontological mission of the journalist: making the public aware of (new) facts. While this role appears almost self-evident, even a truism, in manuals or official texts defining the profession, it is mentioned more than 4,400 times and thus establishes itself as, by far, the preeminent role across the corpus. It is expressed, according to a relatively homogenous dictionary, via a brief textual formality: bring news/facts/information, inform, informer, keep people informed, producing news. 
The second role most often cited, watchdog, picked up 1,316 times, covers a much greater variety of textual expressions, which reflect an active surveillance of the authorities in power. Here we find, notably, the following formulations: call power to account, being a corrective force, be the guardian of democracy/freedom of speech, question the power, be the fourth estate, and, obviously, the term watchdog, representing, on its own or as part of an expression, 50% of the dictionary. The role monitor (n°5) makes a reference to the same activity of controlling the authorities and the elite, but in a more passive way. In this role, journalists should keep power/authorities/rulers in check/at distance, or shed light on, and hold a mirror to them.
The investigator (n°4) role belongs to the same family of roles as the watchdog and the monitor. It refers to the practice of investigation and research, one of the journalistic genres most often legitimized and valued in the professional practices and in the discursive dimension of journalism. Although many journalists rarely or never carry out an investigation in their average workday, this role manifestly forms part of their priorities in a normative perspective. It comes through in a wide range of terms expressing a proactive task of researching or inquiring into information: chase, delve, dig (up), discover, ferret out the truth, inquest, inquire, etc. 
As for the role of educator (n° 3 – 1,303 times), it identified all manners in which journalists express an educational or collective instruction function, with varying degrees of political emphasis in the terms chosen. Political leaning is evident in hundreds of occurrences affirming that one of the main roles of journalists is to prepare audiences to take political/informed decisions or prepare audiences to vote. This role is also expressed in a more general way: to increase knowledge, instruct, make people smarter/wiser, to teach people. 

Beyond these first five roles, which form the epicenter of the European map of normative roles, all other roles are below the 5% threshold. For reasons of space, we will not detail them all here (see Author). However, two elements can be pointed out: 
First, the overwhelming majority of the corpus focuses on roles rooted in a socio-political understanding of journalism, largely confirming what many other studies observe about the normative roles of journalism. Among the 23 roles listed in the corpus, only the entertainer (n° 7 - 4.7%) belongs to the family of roles pertaining to the domain of everyday life. Terms such as amuse, distract, entertain(er), give pleasure, provide entertainment, and relax the people/audience/public reveal the possibility of roles associated with treating hard news and soft news, which creates more room for the notions of pleasure and relaxation, coexisting in a normative approach. This rarity cannot be explained by the fact that we focus on the five most frequently mentioned roles: Even if we consider all of the roles mentioned, those that belong to this family represent almost nothing.
 
Secondly, European journalists seem to structure most of their normative vision around two main families of roles: the informational-instructive roles and the critical-monitorial ones. The informational-instructive roles (informer, explanator reporter, disseminator, mirror, gatekeeper, storyteller, contextualizer) come first and represent 44.6% of the corpus. As previously said, they are driven by the primacy of the informer role. This first category is followed by the critical-minotorial roles (watchdog, investigator, monitor, detective, revealer, verifier, critic), which together represent 34.7% of the corpus. Together, these two families therefore account for 79.3% of the total of the most frequently mentioned roles. Beyond this undisputed hierarchy, the other families of roles defined by Hanitzsch and Vos appear in the following order: 9.5% of the roles belong to the developmental-educative family (educator, change agent), 4.3% are analytical-deliberative roles (analyst, debater, opinion guide), 4.1% concern the daily life (entertainer), and 0.9% of the roles fall into the category of advocative-radical roles (missionary, advocate). Roles belonging to the collaborative-facilitative category practically don’t exist in European journalists’ views of their roles. 

The two principal categories of roles shape a kind of normative framework that turns out to be identical for the 27 countries analyzed, despite the differences that may characterize their journalistic cultures and, more broadly, their societies. Whatever the country considered, the informational-instructive and critical-monitorial duo constitutes the (great) majority of roles. Only the proportions in which these families are represented vary, as well as the types of roles cited, but never the overall coloration. 

When looking at the 44% of roles escaping the analysis (since they are not in the national Top 5), a new cohort of minor roles, systematically representing less than 5% of the whole corpus (22,943 answers), appears. In this broader view, certain roles related to daily life become visible (adviser, inspiration role), as well as those related to the economic functions of journalism (marketer), but at a level so low as to be neglectable. The global picture does not modify the prevalence of the above-mentioned families, or the global balance between the different families. It is worth noting that even when considering the 22,943 answers, the collaborative-facilitative roles remain invisible. Outside Europe, these roles gain some attention, especially in hybrid or non-democratic political systems. Normative conceptions of European journalists remain impervious to this family.

2. Beyond the family resemblance: comparing national visions of roles

As stated above, the aim of this article is not to try to explain, for each of the 27 countries, why such and such roles appear, nor why such country might differ from another one. Such an undertaking is beyond the scope of this research. It requires an examination of the different factors that may have influenced respondents’ thinking about journalistic roles in the country where they work. A detailed knowledge of the media systems and the characteristics of journalistic cultures would also be essential for each of the countries studied (Hanitzsch and Donsbach 2012), among other things because our findings should also acknowledge for “within-nation differences” (Hantrais 1999: 98) before trying to explain cross-national similarities or differences.

Nonetheless, it is worth looking for some connections in the distribution of roles, and to ask whether certain similarities appear beyond those offered by the global vision stated above. Following this intention, a comparative analysis of the results makes it possible to distinguish between three groups of countries.
First, we were able to identify the countries whose rankings reveal a majority of roles belonging to the critical-monitorial family. Six countries, just over one-fifth of the database, belong to this group: Austria comes first, with 61.8% of critical-monitorial roles. Next come Denmark (61.7%), Cyprus (60.6%), Sweden (58%), Norway (54.9%), and Greece (50.3%). Apart from Cyprus and Greece, two countries that share a number of common features, the Scandinavian countries are particularly present in this group. It should be noted that the Scandinavian countries share another similarity, that is the almost systematic inclusion of the educator role in the Top 5 (only Finland is an exception). Further down in the ranking, Spain excepted, all the countries with more than a third of critical-monitoring roles belong to the Anglo-Saxon world: Iceland, The Netherlands, Great Britain, Ireland and Finland.
The second group is made up of countries that are mainly structured around informational-instructive roles. Ten countries belong to this category, the largest of the corpus. In descending order, they are Switzerland (71.3%), Belgium (69.3%), France (66.1%), Albania (63.1%), Romania (62.9%), Italy (57.7%), Estonia (57.7%), the Czech Republic (56.9%), Serbia (54.8%), and Lithuania (51.1%). The distribution of this group is more marked in Latin Europe, with the three countries belonging to the French-speaking area of Europe leading the way (Switzerland, Belgium, and France). While the first group did not include any countries from Eastern Europe, this second group now includes some of them.

The third and last group that we can identify on a comparative basis includes five countries with a more hybrid, or alternative normative vision, that is to say not belonging to the first two groups, and including at least two roles of the four least visible families in the overall ranking (developmental-educative, analytical-deliberative, advocative-radical, and roles in the domain of everyday life). These are Hungary, Moldova, Germany, Croatia, and Poland. In addition to their bigger role diversity, what they have in common is that they all place the developmental-educative family (educator, change agent) in second place in terms of importance. These countries sometimes promote roles that are also more visible outside Europe, such as the missionary or the change agent, mostly unmet in the two first groups. The change agent advocates for social change and drives political and social reform, while the missionary promote particular ideals, values, and ideologies out of personal motivation, rather than acting on behalf of others (as do the people’s voice and the advocate) (Author).

These observations have no explanatory claim. It is only an attempt to compare and group together certain countries that share a relatively close approach to normative journalistic roles. Some results potentially echo what journalism research has already been able to highlight: For instance, the definitions of critical-monitorial roles mostly refer to the American (and more broadly, to the Anglo-Saxon) conceptualization of journalism, which put the emphasis on the investigation and the active role of the journalists towards the authorities and the powerful. Despite the necessity for carefully evaluate the influence of this process into a determined context (Broersma 2019), previous research has shown that the influence of this model, expressed by the critical-monitorial roles, has been weaker in Latin countries such as France (Chalaby 1996), and probably more adopted in Anglo-Saxon cultures. The relative weakness of this family of roles in Latin countries and in the southern part of Europe seems to confirm that some categories of roles can be more or less pronounced according to the cultural context. The chronological context of the survey can also explain, to some extent, certain trends. Greece and Spain, for instance, were struggling with the profound consequences of the sovereign debt crisis when the survey was conducted. We can hypothesize that this atmosphere of high socioeconomic and political tensions, namely towards the authorities, can partially explain the importance of the critical-monitorial roles. This consideration attests that it is necessary to understand how, in a specific context, these normative roles acquire meaning in both journalists and audiences’ eyes, as already proposed by Eldridge and Steel (2016).

Conclusion 


The roles stated by European journalists show to what extent their vision of what journalism should be remains tied to their contribution to the functioning of democratic regimes. The fact that our sample only includes democratic regimes (“full” or “flawed”, if we follow The Economist’s Democracy Index), does not alone explain this domination because this normative “Western” vision is ingrained in journalists from all corners of the earth to some extent. This strong influence of a political, even politicized, vision of the profession is probably not only the result of a normative legacy that has survived through the decades without, apparently, undergoing any major upheaval. In many European countries, it could be hypothesized that political and/or economic crises tend to prove to journalists that their traditional normative representations still make sense in relation to the news they regularly cover. Perhaps the crises that journalism itself is going through (Alexander et al. 2016) favor the maintenance, or even the strengthening, of this normative identity.
Beyond the European context, this study also reveals the large extent to which the most often mentioned roles in the European space are similar at a worldwide level (Author): the informer role is, by far, the most important role in the world ranking, followed by the watchdog, the educator, the reporter, and the investigator roles, four of them belonging to the informational-instructive and the critical-monitorial categories. This parallelism confirms that the global vision of the normative hierarchy remains largely shared not only in Europe, but all over the world. 

Despite its size, this database and its dictionaries also reveal as many inescapable presences (the affirmation of the political dimension of journalism) as long-established absences: the commercial, utilitarian, and service, even emotional dimensions of journalism continue to be largely avoided despite the profound financial and morphological mutations currently under way in numerous journalistic markets (Nielsen 2016).
Using the linguistic material of the journalists themselves seems to offer a better opportunity to delve into this complex interplay between presences and absences. From the point of view of comparative research, this study provides confirmation of the solidity of the main normative orientations of journalism. The analytical framework, sifting through more than 20,000 open-ended responses, largely confirms the results of previous, closed-ended studies, but also opens up avenues for exploring minority roles. These “small” normative roles seem to be overwhelmed by the Western liberal and democratic vision of the institution of journalism, which is expressed by the informational-instructive and the critical-monitorial categories. But we could also consider things differently and question the context of their emergence, as well as, from a discursive point of view, their articulation with the most frequently cited roles. Following the theoretical approach envisioning journalism as a discursively constituted institution, it is worth asking if these minor roles - or every possible emerging role - are articulated in opposition, complementarity or in line with the dominant vision of normative roles. The opening towards a greater diversity questions the dialectic between these discursively constituted roles: in their own discourses, how do journalists deal with roles that are sometimes very different and even somewhat contradictory? To what extent can their normative vision allow itself to not be coherent and harmonious, but on the contrary, paradoxical? These questions arise in the midst of particularly uncertain times for journalism as an institution. 
In this context, this study also argues for exploring the influence of normative conceptions of journalistic roles at the margins and beyond the field of journalism, here studied through a relatively conventional prism. Economic, social, and technological disruptions have become occasions for new (discursive) debates on the boundaries of journalism. It would be necessary to delve deeper into role conceptions of workers who are more distant from the identity epicenter of traditional news media outlets: semi-professional or amateur journalists, content producers on social networks or YouTube-type platforms, entrepreneurial journalists, and start-ups active in the journalistic field in the broadest sense. The way in which these actors position themselves questions the relevance of normative roles beyond the usually studied scope, and their capacity to serve as a (normative) reference in the more hybrid margins of the field.

Finally, the choice of the unit of analysis remains at the heart of long-debated issues in comparative research (Esser and Hanitzsch, 2012). The unit of analysis used here, nation-states, cannot claim to encompass all the fractures and common features of European journalistic cultures. Some divides may be found at more grained levels (within a country, for example), while certain groups of countries, as sketched above, seem to share more pronounced normative conceptions. Historical, political, linguistic, and cultural distinctions in the European space go far beyond the current mapping of Europe’s nation-states, just as media systems and journalistic cultures are not solely the product of national history and features. 
These two perspectives - studying those at the margins of the journalistic field and developing frameworks of analysis that complement the view offered by the prism of states - ultimately invite comparative research to invest more in the explanatory analysis of normative roles and, more broadly, the way in which they contribute to the shaping of journalistic cultures. These approaches call for multiple levels of analysis (Donsbach 2010) and require a detailed expertise of the contexts. They undoubtedly make it possible to better define the extent to which the universal dimension of certain families of roles is interwoven in a given space, and to what extent this interweaving fit into practices and routines - at the individual level, and in mechanisms of regulation of the profession, at a more collective and systemic level. 
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Table 1: Normative journalistic roles mentioned by European journalists (N=10,221)

	Role
	Type of role
	N
	% of overall corpus

	Informer
	Informational-instructive
	4438
	34.5

	Watchdog
	Critical-monitorial
	1316
	10.2

	Educator
	Developmental-educative
	1303
	10.1

	Investigator
	Critical-monitorial
	863
	6.7

	Monitor
	Critical-monitorial
	806
	6.3

	Detective
	Critical-monitorial
	623
	4.8

	Entertainer
	Everyday life
	599
	4.7

	Revealer
	Critical-monitorial
	530
	4.1

	Analyst
	Analytical-deliberative
	479
	3.7

	Explanator
	Informational-instructive
	293
	2.3

	Reporter
	Informational-instructive
	266
	2.1

	Disseminator
	Informational-instructive
	244
	1.9

	Mirror
	Informational-instructive
	194
	1.5

	Verifier
	Critical-monitorial
	171
	1.3

	Critic
	Critical-monitorial
	153
	1.2

	Gatekeeper
	Informational-instructive
	151
	1.2

	Missionary
	Advocative-radical
	102
	0.8

	Storyteller
	Informational-instructive
	87
	0.7

	Opinion guide
	Analytical-deliberative
	74
	0.6

	Contextualizer
	Informational-instructive
	65
	0.5

	Debater
	Analytical-deliberative
	59
	0.5

	Change agent
	Developmental-educative
	34
	0.3

	Advocate
	Advocative-radical
	10
	0.1






