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1. Introduction 

 

People living in a knowledge society and democracy require scientific information 

to make informed and personal decisions (Dernbach, 2012). No wonder, then, that topics 

in the field of science have become increasingly popular in recent decades (ibid.; 

Eurobarometer, 2021). After all, people obtain a large part of their knowledge from mass 

media (ibid.). Likewise, the relevance of science seems to be reflected not only in mass 

media, but also in people's everyday lives. This is also visible in the Eurobarometer, 

which shows that science and technology have been of great concern to people in recent 

years (Eurobarometer 2019; Eurobarometer 2020; Eurobarometer 2021).  

Particularly since the outbrake of Covid-19, interest in science has intensified as 

the virus and measures to contain it dominate everyday life (Czypionka et al., 2020). This 

intensified interest in science leads to problems especially in communicating the health 

aspects of Covid-19, because scientific research takes time (Dernbach, 2012) and science 

increases the complexity of the world through further findings. Journalists, in turn, try to 

reduce the complexity by selecting news based on news values (Schulz, 1990) and by 

making the content accessible to recipients (Dernbach, 2012). Thus, during Covid-19, 

scientists in particular take on a special role as experts in media to meet people's increased 

demand for health-related and reliable information (Loss, et al., 2021). Through their role 

as media experts, scientific experts come into more contact with the media during the 

Covid-19 pandemic than ever before (ibid.; Wormer, 2020) and learn a lot about 

journalistic practice and the functioning of media. In this context, reporting on Covid-19 

has a special responsibility, since in times of crisis good and reliable communication can 

be a "matter of life or death" (Krause et al., 2020, p. 2).  

Describing the omnipresent media coverage and medialisation of society, 

Luhmann already stated in 1996: "Whatever we know about our society, even about the 

world we live in, we know it through the mass media" (p. 9). This is because the majority 

of Austrians inform themselves about Covid-19 through traditional media (Lebernegg et 

al., 2020) and media reporting takes on a central role and responsibility in the fight against 

Covid-19 (Loss et al., 2021). Because of this new challenging situation, the public 

demands firstly, that medical experts are included in political decision-making processes 

and secondly, journalists are expected to provide clear and definitive information by 

referring to scientific expertise to meet the need for trustworthy information (Post et al., 

2021). 
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There is already some research on scientists as media experts, yet these studies 

mostly focus on the role of scientists and how they evaluate their media appearances (e.g. 

Bauer and Jensen, 2011; Besley & Nisbet, 2013; Besley et al., 2018; Dudo & Besley, 

2016; Thiele, 2021). Studies tend to focus on the relationship between scientists and 

media in general but do not distinguish between individual media (Besley et al., 2018; 

Peters, 2013). In particular, the perspective of scientists having the status of a "source" in 

media is missing in studies to date (Petersen et al., 2009). Additionally, little is known 

about how scientists interact with journalists or media, respectively, and how diversity 

within journalistic media is perceived by scientific experts (Dunwoody, 1999; Editorial, 

2004; Gunter et al., 1999; Petersen et al., 2009; Reed, 2001). The aim of this work is 

therefore to gain deeper insights into this relationship between journalists and scientific 

experts and to find out how scientists perceive diversity within quasi-journalistic media, 

how they evaluate the coverage on Covid-19 and to what extent they recognise a media 

logic or functioning in media. 

This master’s thesis attempts to close this research gap by dedicating and 

contrasting the scientific perspective with the journalistic perspective. The study during 

Covid-19 is particularly suitable for this purpose, as scientists have never been as present 

in media as they are now (Loss, et al., 2021).  

The concept of the master's thesis is structured as followed. The second chapter, 

which in turn is divided into further subchapters, is dedicated to journalists and experts. 

The first sub-chapter (2.1) deals with the journalistic selection process and how 

journalists select experts for reporting. The second sub-chapter (2.2) looks at the opposite 

perspective, namely what motives exist for experts to appear in media in the first place. 

This chapter is again divided into two subchapters. The first deals with the Theory of 

Planned Behaviour (2.2.1), which attempts to predict planned behaviour, such as media 

appearances by scientists, based on predictors. The second sub-chapter defines media 

engagement (2.2.2).  

The third chapter focuses on the relationship between journalists and experts and 

no longer considers the two groups separately. First, a sub-chapter deals with Bourdieu's 

field theory and how this theory considers experts from other fields than science (3.1). 

For it is not only scientists who are present and relevant in media as experts. Experts from 

politics, sports or economics also appear regularly in media and share their expertise. For 

this reason, experts from different fields and their relationship to journalists are 

considered to gain a comprehensive picture of different experts in the media (3.2).  
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Chapter 3.3 takes a closer look at scientists. In 3.3.1, journalistic logic is first 

contrasted with scientific logic using Bourdieu's field theory, before Covid-19 is 

discussed in more detail (3.3.2). In subchapter 3.3.3 the role of scientific experts during 

Covid-19 is explained in further depth. Afterwards, the research questions are presented 

(4), followed by a discussion of the method in more detail (5). In the first step, the 

qualitative expert interview is introduced (5.1). Then the sample (5.2) and the data 

collection (5.3) are explained. 

The sixth chapter is dedicated to the analysis (6). In the first step, the transcription 

of the interviews is discussed (6.1), before the qualitative content analysis according to 

Kuckartz is introduced and the category system is presented (6.2). Chapter 7 presents and 

discusses the results. This chapter is again divided into three sub-chapters for the three 

research questions (7.1, 7.2 and 7.3). These three sub-chapters in turn have their own sub-

chapters in which the results are presented thematically before the research question is 

answered and the results are discussed. Finally, the key findings of this research are 

summarised and the limitations of the study are presented in the conclusion, including the 

identification of further research gaps (8). 
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2. Media and Experts  

 

The cooperation between media and experts has a long tradition and thus media 

appearances of experts play an important role in modern reporting (Boyce, 2006). This is 

because both journalists and media experts benefit from cooperation and the sharing of 

expertise (Brants et al., 2010). Experts here are various groups of people (politicians, 

athletes, legal scholars or, as in the case of Covid-19, especially scientists and physicians) 

who appear as media experts and share their expertise publicly (ibid.). This chapter will 

look first at the journalist selection process and how journalists choose experts for 

reporting. Then, it will examine the counter perspective and focus on the motivations of 

experts to share their expertise publicly in media. Finally, the Theory of Planned 

Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991), which tries to predict public engagement of experts, will be 

discussed and media engagement will be defined.  

 

 

2.1 Journalistic Selection Process 

 

Journalistic sourcing describes the practice of journalists identifying and selecting 

individuals and experts to share information publicly in media (Berkowitz, 2008). 

Journalists act as gatekeepers in the selection of experts by granting certain individuals 

access to share their expertise and not others (Shoemaker et al., 2009). Gatekeeping 

theory is one of the oldest in social sciences and dates back to Lewin (1997). The theory 

is continuously being further developed. The core elements of the theory deal with how 

information is selected, shaped, or planned by journalists (ibid.). Due to the excessive 

amount of information, this is a necessary process, but the consequence is that only a 

fraction of the information reaches the consumers (ibid.). Finally, gatekeeping can be 

related not only to information, but also to the selection of experts who appear in media.  

Becker (1967) describes in his primary model of the credibility hierarchy that 

especially groups of the upper social class are challenged by journalists of traditional 

media to share their expertise because information from people of higher social classes is 

perceived as more credible. Hall et al. (2019) state that social hierarchies are the reason 

why more privileged groups gain access to media and are heard. Hence, these primary 

sources prove to be particularly legitimate and authoritative (ibid.). However, Schlesinger 

and Tumber (1999) criticise this theory and argue that the notion of primary definitions 
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is not unambiguous in all aspects of practice. For instance, different primary sources also 

get different access to media and the definition of primary sources is inadequate (ibid.).  

Nonetheless, it seems that journalists by no means draw on all available experts. 

For example, Goodell (1977) shows that experts who are selected for media appearances 

have different competencies than those experts who are not in the public eye. Efficient 

and effective communication with the audience, a relaxed manner of performing and, 

finally, the ability to translate scientific jargon into plain English are key competencies 

needed for media appearances (ibid.). Accordingly, journalistic sourcing is an active 

process and journalists make a conscious selection of experts.  

Journalistic sourcing has been researched for many years; thus different studies 

also identify different competencies that are considered necessary for public appearances 

by experts. Previous studies consider it important that an expert is experienced, is 

employed by a well-known institution, and can speak clearly. In addition to that, experts 

should not be too rambling and respond to callbacks from journalists (Conrad, 1999). 

Moreover, it is understood: “while younger scientists are often most willing to talk with 

reporters, experts with recognisable names, titles, or affiliations are prized sources. The 

journalistic ethos suggests that a source should be a 'top guy in the field' to safeguard 

credibility" (Conrad, 1999, p. 291).  

Later studies, however, mention other competencies and view good 

communication skills, good judgement, decision-making skills, and loyalty as key 

competencies (Peters, 2013). Nevertheless, it is recognised that not every expert can have 

all the competencies that would make him or her the ideal type of expert (ibid.). Other 

notable competencies that journalists select for are expertise, prominence, linguistic 

presentation skills, authentic appearance, accessibility, reliability, and predictability of 

the statement (Nölleke, 2009).  

Overall, three different reasons can be identified for journalists to turn to experts 

for reporting. First, experts are most often consulted by journalists to verify facts or to 

provide facts (Boyce, 2006). For this reason, experts may not always be seen in reporting, 

but they are a valuable source of background information and thus form an integral part 

of journalists' working lives (Atton & Wickenden, 2005; Croteau & Hoynes, 1994; Levi, 

2001). The second reason to use experts for reporting is that they convey credibility. 

Hence, Manning (2001) says: "the possession of expertise helps news sources to rise up 

the hierarchy of credibility in the eyes of journalists and helps to ensure that they become 

regular points of contact on specialist correspondents' beats" (p. 158). Third, Journalists 
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turn to experts to increase the objectivity of their reporting. Experts are called upon as 

neutral authorities to comment on and interpret facts and current developments (Huber, 

2014). However, the use of expert opinions does not seem to lead to more objective 

reporting because experts do not only express facts in their media appearances but also 

partisan and political opinions (Steele, 1995). By having experts comment on current 

events, journalists protect themselves from criticism and mistakes and shift the 

responsibility for the written or spoken word to the experts (ibid.).  

Finally, what also explains journalists' recourse to experts is that the time factor 

plays an increasingly important role in journalistic reporting. Due to the competition for 

topicality and the ever-increasing importance of live reporting to provide the most 

relevant and latest information, extensive research is becoming almost impossible for 

many journalists (Imhof, 2003). In this process, journalism is transforming into a 

moderation of politicians, scientists, and other experts whose statements eventually fill 

the coverage (ibid.). Consequently, expert sources are a good and quick way for 

journalists to provide up-to-date reporting without extensive research (Albaek, 2011; 

Huber, 2014).  

Since this chapter was devoted to the journalistic selection process and the factors 

that make journalists decide which experts they invite for reporting, the next chapter deals 

with the opposite position. In the following, motivations, and motives of scientific experts 

to accept media requests and to make their expertise available will be discussed.  

 

 

2.2 Motives to Engage as an Expert in Media  

 

The motives to make oneself available to media as an expert can have different 

reasons depending on the profession and role of the expert. This master’s thesis focuses 

only on media experts from the scientific field, which is why only the motives of scientists 

will be discussed in the following. For other kind of experts see e.g., Gorrell et al., 2020; 

Groot & Maassen van den Brink, 2019; Wren-Lewis, 2018; Obermaier et al., 2018; 

Theocharis et al., 2016.  

In the first place, this work focuses on scientists from the medical field who 

provide their expertise during the Covid-19 pandemic. These are in particular virologists, 

epidemiologists, medical doctors and public health experts. In general, scientists are 

under increasing pressure to communicate with the public and appear in media, which is 
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why public science communication is increasingly becoming a priority for scientists 

(Besley et al., 2017). This is due to the increased force to publish and the feeling of having 

to generate funds for one's own research (ibid.). 

As such, science leaders are reaching out to their peers calling for more public 

engagement (ibid.). Reasons for the increased public engagement are not only the 

expanding media ecosystem, but also the erosion of science journalism and the 

politicisation of scientific issues (European Union, 2002; Holt, 2015). This is because 

scientific issues are becoming increasingly important, and the communication of these 

issues can be done particularly well by scientists themselves (Holt, 2015). Consequently, 

studies show that public communication by scientists is becoming more important in 

many countries (Bauer & Jensen, 2011; Besley & Nisbet, 2013; Nisbet & Scheufele, 

2009).  

Although it is primarily journalists who approach experts and try to get in touch 

with them (Wien, 2014), experts certainly pursue their own goals with media 

appearances. Thus, three different goals can be considered above all which scientists try 

to fulfil with their media appearances. First, there is the major goal to establish a 

relationship with society (Dudo & Besley, 2016). Society plays an important role in 

funding science and subsequently a good relationship with society is central to generating 

research funding for one's own research (ibid.). Second, scientists have the vague feeling 

that they must justify themselves to society, as most experts are paid from public funds. 

The last goal can be summarised as strategic goal. This includes the hope of obtaining 

further funding for research through media appearances, as well as the desire to maintain 

or improve the status of the organisation (Allgaier et al., 2013; Gascoigne & Matcalfe, 

1997). Strategic goals also include the pursuit of personal career goals (Wien, 2014). 

The image that scientists have of society is likewise central. Thus, scientists 

"acknowledge a moral obligation to communicate with the public" (Allgaier et al., 2013, 

p. 426). Through the public communication of research, the public understanding of 

science should ultimately be improved (Dunwoody et al., 2009). This is because scientists 

fear that society has little understanding of science and scientific processes (ibid). 

Scientists clearly recognise a knowledge deficit in the rather homogeneous society 

(Besley & Nisbet, 2011), which is why society should be enlightened (Davies, 2008). 

Consequently, scientists recognise an urgent need to improve citizens' knowledge (ibid.) 

and wish to allay unfounded fears (Burningham et al., 2007). However, motivations are 

not linked to national borders, as cross-national surveys of scientists also found that the 



 

 

8 

two main motives for working with journalists are, on the one hand, more positive 

attitudes towards science and, on the other, a better-informed public (Peters et al., 2008).  

However, it is unclear whether scientists' negative impression of the public's 

knowledge and ability to engage in scientific issues is directly related to their engagement 

(Davies, 2008; Moore & Stilgoe 2009; Stilgoe 2007). Although some scientists state in 

studies that a main motivation to appear in media is this knowledge deficit (Besley, 2015), 

motivation can in no way be equated with the actual public engagement carried out (ibid.). 

Just because there is a motivation to make public appearances does not mean that public 

engagement has taken place (ibid.).  

In the following chapter, the Theory of Planned Behaviour will be discussed, 

which predicts planned behaviour, such as media appearances by scientists, by means of 

predictors.  

 

 

2.2.1 Theory of Planned Behaviour 

 

In the previous chapter, the reasons and motivations scientists have for making 

their expertise available to media were clarified. In this chapter, the motivations will be 

linked to the Theory of Planned Behaviour, which predicts planned behaviour. 

To come to the question of what leads experts to share their expertise in media 

and to appear publicly, the Theory of Planned Behaviour is explained (Besley, 2015). The 

fact that experts share their expertise publicly should not be seen as a coincidence, but as 

planned and conscious behaviour (ibid). The Theory of Planned Behaviour thereby links 

attitude and behaviour and has already been used in many different studies dealing with 

the intentions of scientists (e.g. Besley et al. 2013; Dudo, 2013; Poliakoff & Webb, 2007). 

The theory originates from the field of psychology but is also one of the most common 

models in social sciences to predict planned behaviour (Besley et al., 2018).  

Ajzen (1991) expresses three predictors in the Theory of Planned Behaviour that 

predict the willingness of experts to share their expertise publicly. The first predictor is 

the belief that the media experience will be enjoyable (attitude) (Besley et al., 2018). This 

is because perceptions of media appearances and the experiences experts have in publicly 

communicating their expertise contribute to their willingness to appear in media (ibid.). 

Thus, negative expectations of media appearances have the potential to diminish the 

enjoyment of science communication (ibid.). These negative experiences can arise from 
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a variety of situations. For example, some scientists suspect that the public distrusts 

science (Young & Matthews, 2007) and even believe they detect hostility towards science 

(Michael & Brown, 2000). The second predictor of the Theory of Planned Behaviour 

states that there is a belief in being able to carry out the public appearances and to change 

or influence something with media appearances (efficacy belief) (Wolff, 2021). In 

addition to the expectations of being able to make a productive impact, this also includes 

one's own perception of possessing the tools and skills to be able to communicate 

successfully in public (ibid.). The third predictor is subjective norms and describes the 

social pressure perceived by the expert to perform public engagement (ibid.). Subjective 

norms can be divided into injunctive norms (how should one behave?) and descriptive 

norms (how does one actually behave?) (ibid.). The Theory of Planned Behaviour does 

not provide a precise explanation regarding whether all predictors are equally important 

or must be weighted differently.  

The Theory of Planned Behaviour has already been applied in various studies 

dealing with motivations of experts to appear in media (Besley et al. 2013; Dudo, 2013; 

Poliakoff & Webb, 2007; Yang et al. 2010). In doing so, some studies found confirmatory 

results for the predictors mentioned in the theory (Dudo, 2013; Poliakoff & Webb, 2007) 

whereas other studies found predictors that varied from the theory (Besley et al., 2013; 

Trumbo & O'Keefe, 2001). For example, Poliakoff and Webb (2007) found in a 

quantitative study that motivation to participate in public engagement is influenced not 

only by attitudes towards the activity and whether it will be fun, but also by social norms 

and feelings of efficacy to have the skills to communicate successfully in public, thus 

confirming the already known predictors from the Theory of Planned Behaviour. A 

counterexample is the study by Besley et al. (2013), which analysed secondary data from 

two large surveys of scientists (Advancement of Science (AAAS) in 2009 and Royal 

Society in 2006). They concluded that, on the one hand, scientists who are mid-career are 

more likely to engage in outreach than scientists who are at a lower career stage. On the 

other hand, the perception that a lack of public knowledge is harmful and personal and 

professional obligations were found to be the main motivations for engagement (ibid.) In 

other research, Dernbach (2012) asked prominent experts who appear in mass media 

about their perspective on journalists and found that strategic goals did not serve as a 

motivation for media appearances. The fact that the experience would be fun was still 

cited as a reason, hence confirming the predictor attitude of the Theory of Planned 

Behaviour.  Peters (2013), however, questions the causality of the factors and argues that 



 

 

10 

more positive attitudes and motivations of academics may be the result of positive media 

experiences rather than predictors leading to a media appearance.  

Overall, it can be said that numerous works have empirically supported the 

validity of the Theory of Planned Behaviour, and this is not only because the propositions 

of the Theory of Planned Behaviour seem self-evident (Ajzen, 2020; Dernbach, 2012). 

After all, it makes sense that people who have favourable attitudes towards performing a 

behaviour are also likely to have favourable intentions. And people who plan a behaviour 

are more likely to do it compared to people who do not plan the behaviour. Thus, studies 

criticise that the falsifiability of an intuitively plausible theory seems to be difficult (e.g. 

Ajzen, 2020; Sniehotta et al., 2014). The Theory of Planned Behaviour also contains some 

moderating and mediating processes that are more difficult to test empirically. However, 

these background processes will not be discussed in detail in the following, as the 

processes are not further relevant for this master’s thesis (further reading: Ajzen, 2020).  

The following chapter deals with the definition of media engagement and how 

media engagement is understood in this master’s thesis. 

 

 

2.2.2 Definition of Media Engagement 

 

There are various definitions of media engagement and depending on the study, 

engagement is understood and operationalised differently. Media engagement is also 

often equated with public engagement (Besley & Nisbet, 2011). Thus, public engagement 

encompasses various activities that seek to engage citizens for decision support (ibid.). 

On the one hand, this can be one-sided attempts to convey information, be it through 

media, advertising, internet, social media or presentations. On the other hand, this also 

includes attempts to start two-way dialogues (Rowe & Frewer, 2005). Education can also 

be a part of public engagement if it aims to involve the public in decision-making 

processes (Besley et al., 2008). Unsurprisingly, media also play an important role in 

creating opportunities to provide the public with information about initiatives, public 

meetings, arguments, and outcomes (Besley & Roberts, 2010). 

However, not all engagement opportunities are used equally. For example, 

scientists tend to use the sphere of one-way public communication, disseminating 

information through, for example, media appearances (Besley & Nisbet, 2011). 

Engagement is understood by scientists less as dialogue and more as dissemination of 
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information (ibid.). This is closely intertwined with scientists' motives for appearing in 

media. As discussed in the previous chapter, due to the public funding of research, many 

scientists see it as their duty to inform the public through media appearances (Petersen et 

al., 2009). Despite the preference for one-way communication, scientists are still willing 

to seek direct contact with citizens and start a dialogue. However, this usually remains 

focused on the dissemination of information (De Boer et al., 2005; Kurath & Gisler, 

2009). This is mainly due to the different understanding of dialogue. For example, the 

public particularly expects factors such as ethics, fairness or even accountability in 

dialogue, while scientists prefer to make cost-benefit calculations and discuss logic in 

public dialogue (Besley & Nisbet, 2011; Cook et al., 2004).  

Finally, for this thesis, Besley's (2015) definition of public engagement is used to 

define media engagement: "Public engagement is defined broadly to include any type of 

planned interaction where scientists communicate with adult non-scientists about science 

and technology outside of a classroom setting" (p. 2).  

In the following, media engagement is understood as planned engagement by 

scientists in the form of media appearances in newspapers, magazines, television, social 

networks, radio, and the internet.  

 

 

3. Relationship Between Experts and Journalists  

 

As discussed in the previous chapters, the use of experts as sources in journalistic 

reporting is well established and commonplace in journalistic practice (Berkowitz, 2008). 

In the following chapters, experts and journalists will no longer be considered separately, 

but the relationship between these two groups will be examined in more detail. Initially, 

the focus will not only be on scientists as media experts. In the upcoming chapters, 

politicians and economists will be taken as an example of other groups of experts 

regularly appearing in media and sharing their expertise. In a next step, scientists and 

their relationship with journalists will be dealt with more intensively. It will be shown 

that in the relationship between journalists and mentioned expert groups are some 

similarities and yet differences. 

This chapter is divided into two sub-chapters, each with its own further sub-

divisions. First, 3.1 deals with Bourdieu's (1976) field theory, which provides a deeper 

insight into the different social fields and explains the differences between these fields. 
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Then experts from different fields (3.2) are discussed and their relationship to journalists, 

before 3.3 focuses on scientists and their relationship to journalists. Afterwards, the 

chapter "scientific logic versus journalistic logic" (3.3.1) addresses the relationship 

between science and journalism. Finally, Covid-19 is discussed (3.3.2) and the special 

role of experts during Covid-19 pandemic is explained (3.3.3).  

 

 

3.1 Experts and Bourdieu's Field Theory 

 

In today's society, it is hard to imagine media coverage without experts 

(Berkowitz, 2008). Especially during the Covid-19 pandemic, scientific experts have 

taken on a special role, because in crisis there is an increasing need for expert and reliable 

information (Beck, 1992; Loss et al., 2021). However, it is by no means only scientists 

who are important as experts for media reporting; experts from other fields are also quite 

relevant for journalistic reporting. For example, politicians, athletes or economists are 

also interviewed for their expertise on problems and salient topics in media (e.g. Groot & 

Maassen van den Brink, 2019; Maurer & Beiler, 2018; Wren-Lewis, 2018). However, the 

relationship between journalists and experts is increasingly ambivalent and thus often has 

the potential to hinder cooperation (Brants & van Praag, 2017).  

This is mainly due to the different location of the social fields in society. Bourdieu 

(1976) describes the social system in his field theory and identifies different fields, each 

of which assumes different functions in society. Bourdieu's field theory is based on the 

premise that modern society is characterised by a differentiation into relatively 

autonomous fields (Bernhard, 2010). On the structural level, however, these fields have 

many things in common (ibid.). For example, each field has its own complex structure 

that regulates communication, norms, rules, profits, and interactions (ibid.). This is also 

understood as the "nomos" of the field. This nomos means that there are unwritten laws 

in the respective field to which all actors acting in the field agree (ibid.). The main goal 

of this nomos is that the field remains as autonomous and independent of external 

influences as possible (ibid.). An example of a field-specific nomos is scientific 

objectivity, which states that science should not be manipulated by religion or politics 

(ibid.). In politics, for example, the nomos states that politicians are obliged to the voters 

and that in elections the party with the majority of votes wins (ibid.). 
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Each field also has its own field interest. This describes what the field is about. If 

the political field is about domination, the economic field is primarily interested in money 

and the medical field in health (ibid.). On an individual level, this means that each actor 

in a field occupies a certain position. However, the positions are by no means static, but 

relational to the positions of other persons and there is always the possibility of 

advancement or relegation in the field (ibid.). How high one's individual position 

ultimately is depends on the amount of capital one possesses (Bourdieu, 1980). According 

to Bourdieu, there are five different types of capital that a person can possess: cultural 

capital, social capital, economic capital, symbolic capital, and field-specific capital 

(ibid.). Cultural capital can in turn be divided into incorporated cultural capital 

(education, language skills), objectified cultural capital (books, art, certificates) and 

institutionalised cultural capital (e.g., degrees and academic titles) (ibid.).  

Social capital focuses on relationships, cooperation, or group membership. 

Economic capital is about money and possessions. Symbolic capital includes values such 

as legitimacy, recognition, assertiveness, or honour (Bernhard, 2010). And finally, field-

specific capital describes skills that are specifically necessary in the respective field and 

are primarily of value there (ibid.). 

In most fields, cultural, social, and economic capital play a central role. However, 

symbolic capital has a special role because it is the sum of the other forms of capital 

(cultural, social, economic, and field-specific) and thus has the greatest impact in all fields 

(Bourdieu, 1980). This is because people with high symbolic capital are more often 

invited to public discourses and their statements are ascribed more legitimacy and 

credibility (ibid.). In field theory, the boundaries between the different fields are dynamic, 

change over time and are thus not clearly defined (ibid.).  

Despite the versatile application of Bourdieu's field theory in various studies and 

scientific papers, certain aspects of the theory are criticised. Firstly, there is the criticism 

that the autonomy of fields is not always given. Bourdieu argues that certain social fields 

are more autonomous than others (Bourdieu, 1976). Nevertheless, no field can say that it 

follows exclusively the field's internal rules and can exclude external influences 

completely. For the fact that even in the most autonomous fields, which include science 

and art, or their subfields, the boundaries are blurred, and external influences cannot be 

excluded (Barlösius, 2004). For example, although the field of science is autonomous in 

the sense that it is difficult for outsiders to access it and that it primarily follows its own 

rules, science is nevertheless dependent on cooperation with other fields in practice. An 
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example of this is the public communication of research results in order to generate 

attention and money for one's own research (ibid.).  

Another point of criticism is that Bourdieu's theory assumes a society with divided 

elites who try to assert the interests of their own field. With this differentiation in the 

theory, he abandons the idea of a more conspiratorial social elite, since according to 

Bourdieu field interests are not class interests (Moebius, 2011). Within each field there 

are in turn different strata. Upper classes have the advantage of getting into top positions 

and learning the habitus faster than lower class people. Following Bourdieu's logic, it can 

be assumed that conflicts are always decided in favour of the field. Empirically, however, 

conflicts between the upper and lower classes are often decided in favour of the class and 

not in favour of the field (Bremer & Teiwes-Kügler, 2014; Moebius, 2011).  

Nevertheless, Bourdieu's theory is applied frequently and helps to classify and 

describe relationships between people from different fields, as it is also done in this work. 

In the following, we will now look at different groups of experts who appear in media 

and make their expertise available. The relationship to journalists is described first before 

this relationship is classified and explained with the help of Bourdieu's theory.  

 

 

3.2 Experts From Different Fields 

 

This chapter will focus on experts from different fields who provide their expertise 

to media. When talking about media experts, we are mostly talking about politicians, 

economists and scientists who appear in media (e.g. Bauer and Jensen, 2011; Besley and 

Nisbet, 2013; Besley et al., 2018; Dudo & Besley, 2016; Ekman & Widholm, 2014; 

Gorrell et al., 2020; Groot & Maassen van den Brink, 2019; Obermaier et al., 2018; 

Theocharis et al., 2016). For this reason, the following section will focus on these expert 

groups in order to explain the relationship between journalists and experts in more depth. 

The connection between experts and journalists can be explained particularly well with 

Bourdieu's field theory, which is why Bourdieu's theory will be applied. In the following, 

the focus is primarily on economists and politicians, as scientists will be considered 

separately in the next chapter. First, the relationship between journalists and politicians 

will be discussed.  

The cooperation between politics and media has a long tradition and is based on 

a collaboration from which both parties benefit (Brants et al., 2010). Nonetheless, the 



 

  

15 

relationship has changed over time. For example, the relationship between politicians and 

journalists used to be described as symbiotic, whereas today it seems to have turned into 

mutual distrust (Brants et al., 2010; Ekman & Widholm, 2014; Maurer & Beiler, 2018; 

Van Dalen, 2021). Brants et al. (2010) find three reasons for the negative trend. Firstly, 

they see the development in developed Western countries from a party democracy to an 

audience democracy (Manin, 1997), in which political content is less decisive for the 

success of politicians. Rather charisma, authenticity, empathy, and visible action become 

prerequisites for successful politics. In this process, media take a central role and decide 

about the salience of politicians (Brants et al., 2010).  

Secondly, it is emphasised that a more market-oriented news order is developing. 

There is a shift from descriptive journalism to more interpretive journalism due to the 

increasing individualisation of citizens, and questions are increasingly being asked about 

"why" rather than "what". Where previously there was no contradiction between the 

critical observation of politics and the symbiotic relationship, since the evolution towards 

interpretive journalism, journalists are re-evaluating their role (ibid.).  

The third aspect underlying the negative development of the relationship is that 

the population increasingly questions rational discourse and hence also the role of 

politicians and journalists in democracy (Brants et al., 2010). This development gives rise 

to mutual motivations and agendas for journalists and politicians. Politicians are driven 

by media cynicism and lack of trust in media, while journalists are driven by political 

cynicism and lack of trust in politicians to do good work (ibid.). This eventually results 

in mutual distrust and in a tactical game on the one hand and routine interaction on the 

other (Larsson, 2002). It is no surprise then, that politicians have a critical attitude towards 

journalists, resulting from the feeling that media want to set the political agenda but then 

again from the feeling of being treated badly in media appearances (Brants et al., 2010). 

Due to increasing mediatisation, which Blumer and Kavanagh describe in an early 

definition as "mediatisation - the media moving towards the centre of social processes" 

(1999, p. 211), politicians increasingly adapt to media in their public appearances (Brants 

et al., 2010).  

All in all, the interaction between journalists and politicians can ultimately be 

summarised in four conditions. Firstly, there is a mutual dependency, as both parties 

depend on cooperation. Secondly, both politicians and journalists are role-driven in the 

interaction and thus, primarily pursue their own goals. Thirdly, the shared culture 

determines the interaction and fourthly, there is an increasing openness to conflict, which 
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leads to the exchange being regulated and controlled by mutual conflict management 

(Blumer & Gurevitch, 1987; Brants et al., 2010).  

Looking at politics and the relationship with journalism from the perspective of 

Bourdieu's theory, it can first be said that the political field focuses primarily on the 

resource of political capital, which is a sub-form of social capital (Swartz, 2012). This 

describes the ability to generate support for individuals or parties and obtain collective 

resources (ibid.). Moreover, political capital is also a form of symbolic capital, as it 

requires collective support and trust from individuals (ibid.). This so-called prestige 

capital is equivalent to a level of awareness and the social perception of being recognised 

(ibid.). The journalistic field has no clear field boundaries and so journalists have a special 

role in the political field because they are participants in the political field and have the 

power to change the field through their political reporting (Bourdieu, 2001).  

Now, the relationship between politicians and journalists can be explained mainly 

by the different types of capital that are targeted. While the political field is particularly 

concerned with political capital such as collective support and social perception, the 

journalistic field focuses on journalistic capital, which manifests itself in the expansion 

of contacts, awards for reporting or additional training (Hanitzsch, 2016). Thus, 

journalists and politicians can help each other by working together, which results in 

mutual dependence. If politicians get more attention with the help of reporting and can, 

for example, appear in media during the election campaign to promote the party, 

journalists can at the same time expand their contacts and do interesting reporting for the 

audience (Brants et al., 2010). This also leads to the second point: the fact that both 

politicians and journalists pursue their own goals is only logical and results from the 

different types of capital that are targeted. Since the types of capital vary in journalism 

and in politics, different things are pursued with reporting. It seems only logical that 

conflicts between journalists and politicians are also increasing. Because journalists base 

their reporting on news factors (Kepplinger, 2011), this can quickly lead to declining trust 

and criticism of journalists on the part of politicians (Larsson, 2002). Overall, journalists 

and politicians benefit from cooperation, but the types of capital they aim for are 

nevertheless contradictory, which can quickly lead to conflicts (ibid.).  

In summary, journalists are part of the political field due to the blurring of the 

boundaries of their field, in which there are opportunities and dangers at the same time. 

The participation of journalists in the political field creates a dependency between 
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journalism and politics, which threatens to change the role of journalists as a critical 

authority necessary for democracy (Hanitzsch, 2016).  

To explain the relationship between media experts and journalists in more detail 

and to provide another example, we will now look at another important group of media 

experts and describe the relationship between economists and journalists. Economists are 

chosen because the relationship between economists and journalists shows several 

similarities to the relationship between scientists and journalists. 

When it comes to economic issues, there is a special relationship between 

journalists and economists. This is because although economists are the experts on 

economic issues, journalists rarely draw on the expertise of economists who work in the 

private sector (Wren-Lewis, 2018). In this regard, economists are primarily selected 

because of their ability to tell stories that are recognised by the customers of the company 

in question (ibid.). These stories are primarily short explanations of why and how the 

market is changing. Economic expertise, however, tends to take a back seat in media 

appearances (ibid.). The quick availability of economic experts also makes them more 

attractive to media (ibid.). There are primarily two reasons why economic experts are 

contacted by media: to present their own research results and to comment on current 

social issues. For example, a finance specialist tells something about the banking crisis, 

while an economics professor comments on current issues around education or healthcare 

(Groot & Maassen van den Brink, 2019).  

In general, economists strive to appear in media and put their academic work on 

hold to do so (Groot & Maassen van den Brink, 2019). This is because economists believe 

that there are many topics on which their expertise is needed (ibid.). In addition to specific 

economic topics, this also includes macroeconomic assessments or topics that affect the 

prosperity of society as a whole (ibid.). Consequently, economists do not usually tend to 

turn down media requests and do not shy away from multiple media requests (ibid.). As 

Fourcade et al. (2015) state:  

"Thus, most economists feel quite secure about their value added. They are 

comforted in this feeling by the fairly unified disciplinary framework behind 

them, higher salaries that many of them believe reflect some true fundamental 

value, and a whole institutional structure - from newspapers to congressional 

committees to international policy circles - looking up to them for answers, 

especially in hard times". (p.110) 
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  This is done on the one hand to impart knowledge and on the other hand to 

generate attention (Tirole, 2017). In addition to their own motivation to share their 

expertise, there is also pressure from the public to appear in media. Hamermesh (2004) 

summarises:  

"Professors in public universities - the large majority of economists - have a direct 

obligation to use their knowledge on a broader stage: They are paid by the public, 

and it behooves them to try to educate the entire public, not merely the subset who 

are their students, in whatever way they effectively can." (p. 371) 

As society is the main funder of economic research, accountability in the form of 

public engagement is increasingly demanded from economists (ibid.). Similarly, 

journalists and economists also benefit from cooperation, as also reported in the previous 

chapter. Economists can provide knowledge and insights from current research and in 

turn benefit from media attention (Groot & Maassen van den Brink, 2019). In doing so, 

economists increasingly adapt to the logics of mass media and make their role, as they 

appear, dependent on media (ibid.). 

If we look at economists from Bourdieu's perspective, the economic field is the 

one in which the primary currency is money. However, economists who appear in media 

are not classically assigned to the economic field, but are often found in several fields due 

to their frequent position as e.g., university professors (Tirole, 2017). Yet, economists 

can only be partially assigned to the field of economics, as the economic field is 

classically dominated by institutions such as e.g., banks. Therefore, it seems to make more 

sense to assign economists to the economic field as well as to the scientific field. 

Scientific capital as a form of symbolic capital is important here, as is money as the capital 

type of the economic field (Hanitzsch, 2016). The more detailed description of the 

scientific field and scientific capital will be discussed further in 3.3.1 Scientific logic 

versus journalistic logic.  

As already described in the previous chapter, journalism focuses particularly on 

journalistic capital, while economists strive for publications and prestige. These are two 

different types of capital that do not contradict each other and thus, create good conditions 

for cooperation from which both benefit. Because the goals can be combined well, there 

is less potential for conflict between economists and journalists than in the case of 

cooperation between politicians and journalists. Nevertheless, there is a mutual 

dependency, just as there is between politicians and journalists, because on the one hand 

economists want to promote their research but are dependent on journalists. On the other 
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hand, journalists need economists as sources of expertise for their reporting and must 

maintain their contacts (ibid.). In addition, the peculiarity of economists is that they are 

often funded by public money and consequently there is a perceived obligation to appear 

in media - a motive that can also be found among scientists in the next chapter. In 

summary, it can be said that economists and journalists, like politicians and journalists, 

are interdependent, but that cooperation is quite possible, which is particularly justified 

by the similar pursuit of goals (Groot & Maassen van den Brink, 2019; Hanitzsch, 2016).  

Since two groups of experts who regularly make their expertise available to the 

media have been outlined as examples, scientists and their role as media experts will now 

be discussed, since this work focuses on scientific experts as media experts. 

 

 

3.3 Scientists 

 

The relationship between journalists and scientists has already been described 

numerous times (e.g. Dernbach, 2012; Peters, 2008; Peters et al., 2008; Weingart, 2001) 

and shows several parallels to the relationship between journalists and experts from other 

fields, although clear differences also emerge. 

It can be said that scientists, like politicians, have a rather critical attitude towards 

journalists. For example, scientists see the responsibility for possible failures not only in 

society, but also in media. They argue that media is primarily to blame for influencing 

and manipulating the public through excessive sensationalist and biased reporting (Besley 

et al., 2018; Blok et al., 2008; Burchell, 2007; Dernbach, 2012; Young & Matthews, 

2007). Media are seen as institutions that interpret science according to non-scientific 

values. Thus, media are accused of spreading scientific uncertainties and creating 

conflicts in the public (Young & Matthews, 2007).  

In doing so, scientists recognise that there is a media logic that media follows. The 

term media logic first appeared in the 1970s and was coined by Altheide and Snow 

(1979). They describe media logic as a kind of "format", which in turn defines how the 

grammar is, how the material is structured or what the style of media communication is 

like (Altheide & Snow, 1979, p. 10). It focuses primarily on the aspects of organisation, 

selection, and preparation of information (Altheide, 1995). Media logic is therefore not 

only a way of reporting, but also an interpretation of social and political phenomena 
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(Rödder, 2008). This knowledge of how media work is learned by scholars (SIRC, 2001). 

This media literacy can also be found among economists, as discussed in the last chapter. 

Thus, scientists understand that journalists follow a media logic, but still differ in 

their content and in the quality of their reporting (Besley & Nisbet, 2011). For example, 

in a qualitative interview, scientists express that they have encountered both qualified and 

unqualified journalists in their media appearances and that it does not depend on the 

medium whether the journalists are reliable (Dernbach, 2012). This is because one finds 

both good and bad journalists in all media (ibid.). Furthermore, media literacy varies 

between people, and it can be obersved that people who appear or are in contact with 

media more often also have better media literacy than people with less media experience 

(Biermann, 2013). 

Here, again, four different types of scientists who differ in the way they deal with 

media can be identified. First, there are the scientists who are telegenic and want to be 

interviewed by journalists on a regular basis - here is a positive relationship between 

journalists and scientists (Dernbach, 2012). The second type manifests itself in the fact 

that scientists themselves are active as authors, create podcasts, present programmes or 

write blogs (ibid.). The third group in contrast completely rejects media appearances 

(ibid.). The largest group, however, is made up of scientists who do not impose 

themselves on media but tend to respond positively to media enquiries (ibid.). In addition, 

studies indicate that there is a gender bias in dealing with media enquiries: female 

scientists tend to be more reticent than male scientists in dealing with media enquiries if 

they feel they are not one hundred percent competent in the subject area (ibid.). 

Nevertheless, scientists, just like politicians and economists, depend on the 

cooperation with journalists. And so, a mutual dependency arises between scientists and 

journalists, as on the one hand scientists want to present their research publicly and share 

their expertise, and on the other journalists need up-to-date and trustworthy sources 

(Besley et al., 2018; Groot & Maassen van den Brink, 2019).  

However, the problem is that scientists often lack the ability to communicate 

effectively with journalists. Effective communication about science is difficult, especially 

due to the specific field of science, which is classically not an easily accessible field 

(Petersen et al., 2009). Peters (2013) explains the difficulty of communication between 

journalists and scientists by the fact that both speak a different language and pursue 

different goals with media appearances. While scientists use media appearances to 

generate public legitimacy for their own research and to acquire research funding, 



 

  

21 

journalists use scientists not only to find interesting content for broadcasts, but they also 

use scientific experts because they act as valuable primary sources having the current 

status on scientific topics such as Covid-19 (ibid.). There is a parallel here to the 

relationship between journalists and politicians respectively journalists and economists. 

For the different pursuit of goals and yet mutual cooperation with journalists is also found 

in other expert groups.  

The problem of communication between journalists and scientists is also because 

experts, and especially scientists, regard their expertise as neutral and are frustrated by 

journalists' attempts to sell what are actually relative statements as absolute statements 

(Boyce, 2006). Scientists particularly want to focus their communication on the critical 

questioning and reflection of knowledge and non-knowledge (Nordmann, 2012).  

In this context, the problem of scepticism towards media exists especially among 

scientists who are less active in media. Scientific colleagues who have more media 

experience show more trust in media (Bentley & Kyvik, 2010; Gascoigne & Matcalfe, 

1997; Poliakoff & Webb, 2007; Thiele, 2021). Scientists see other obstacles to working 

with journalists as the frequent commercial agreements, as well as time pressure and lack 

of access to qualified journalists (Gantenberg, 2018; Gascoigne & Matcalfe, 1997). 

However, communication between scientists and journalists has improved in recent years, 

especially due to more professional communication by public relations departments in 

scientific institutions (Dernbach, 2012; Gantenberg, 2018; Thiele, 2021).  

Gascoigne and Matcalfe recognised as early as 1997 that for scientists, 

communication through media is an optional and not a necessary activity, and scientists 

view their own media activity as either neutral or negative for their own professional 

promotion. This has changed however, as it is becoming increasingly important for 

scientists to appear in media. According to the motto "publish or perish" (Gornik, 2004, 

p. 234), there is an increasing pressure for scientists to show publications and to make 

these results present in media (Bauer and Jensen, 2011; Besley and Nisbet, 2013; Besley 

et al., 2018; Dudo & Besley, 2016). Additionally, there is pressure for some scientists to 

give media appearances, as many scientists are employed by universities and thus funded 

by public money (Besley et al., 2018). This public financing can be found again among 

economists. 

Now it seems reasonable to assume that there is not a good relationship between 

journalists and scientists. Yet, Peters (2013) emphasises that despite difficulties in 

working together, a gap between journalists and scientists does not exist - unlike with 
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politicians and journalists, between whom a gap is certainly recognisable. Journalists and 

scientists can work well together and both benefit from the collaboration. On the one 

hand, scientific expertise functions as a source of public and media interest in current 

affairs; in return, media attention can offer science public legitimacy (Weingart 2003; 

Peters et al. 2008). Moreover, professors still benefit in society from an increased 

credibility attributed to their statements (Dernbach, 2012).  

Media appearances of experts have a special feature here. This is because science 

communication operates in two different arenas: internal science communication and 

external science communication. These are structured by different institutions and are 

subject to different rules (Peters, 2013). While internal science communication 

corresponds to the usual environment of scientists, the public arena is structured by 

journalistic mass media. As a result, scientists must adapt to the logic of the mass media 

in their public science communication (ibid.). This is because TV requires a reduction of 

complexity and so, science is rebuilt in terms of time as well as social and factual aspects 

in order to make the content accessible (Dernbach, 2012).  

Media are of central importance for communication in society and not only 

describe current processes in their reporting, but other social fields are also oriented 

towards media and their logic (Altheide & Snow, 1988; Donges & Imhof, 2005; Rödder, 

2008). Medialisation does not only describe the structural changes in the media, but also 

other social fields, which in turn react to the changes in the media. Thus, causes, reactions 

and repercussions are included (Rödder, 2008). Schulz (2007) says: "medialisation goes 

beyond a simple causal logic dividing the world into dependent and independent 

variables" (p. 90). This medialisation of science (ibid.) does not only take place among 

scientists, but can also be observed among politicians and economists, who adapt their 

public communication to the logic of mass media (e.g. Groot & Maassen van den Brink, 

2019; Larsson, 2002).  

Despite the wide-ranging research on scientists as media experts, researchers say 

that little is known about how scientists interact with journalists and how diversity within 

journalistic media is perceived by scientists (Besley & Nisbet, 2013; Beyley et al., 2013; 

Dunwoody, 1999; Editorial, 2004; Gunter et al., 1999; Petersen et al., 2009; Reed, 2001). 

Although some studies deal with the scientific perspective on journalism (e.g. Dernbach, 

2012; Peters, 2008), there is a lack of research that addresses how scientists perceive 

media logic, what scientific experts understand by media and how they differentiate them. 

Studies on the relationship between journalists and scientists mostly focus on the general 
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relationship and do not distinguish between different media. Especially the perspective 

of scientists, who have the status of a "source" in media, is missing (Petersen et al., 2009).  

In the following, the scientific logic is contrasted with the journalistic logic using 

Bourdieu's field theory to explain the relationship between scientists and journalists in 

more detail. 

 

 

3.3.1 Scientific Logic Versus Journalistic Logic 

 

If we now look at media and science from Bourdieu's perspective of field theory 

(1976), it quickly becomes apparent that the relationship between scientists and 

journalists can be explained by the different structuring of their fields.  

Bourdieu describes the scientific field as a normal social field and thus rejects the 

frequently formulated claim that science has a unique or special position (Barlösius, 2011; 

Bourdieu, 1998). Scientific structures consist primarily of scientific institutions, 

instruments, publishers, and journals. Bourdieu (1998) says:  

"One of the strangest peculiarities of scientific fields is that they owe their 

autonomy to a considerable extent to the fact that they are maintained by the state, 

i.e. that they are entangled in a dependency of a special kind (...). This dependence 

in independence (or vise versa) always remains ambivalent because the state, 

where it secures minimum conditions of autonomy, is also able to enforce 

constraints" (p. 48).  

Since the scientific field is also subject to its own rules, it also has its own internal 

constraints, such as the reputation system or the differentiation between different 

disciplines (Barlösius, 2011). These constraints establish the internal logic and structure 

of the field. In particular, the autonomy of the scientific field plays a major role, because 

due to its relative autonomy and public funding, science faces the challenge of 

implementing external constraints according to field-internal rules (ibid.). This also 

explains the willingness and motivation of scientists to appear in media and make their 

expertise available. In addition, as in any other social field, there is also a struggle for 

power in the scientific field, and attempts are made to accumulate scientific capital (ibid.). 

The scientific field cannot be clearly assigned to any form of capital but is basically a 

type of symbolic capital. A distinction is made between two types of scientific capital: 

pure and institutional capital. Pure capital corresponds to field-specific capital and 
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describes the scientific nomos (ibid.). Through publications, inventions and contributions 

to scientific advancement, conditions are created to be recognised as good scientist (ibid.).  

The institutional chapter results from scientific reputation and includes holding a 

leadership position or involvement in commissions. This creates a position of power and 

ensures "statutory authority" (Bourdieu, 1992, p. 149). However, the accumulation of 

both types of capital is difficult to achieve, as both forms of capital exist only theoretically 

in their pure form (Barlösius, 2011). 

Scientists cannot be assigned to just one field. This thesis deals with medical 

experts and so the experts interviewed for this work can also be assigned to the medical 

field. In the medical field, the most important capital is health. Thus, in the medical field, 

one particularly wants to achieve health for patients (Bourdieu, 1998). It can therefore be 

said that the boundaries of medical scientists are blurred and that they operate both in the 

scientific field and in the medical field.  

Compared to the academic field, the journalistic field is not a large field that 

Bourdieu articulated directly in his theory but that emerged as a sub-field (Hanitzsch, 

2016). The journalistic field also has its own structure and follows its own rules 

(Hanitzsch, 2007). For example, journalists are guided in their news selection by news 

factors (Hanitzsch, 2016). A clear localisation of the journalistic field is difficult, as the 

field boundaries are permeable and unlike in other social fields, there is little codification 

(ibid.). Due to the blurring of boundaries, journalists also become part of other fields, 

such as the political field, as already discussed in chapter 3.2 Experts from different fields.  

In general, the field-specific logic is derived from the values of Western culture (Kovach 

& Rosenstiel, 2001) and includes objective reporting, independence, topicality and acting 

in the public interest (Deuze, 2005). However, this nomos is found to varying degrees in 

different journalistic fields, which contributes to an additional blurring of the field's 

boundaries (Hanitzsch, 2016). The increased use of communication possibilities via the 

internet reinforces the phenomenon (ibid.).  

Journalists are not only interested in one type of capital. For example, they need 

incorporated cultural capital in the form of journalistic education already at the beginning 

of their career (ibid.). However, cultural as well as social and symbolic capital can be 

expanded over time. Measures are taken to succeed in the journalistic field by cultivating 

contacts, additional training, or awards (ibid.). As discussed in previous chapters, there is 

also a need for journalists to work closely with many other fields and to maintain contacts, 

which can create interdependence (ibid.). The accumulation of cultural, social, and 
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symbolic capital in the journalistic field is often referred to as journalistic capital (Meyen 

and Riesmeyer, 2009; Schultz, 2007).  

Overall, the good and effective cooperation between journalists and scientists can 

be explained by the fact that the types of capital sought by journalists and scientists do 

not contradict each other and thus enable good cooperation - similar to economists and 

journalists. Nevertheless, there is a mutual dependence in that cooperation is inevitable 

in order to obtain these types of capital. If we now compare these two fields, it seems that 

science communication forms an interface between the scientific field and the journalistic 

field. The field boundaries of journalism are blurred, and science communication cannot 

be clearly assigned to either field. Thus, scientists communicate publicly to gain scientific 

capital and ultimately prestige (Dernbach, 2012). Due to the relative autonomy and public 

funding of the scientific field, there is also the challenge of implementing public 

constraints, such as media requests. But public science communication also makes sense 

from the journalists' point of view (ibid.). Because of the journalistic nomos and striving 

for topicality and objectivity in reporting, professional journalism benefits from the 

expert opinions of scientific experts (ibid.). In addition, the appearance of scientific 

experts increases the credibility of reporting, and personalisation also results in more 

emotional reporting (ibid.). Finally, this cooperation cannot only be reduced to scientists, 

but also applies to other groups of experts, such as politicians and economists. Especially 

journalists who have a high journalistic capital, can rely on the cooperation with experts 

in their reporting (ibid.).   

All in all, many parallels can be found in the relationships between different 

experts such as politicians, economists and scientists to journalists. All expert groups 

work regularly with journalists and the relationships are characterised by mutual 

dependence. In addition, the motive of wanting to appear in media is found among all 

experts since all of them pursue their own goals with their media appearances. In the case 

of economists and scientists, an additional reason is public funding, through which these 

expert groups feel obliged to share their expertise publicly. Contradictory to the 

cooperation between journalists and politicians, the cooperation between journalist and 

scientists and respectively economists usually works well because the types of capital 

sought do not contradict each other and hence both parties benefit from the cooperation.  

Now, that the relationship between journalists and various groups of experts has 

been discussed in detail, the following chapters will focus on Covid-19 and the role that 

scientific experts play in the Covid-19 pandemic.  
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3.3.2 Covid-19 

 

Covid-19, also known as the corona pandemic or corona epidemic (Velavan & 

Meyer, 2020), is a pandemic that originated in Wuhan, China, in December 2019. The 

rapid spread of SARS-CoV-2 (severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus type 2) 

prompted lockdowns and restrictions worldwide to contain the spreading of the virus 

(ibid.). 

In Austria, the first Covid-19 case occurred on 25 February 2020, followed by 

other cases linked to ski tourism (Czypionka et al., 2020). Eventually, the virus spread 

rapidly throughout Austria. In Austria, disease control lies with the federal government, 

which is why a unified policy response was possible. Thus, travel warnings were issued 

and restrictions on public life were imposed (ibid.). On 14 and 15 March 2020, the 

National Council passed a package of measures that permitted citizens to leave their 

homes only under four conditions. Firstly, to go to work, secondly, to look after other 

people, thirdly, to buy essential goods and fourthly, to go for a walk or to engage in 

sporting activities such as jogging or cycling (ibid.). 

In the beginning, the government received a lot of encouragement for the quick 

response to the pandemic, but as time went by, it was increasingly criticised for the 

opaque decisions. In total, there have been four nationwide lockdowns in Austria up to 

the publication of this thesis in March 2022, affecting the entire social life. In mid-

November 2021, the government announced compulsory vaccination from 1 February 

2022 (ibid.).  

During Covid-19, containment of the virus depends largely on the behaviour of 

society (wearing a mask, social distancing, keeping a distance) and so public 

communication of risks and measures resulted in a special position (Loss et al., 2021). 

Finally, the Covid-19 pandemic led to an excess of official communications, media 

reports and expert opinions assessing the situation (ibid.).  

Reporting takes place at different levels: journalists and politicians as well as 

scientists report on current developments. In addition, communication is increasingly 

taking place via social networks (ibid). The confusion of information ultimately leads to 

the challenge of filtering out relevant and trustworthy information (ibid.). Especially in 

social media, there is an increase in speculation and false reports, which is why the Covid-

19 pandemic is also referred to as an "infodemic" or even “misinfodemic” (ibid.). The 

way out of this "infodemic" can ultimately only happen through professional education 
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and combating misinformation. Consequently, the transfer of knowledge between 

society, science, media, and politics must be improved (ibid.).  

 

 

3.3.3 Special Role of Scientific Experts During Covid-19 

 

Before discussing the role of scientific experts during Covid-19, the role of 

scientific topics in general should be explained first. This is because the relevance of 

science in society continues to grow, so that a "scientification of society" (Löffelholz & 

Rothenberger, 2016, p. 684) is taking place. Science and technology issues have 

repeatedly proven to be one of the most important issues for society in the past decades 

(Dernbach, 2012; Eurobarometer, 2021). Especially during Covid-19, interest in science 

has intensified as the virus and measures to contain the pandemic dominate everyday life 

(Czypionka et al., 2020). 

Despite the increasing relevance of scientific issues in society, there is a tendency 

towards anti-intellectualism (Merkley, 2020) and scientific scepticism in many countries, 

including Austria (Mede & Schäfer, 2020; Rutjens et al., 2021). Studies show that Austria 

has a poor image of science compared to other countries (Freistetter, 2021). Especially in 

highly politicised topics, such as Covid-19, this scepticism and mistrust towards science 

is increasing and has the potential to reduce the quality of reporting on Covid-19 (ibid.). 

Nevertheless, trust in science is high compared to other institutions in Austria (Algan et 

al., 2021; Funk et al., 2019; Gil de Zuñiga et al., 2019; Wissenschaft im Dialog, 2020). 

This trust in science can be explained by the fact that science plays an important part in 

overcoming the pandemic and science is thus trusted more than in times when there is no 

crisis and the public relevance of science and technology is lower (Dohle et al., 2020). 

Hence, the public demands that medical experts be included in political decision-making 

processes. On the other hand, journalists are expected to provide clear and definitive 

information by referring to scientific expertise as there is an increased demand for reliable 

information in times of crisis (Post et al., 2021). 

Consequently, researchers see the solution to satisfy the demand for science-

related information in the fact that information transfer to the public is increasingly 

carried out by experts (Görke, 2016). Scientists would meet and perform the expectations 

placed on science journalism (Löffelholz & Rothenberger, 2016).  
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This popularisation of science compares journalistic and scientific activities and 

justifies the comparison in that there are diverse parallels between these two fields: 

"Science lends itself to a comparison with journalism because there are numerous 

parallels between journalism and science. Members of both professions deal with the 

representation of reality" (Kepplinger, 1992, p. 135). Because both fields deal with the 

representation of reality, experts have the role of supporting journalists in their science 

communication. Thus, there is increasing pressure on scientists to appear in public and to 

raise their profile on scientific issues. Especially in sub-areas that are relevant for the 

public and society, an increased pressure of expectations on scientists is evident 

(Löffelholz & Rothenberger, 2016). "If scientific topics are new, especially (...) 

momentous for citizens, then it can be assumed that the systems providing the resources 

have a high interest in helping to determine the public debate on a topic" (Gerhards & 

Schäfer 2006, p. 23).  

From this "scientification of society" (Löffelholz & Rothenberger, 2016, p. 684), 

the role of scientists during Covid-19 can now also be derived. Scientists have gained 

prominence as sources, leading to coverage that is pegged to media appearances by 

scientists (Albaek et al., 2003; Nölleke, 2013; Wien, 2014). This visibility of scientists 

through news media led to a "scientist personality cult" during Covid-19 (Wormer, 2020). 

For such a topic relevant to society is also Covid-19, which is why scientific experts have 

a special role as they are a central source of trustworthy information for media reporting 

and are increasingly requested for media appearances. During public health crises, there 

is intensified concern about one's health, triggering increased demand for health-related 

and actionable information (Loss, et al., 2021). The increased demand, in turn, creates 

high-frequency health-related news coverage (ibid.). However, in order to reach people 

in times of crisis, certain criteria must be met in communication. There are four different 

theories that describe these criteria. 

For example, Mental Noise Theory describes that people under stress have 

difficulty understanding information, so information needs to be understandable, clear, 

well-structured, and often repeated (Covello et al., 2007). The Trust Determination 

Theory describes that it is necessary to build trust for effective communication. Thus, 

competence, empathy and transparency are particularly central factors here (Covello, 

1993; Chapman & Wutzke, 1997; Malecki et al., 2021). The Negative Dominance Model 

assumes that people in a crisis, when they are angry, tend to focus on negative 

information. Hence, communication of the possible dangers along with solution-oriented 
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messages is also necessary (Covello & Sandman, 2001). Finally, the Theory of Risk 

Perception assumes that dangers are not perceived rationally, but correlate with certain 

outrage factors (e.g., helplessness) (Chapman & Wutzke, 1997; Malecki et al., 2021; 

Sandman 1987; Sandman, 1993). In summary, there is a need for clear, well-structured, 

and comprehensible information that is communicated competently, transparently, and 

empathically and repeated regularly.  

In times of crisis, particularly good and conscious communication is necessary 

which is why experts in particular take over public communication and share their 

expertise (Loss et al., 2021). The communication of risks involves several challenges and 

problems, and the experts ultimately have several tasks in times of crisis, as during Covid-

19. First, trust and credibility should be created by communicating accurate information 

in a timely and comprehensible manner. Especially in times of crisis, there is an increased 

scepticism towards authorities, which is why communication by knowledgeable experts 

is necessary (Gamhewage, 2014; Reynolds, 2011; WHO, 2017).  

Second, in public communication, experts should not only inform about what is 

known, but also be transparent about what is not yet known. As the state of knowledge is 

always changing, the correct formulation of prevailing uncertainties is necessary 

(Wegwarth et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2020). The population should feel adequately 

informed (van der Bles et al., 2019).   

Third, in times of health threats, there tends to be an emotional mood in society, 

characterised by anger, fear and uncertainty (Lundgren & McMakin, 2009). Thus, 

appropriate communication of risks is necessary, but without fuelling further and 

unnecessary fears (Loss et al., 2021).  

Fourth, different groups in society must be included in the communication. It is 

particularly advisable to consider vulnerable groups who often do not feel included 

(Macintyre et al., 2019). Especially the exchange between different experts is helpful 

because this way a consistent communication can be agreed upon. Inconsistent 

communication leads to mistrust in society (Reynolds, 2011). 

The last task for experts is a consistent evaluation of the communication measures, 

including observation of the reactions in society. This is because communication is 

dynamic and societal reactions can change rapidly, for example due to misinformation 

(Garhemwage, 2014; Zhang et al., 2020).  

During Covid-19, coverage of Covid-19 is the most important topic for media and 

scientific experts are the most popular group of experts for media (fög, 2021; Wormer, 
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2020). Here, virologists, epidemiologists, medical doctors, and public health experts in 

particular take on this role as media experts, as there is great uncertainty about the 

virological and epidemiological aspects of the virus and trustworthy expert opinions are 

needed (Acuti Martellucci et al., 2020). Most people in Austria inform themselves about 

current events such as the Covid-19 pandemic especially via traditional media and thus, 

primarily encounter scientific experts there (Lebernegg et al., 2020). Knowledge about 

symptoms, risk factors for severe courses and containment measures only evolves over 

time, and this is also one of the problems of public science communication (ibid.). After 

all, science is not an easily accessible field for society and requires good and simple 

communication from experts to make the complex issues accessible to society (Loss et 

al., 2021). Also, the constant revision and adaptation of statements, as knowledge about 

Covid-19 is always changing, is problematic and difficult for the average educated citizen 

to understand (ibid.).  

In summary, scientific experts play a special role during Covid-19, which is 

characterised by increased media attention and social relevance (Acuti Martellucci et al., 

2020). Through their activities in the specific field of e.g., epidemiology and virology, 

they become mediators of information and partly take on advisory functions for politics 

(Wormer, 2020). They take on the task of competent communication of information just 

described and contribute to trustworthy reporting. Due to the increased attention for 

science and scientists and the increased media requests made to them, there is even talk 

of a "cult of scientists" (Wormer, 2020, p. 468) during Covid-19. Consequently, the role 

for scientific experts during Covid-19 is central as they communicate in public and media 

about current events, risks, and measures (Loss et al., 2021).  

 

 

4 Research Questions 

 

During Covid-19, media coverage focused on Covid-19 and thus the 

communication of measures, risks and treatment of the coronavirus came to the fore (Loss 

et al., 2021). Not only did traditional tabloid and quality media report on Covid-19, but 

also numerous online blogs and social media sites increasingly dealt with the topic (Acuti 

Martellucci et al., 2020). The Covid-19 pandemic leads to an overabundance of media 

reports and messages, so that eventually one speaks of an "infodemic" or even 
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“misinfodemic” (Loss et al., 2021, p. 296) which is characterised by a confusion that 

makes it difficult to filter trustworthy information (Loss et al., 2021).  

The literature shows that scientists can certainly recognise differences between 

media and can identify differences in quality as well as understand that media follow their 

own logic (Besley & Nisbet, 2011; SIRC, 2001). Thus, the relationship between 

journalists and scientists has already been investigated in several studies (Besley et al., 

2013; Dernbach, 2012; Peters, 2008; Peters et al., 2008; Weingart, 2001), yet most studies 

refer to the relationship in general and the experts' evaluation of their own media 

appearances. Only a few studies go into detail and try to get a deeper understanding of 

how the relationship between journalists and scientific experts is formed (e.g. Dernbach, 

2012; Peters, 2008). Especially the perspective of expert sources on journalism is missing 

in studies to date (e.g. Besley et al., 2013; Besley et al., 2018). However, during Covid-

19, scientific experts have been increasingly requested by media due to their expert role, 

have made their expertise available (Loss et al., 2021) and gotten a new perspective on 

media through their regular media appearances (Wormer, 2020). The Covid-19 pandemic 

has allowed them to gain more experience with a wide range of media and journalists and 

may have allowed them to identify differences between different media (Acuti 

Martellucci et al., 2020; Loss et al., 2021). Therefore, the Covid-19 pandemic provides 

the perfect opportunity to further explore the scientific perspective on journalistic 

diversity. Because of the excessive coverage of Covid-19 and the present role of scientific 

experts, scientists have never been more publicly present than now.  For this reason, the 

following research question is raised to further discover scientists' perceptions of media 

and media diversity:  

 

RQ1: To what extent are scientists aware of the diversity of media? 

 

The subject area of Covid-19 is classically virology and epidemiology, thus many 

scientific and medical experts appeared in media during the pandemic to share their 

expertise (Loss et al., 2021). In doing so, they gained experience with different media and 

journalists and their reporting. As described in previous chapters, trustworthy and secure 

communication of information is especially important in times of uncertainty, such as 

during Covid-19, as it determines the behaviour of the society (ibid.). Consequently, 

proper communication is a "matter of life or death" (Krause et al., 2020, p. 2), highlighting 

the relevance of trustworthy public communication. Nonetheless, there is the problem 
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that knowledge about symptoms and risk factors only develops over time, making public 

science communication difficult (Lebernegg et al., 2020). Due to the difficult-to-access 

field of science and the constantly changing information on Covid-19, communication is 

made more difficult for experts (Loss et al., 2021). 

While many experts themselves appeared in media to share their expertise, the 

responsibility for the final reporting lies with the journalist, who follows his or her own 

rules and logic (Besley & Nisbet, 2011). So, while experts can make an effort in their 

public communication, journalists are ultimately responsible for how the issue is 

presented (ibid.). 

In general, reporting of quality media tends to be rated better than tabloid and 

online media (Korte & Dinter, 2019; Magin, 2020). Moreover, studies show that experts 

do recognise that media follow different logics, create different content and that quality 

in media content can vary (Besley & Nisbet, 2011; Besley et al., 2016). Thus, experts 

seem to have a certain media literacy and are able to differentiate and evaluate media 

content (Rödder, 2008; SIRC, 2001). Furthermore, the evaluation of the reporting is 

related to one's own media consumption (Taddicken & Neverla, 2011), but is also related 

to the role of the experts. Hence, reporting by experts in the field tends to be viewed more 

critically than by laypersons (Antony & Pfadenhauer, 2019; Meuser & Nagel, 2002). 

Especially when it comes to sensitive and socially relevant topics, the evaluation of 

reporting by experts is often stricter (Loss et al., 2021).  

Experts have taken on a special role in the pandemic and have acted as media 

experts and shared their expertise (ibid.). As a result, they have a special perspective on 

the Covid-19 pandemic and perceive media and their reporting differently than laypersons 

do (Magin, 2020). By working closely with journalists, scientists contribute to the 

reporting process. This research question aims to investigate how scientific experts 

evaluate the implementation of scientific information provided by experts in the final 

reporting. For the final responsibility for reporting always lies with the journalist (Besley 

& Nisbet, 2011). Consequently, it can be assumed that the scientists who have appeared 

in media as experts are best placed to assess how the topic of Covid-19 is presented in 

reporting.  

This research question continues research question 1 and goes into further detail 

by asking how different media have dealt with Covid-19 according to expert opinion:  

 

RQ2: How do scientists evaluate the way different media deal with Covid-19? 
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Cooperation between scientists and journalists has a long tradition and usually 

takes place without conflict (Barlösius, 2011; Dernbach, 2012). This is primarily because 

journalists and scientists benefit from mutual cooperation (ibid.). The profit of 

cooperation is based on the fact that the types of capital and objectives complement each 

other and thus facilitate cooperation (Hanitzsch, 2016). Therefore, scientists are important 

sources and contacts for journalists and are very present in everyday journalistic life.  

However, as Covid-19 dominates everyday life and most media report on it daily, 

scientists get more media enquiries than ever, which means that they cannot answer or 

even accept all media requests (Loss et al., 2021). Motivations for experts to appear in 

media have been mentioned in the previous chapters and include e.g. to generate funding 

for research or use media appearances for strategic personal goals. In addition to personal 

motivations to appear in media and provide expertise, the Theory of Planned Behaviour 

tries to be a universally applicable explanatory model and names some predictors that 

predict the willingness of experts to make a media appearance (Besley, 2015). However, 

the Theory of Planned Behaviour does not include all factors that have a possible 

influence on planned behaviour. For example, it does not include selection criteria 

according to which decisions are taken when too many media enquiries are made.  

In addition, scientific experts have received plenty of media requests in the past 

year and have gained experience with different media (Loss et al., 2021). As already 

addressed in the previous research questions, studies show that scientists recognise a 

media logic and have a rough understanding of how media works (Besley & Nisbet, 2011; 

Rödder, 2008; SIRC, 2001). This perception arises primarily from experiences scientists 

have with media, which is why the Covid-19 pandemic is well suited to further explore 

this perceived functioning. This is because, despite previous research on how media is 

perceived by experts, insights into scientists' perceived functioning of media are not yet 

well explored. There is no clear explanation of how scientists perceive media, whether 

they identify a functioning of media and for which media they can identify this 

functioning. 

The following research question aims to gain a better understanding of the 

relationship between scientists and media. As scientists have had many experiences with 

media and journalists in the past year, this question will explore whether there is a 

perceived functioning of media by scientists, and finally how this perceived functioning 

influences the willingness to appear as an expert in the media: 
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RQ3: To what extent does the perception of the functioning of the media influence the 

handling of media inquiries? 

 

 

5 Methodology  

 

For this master’s thesis, qualitative expert interviews with semi-structured 

guidelines were conducted. For this purpose, experts from different medical professions 

(virologists, epidemiologists, public health experts, bioethicists, and microbiologists) 

were chosen who had appeared in Austrian media as media experts during the Covid-19 

pandemic and had made their expertise available. The qualitative expert interview in a 

face-to-face survey was chosen, as the survey focuses specifically on the scientists' own 

assessment and perspective and should leave room for their own narratives and 

comments. For this reason, a standardised survey with predefined answer options was not 

an option.    

In the following chapter, the description of the method of the qualitative expert 

interview will first be dealt with, in which the method itself will be explained before it is 

described how the interview guideline was created. In the subsequent chapters the sample 

is presented and then the data collection is described.  

 

 

5.1 Qualitative Expert Interview 
 

The expert interview is an established method in almost all disciplines of social 

sciences and is of eminent importance for research practice (Bogner et al., 2014). It can 

be used for both qualitative and quantitative research designs, although they are more 

prevalent in qualitative research (ibid.). It focuses particularly on two points: on the one 

hand, on the reconstruction and interpretation of subjective interpretations and, on the 

other hand, on the acquisition of information (ibid.).  

Already in the early sociology of knowledge, Schütz (1972) emphasised that an 

expert, in contrast to a layperson, has certain and unambiguous knowledge. This was 

criticised by Meuser and Nagel (1997) and in the 1990s a distinction was called for 

between the term expert and the similar terms “intellectual” and “specialist” (Hitzler, 

1994). Finally, experts become experts because they not only have knowledge, but this 
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knowledge also has a practical effect (Bogner et al., 2014). They have a certain 

competence to construct reality (Hitzler, 1994).  

This also gives rise to the importance of expert knowledge. Expert knowledge is 

not only characterised by coherence and certainty, but also by the fact that this knowledge 

guides orientation and actions (Bogner et al., 2014). This practical orientation does not 

only focus on one's own field, but also transfers to other fields. For example, experts 

advise politicians (ibid.). For this purpose, the explorative expert interview is chosen, in 

which the expert himself is part of the field of action to be investigated (ibid.). 

The expert interview method offers several advantages. This is because both, 

quantitative and qualitative research projects with expert interviews are suitable for 

obtaining an overview of a confusing research field (Bogner et al., 2005). Moreover, 

expert interviews provide unrivalled and dense data collection. Due to the detailed 

answers of the experts, the interviews have a high information content, which leads to a 

high yield (ibid.). Experts act as primary sources and share relevant experiences and 

thoughts in the interviews (ibid.). Another advantage is that through experts, researchers 

also gain access to taboo subject areas that would normally not be easily accessible (ibid.). 

In addition, expert interviews can play an important role especially for topic areas that 

are not yet well researched. Another method for exploring research fields is observation. 

However, these tend to be more time-consuming and costly than expert interviews, and 

so expert interviews make it possible to shorten these time-consuming observation 

processes (ibid.). Likewise, access to expert interviews is facilitated by the organisational 

structures of institutionalised expertise. Since many experts work at universities or other 

institutions, access to experts is simplified (ibid.). Another advantage is that the use of 

expert interviews also facilitates further field access to other experts. For instance, the 

snowball method, in which experts suggest further experts in the interview, is an 

established method (ibid.). The last advantage of expert interviews is that mobilisation 

for expert interviews is easier than for other research methods. For example, the response 

rates for expert interviews are significantly higher than for standardised questionnaires 

sent electronically (Bogner et al., 2005; Bogner et al., 2014).  

Nevertheless, there are also some disadvantages and challenges with the expert 

interview. For example, quality criteria in qualitative research are unclear and thus 

complete documentation of the research process is necessary in order to track whether the 

processing of the research question was successful (Bogner et al., 2014). It is therefore 

essential to define the type of expert knowledge that is to be obtained, the characteristics 
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of the anonymised experts, the sample and which experts were not interviewed. This also 

includes transparent transcription according to clear rules (ibid.).  

In addition, one should be aware of research ethics problems in the expert 

interview. For through the interview, experts are instrumentalised for one's own research 

purpose (ibid.). However, this does not mean that the interview has no purpose for the 

experts, because an interview can also have a quasi-therapeutic effect, especially when it 

is about personal interpretations and interpretations of meaning (ibid.). Moreover, the 

voluntariness of the interview must be guaranteed. The voluntariness of the interview and 

informed consent are central and necessary for all research (Kaiser, 2021). Nevertheless, 

in some cases there may be some pressure to participate in an interview. For example, if 

an organisation agrees to participate in an interview as a whole organisation, the person 

is not asked as an individual, but as part of the organisation (ibid.). In addition, there is 

the problem with expert interviews that anonymisation is particularly difficult with 

exposed persons and the traceability of statements to this person must be excluded (ibid.).  

As already discussed in the chapter above, experts can be clearly defined. Still, 

there is the difficulty of acquiring the "right" experts (ibid.). This is because there is a 

misconception that people higher up in the hierarchy also have more important 

information to contribute. Thus, sufficient, and well-founded research and selection of 

suitable interview partners in appropriate numbers is indispensable, since expert 

interviews, like other methods of qualitative social research, also use the principle of 

theoretical saturation (Bogner et al., 2014). 

Additionally, the yield of expert interviews is problematic. Particularly in student 

research, the total effort of expert interviews is often underestimated, and the rules are 

not adhered to (Kaiser, 2021). Likewise, the interviews can always develop unexpectedly, 

and the interview may be aborted, for example. Another point that reduces the yield from 

expert interviews is that the results are not evaluated and interpreted in a theory-based 

way after the interviews (ibid.). Finally, there is the risk that individual data is always 

overrated. For example, the aim of an expert interview is by no means the unreflecting 

reproduction of individual data, but a content-analytical processing through category 

formation (ibid.).  

In this work, a qualitative expert interview was chosen because the openness of 

the questions enables a closer exploration of the topic. In this way, it is possible to 

determine deeper assessments of how scientists view, differentiate and evaluate media. 
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With the help of these interviews, the question of how this perception affects the 

willingness to appear as an expert in the media can be approached. 

Since expert interviews are a special form of guided interviews, a semi-structured 

guideline was used for the interview for this work. A special focus was to be placed in 

the interview on leaving enough room for open questions and stories, which is why the 

questions were kept open. In addition, when formulating the questions, care was taken to 

also leave room for unexpected insights to make an inductive evaluation possible for the 

subsequent analysis. The interview guideline should therefore guide the interview, but 

not predetermine the content.  

The guideline was derived deductively. In the first step, theoretical questions were 

derived from relevant topics around the role of scientists as media experts. These resulted 

from the operationalisation of the overarching research questions. The interview 

guideline contains various topic complexes; this master’s thesis refers to only two of these 

topic complexes. Finally, theory and the state of research were used as heuristics for the 

creation of the interview guideline to identify relevant topics that should be addressed in 

the interview. The interview guideline can be found in the appendix of the thesis.  

 

 

5.2 Sampling  

 

To identify medical experts who were present in media during the Covid-19 

pandemic and who shared their expertise, a detailed search was first conducted in the 

APA-OnlineManager library. This is an archive of all Austrian daily newspapers as well 

as weekly and monthly journals. In addition, it contains transcripts of information 

programmes from radio and TV (APA-DeFacto, 2021). In addition, the search was for 

articles and transcripts that appeared in Austrian media between March 2020 and March 

2021. The words "corona expert", "epidemiologist", "virologist", "microbiologist", 

"public health", "health expert" and "bioethicist" were used as search terms. Since experts 

who are not medical experts (e.g., politicians) also appeared in the listed articles, and to 

ensure that only medical expert sources were included in the analysis (for a definition of 

expert source see Nölleke, 2013), the results were subsequently checked again 

individually. 

Finally, 71 medical experts were identified who appeared as experts in the 

Austrian media between March 2020 and March 2021. Among these 71 experts, 22 are 
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women. Theoretical sampling was chosen, in which the sample is not fixed in advance, 

but results from the cyclical research process of data collection and data evaluation 

(Steinhardt, 2015). The selection of a sample results from theoretical considerations and 

focuses on the question of which case selection is most profitable for the research question 

(Glaser & Strauss, 1998). Since this is a theoretical sampling, participants were finally 

selected according to criteria from theoretical considerations. Here, particular focus was 

on ensuring that both female and male scientists should be represented in the sample in 

equal proportions. Although women are rarely mentioned as an expert source (Prommer 

& Stüwe, 2020), it is nevertheless important to create an equal distribution of men and 

women for reasons of research ethics (University of Vienna, 2019). Furthermore, extreme 

cases should also be included in the sample. Thus, both experts who had few public 

appearances and experts who had many public appearances were selected. Overall, the 

snowball method was also used. If an expert recommended another expert in a survey and 

felt that this expert could contribute interesting insights, the recommended expert was 

also contacted.  

All experts were invited for the survey by e-mail. The e-mail included an official 

invitation to participate, as well as some information about the study and contact 

information for further questions. If no response came back from the experts after a week, 

another reminder email was sent. If there was still no reply after another week, an attempt 

was made to reach the experts by phone.  

As experts during Covid-19 are in great demand for public appearances and 

receive many media enquiries on the one hand and were busy with their scientific work 

in the medical field on the other, not all objectives could be met. Thus, an approximately 

equal distribution of men and women could not be achieved. After all, there are 24 

scientists in the sample, 7 of them are women. So, the equal distribution turned out to be 

unachievable, yet the gender distribution roughly reflects the gender distribution of the 

expert appearances in the reporting during Covid-19. Of these 24 scientists, 15 persons 

work at universities or scientific institutions, 5 persons are employed in hospitals as 

doctors and 4 persons work in the private sector. The number of media appearances 

ranges from 1 to 81 between March 2020 and March 2021 for the experts surveyed.  
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5.3 Data Collection  

 

As the social distancing measures did not allow for face-to-face interviews at the 

time of the survey, it was decided to do video call Interviews via the software Zoom. 

During the Covid-19 pandemic, Zoom has established itself as an appropriate and good 

alternative to face-to-face meetings and has thus already been used in various qualitative 

studies and especially in interviews (e.g. Reñosa et al., 2021; Archibald et al., 2019).  

The interviews were conducted in the months of April to June 2021 and had a 

duration between 30 and 70 minutes. The average interview time was 50 minutes. There 

are two main reasons for the variating duration between the interviews: firstly, some 

experts had other appointments and were therefore limited in their time, and secondly, 

the interview was designed to allow the experts to talk freely. This was easier for some 

experts than others, which is why the interview time varied between the experts.  

There was a semi-structured interview guideline with seven different sets of 

questions for the interview: “Assessment of the quality of information by media and 

politics”, “importance of experts in politics”, “reporting on Covid-19”, “perspectives on 

science communication during Covid-19”, “own experiences as a media expert”, 

“resonance with expert appearances and science communication” and “outlook”. The 

guideline contains a total of 30 questions.  

This master's thesis focuses on the thematic blocks “assessment of the quality of 

information by media” and “own experiences as a media expert”. In these two topic areas, 

questions are not only asked about the assessment of Covid-19 reporting, but also about 

concrete experiences with journalists and potential sources of conflict with journalists, as 

well as how to deal with media enquiries. However, since relevant information for the 

questions can also be mentioned at other points in the qualitative interview, the interviews 

are analysed in their entirety.  

The interview procedure was standardised. At the beginning of the interview, after 

a brief welcome, the topic of the research was introduced and all information on data 

storage and anonymisation was presented. Afterwards, it was asked whether the expert 

agreed and whether there were any open questions. The recording was then started, and 

the main part of the interview began. During the interview, the guide was followed, but 

care was taken to ensure that there was enough room for questions and free narration from 

the interviewees. At the end of the interview, possible questions and comments from the 

experts were asked again before the interview was ended. In some cases, for the 
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snowballing process, recommendations were also asked for further interviewees who 

might have an interesting perspective on the topic. After the interview, any abnormalities 

were noted, such as technical malfunctions or interruptions by other people during the 

interview. In addition, it was noted whether the interviewed expert was alone during the 

interview or whether other people were in the same room. In this way, possible 

conspicuities in the response behaviour can be identified.  

The data was stored on four different media. There was an audio and video file, 

which is automatically generated when recording via Zoom and sent to the interviewer 

after the interview. In addition, two other audio files were created, one via recording 

device and another via mobile phone. The files were then backed up on a laptop. After all 

interviews had been conducted, the interviews were transcribed and anonymised.  

 

 

6 Analysis  

 

After the description of the method in the previous chapter, this chapter can now 

be dedicated to the analysis. In the first step, the transcription of the interviews is 

described, which was carried out according to the rules of Kuckartz (2016). The second 

step explains the qualitative content analysis, which was also conducted according to 

Kuckartz (2012). In addition, the category system used to analyse the interviews is 

presented. 

 

 

6.1 Transcription of Interviews 
 

There are different transcription systems according to which a distinction can be 

made. The first distinction is between simple transcription and complex transcription. 

While simple transcription is word-accurate, the language is smoothed and hesitation 

sounds (e.g., "ehm") and word breaks, word repetitions and stutters are omitted. This has 

the advantage of achieving easier readability and making the content more accessible 

(Kuckartz et al., 2004).  

Complex transcription, on the other hand, does not apply speech smoothing and 

thus includes hesitation sounds, word repetitions, word breaks and intermediate sounds. 

This has the advantage that linguistic aspects can also be examined. However, the 
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readability is poorer, and the content is more difficult to grasp than with simple 

transcription (Kuckartz, 2016).  

In addition, the transcription systems can be distinguished in three further 

categories. There is the phonetic transcription, the summarised transcription, and the 

simplified transcription. In the phonetic transcription, the transcription is taken exactly, 

and dialects and other linguistic peculiarities are also transcribed. Simplified transcription 

transcribes verbatim and so dialects and other linguistic features are not transcribed. In 

summary transcription, the words are not transcribed individually, but a summary of what 

was said is made (Kuckartz, 2016).  

The choice of transcription system should be based on the analysis planned later 

(Kuckartz, 2010). For example, a more detailed transcription is needed for a conversation 

analysis than for a simple interview (ibid.). Since no detailed transcription is needed for 

the expert interviews conducted, the simple content-semantic transcription system 

according to Kuckartz et al. (2007) was used for this work. This transcription system 

expresses ten rules according to which transcription is done (ibid.).  

Firstly, transcription is literal, dialects are not transcribed. Secondly, the language 

and punctuation are adapted to written German and thus slightly smoothed. Thirdly, all 

personal details that allow an inference to the person are anonymised. Fourthly, only 

clear, and long pauses are marked by ellipsis (...) and the termination of a sentence is 

indicated by a forward slash /. Fifthly, particularly emphasised terms are marked by 

capital letters or underlining. Sixthly, the interviewer's affirmative sounds are not 

transcribed if they do not interrupt the flow of the interview. Seventh, interjections are 

placed in parentheses. Eighth, sounds that support the interviewee's statement are put in 

brackets (e.g., laughing or sighing). Ninth, the text passages of the interviewer are marked 

with "I", the text passages of the interviewee with a clear different designation (e.g., "B"). 

And tenthly, double paragraphs are inserted between the interviewer's and interviewee's 

speech for better readability (Kuckartz et al., 2007). This transcription system was chosen 

because on the one hand, it is particularly suitable for the evaluation of interview data 

and, on the other hand, it facilitates later evaluation work on the computer (Kuckartz, 

2010).  

The transcription of 14 of the 24 interviews was done with MAXQDA, the 

transcription of the other ten interviews was done by a specialised transcription agency. 

After the transcription, the names occurring in the interview were anonymised and 

replaced by aliases. In addition, places and dates were changed so that direct conclusions 
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are no longer possible (ibid.). For this purpose, a table was also created for the author's 

own decoding (ibid.). 

Because the transcription was partly done by a transcription agency, not all 

interviews were transcribed according to the transcription rules of Kuckartz (2010), as 

the transcription agency used its own transcription rules. However, this is not a problem 

for this master’s thesis, since a simple transcription is sufficient for the analysis anyway 

and no linguistic peculiarities are included in the analysis.  

 

 

6.2 Qualitative Content Analysis According to Kuckartz  
 

In order to analyse the collected data after the transcription of the interviews, a 

qualitative content analysis was conducted. Overall, there are many different content 

analyses; the best-known qualitative content analyses include Mayring (2010) and 

Kuckartz (2012). Both content analyses proceed similarly and focus on a systematic 

process of content analysis (ibid.).  

The most significant difference between these two methods is that Mayring has a 

theoretical basis, while Kuckartz has a greater focus on the inductive approach to content 

analysis (Schreier, 2014). In this paper, qualitative content analysis according to Kuckartz 

(2012) is chosen because it is an extended and modernised form of Mayring's (2010) 

content analysis. Thus, Kuckartz (2012) takes the basic method described by Mayring 

even further and also allows for an additional computer-assisted content analysis (ibid.).  

Kuckartz (2012) distinguishes between three basic methods according to which 

one can conduct a content analysis. The first method is content-structuring content 

analysis, in which statements are summarised and sorted according to categories (ibid.). 

In evaluative content analysis by contrast, the focus is on the assessment of the statements 

(Kuckartz, 2016). Type-forming content analysis aims to "search for multidimensional 

patterns that enable the understanding of a complex subject area or field of action" 

(Kuckartz, 2016, p. 143, translated from German).  

Content-structuring content analysis was chosen to evaluate the interviews. 

Hence, the interviews were summarised on a linguistic level with the help of categories. 

This was done with computer support and the MAXQDA software.  

In the first step, super-categories were deductively derived from the interview 

guideline and theory, according to which the material was coded in the first step. Six 

super-categories were defined. The first super-category is called "Evaluation of 
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reporting", in which all statements are coded that are aimed at evaluating the media 

reporting on Covid-19. In this category, statements about the reporting of individual 

media can be coded as well as statements about the reporting of the Austrian media in 

general.  

The second super-category is called "Differentiation of media". Here, statements 

are coded in which a distinction is made between different media. For example, quality 

media versus tabloid media or print media versus radio versus TV. The differentiation of 

journalists is also coded in this category.  

The third super-category is "Handling media enquiries" and contains statements 

that deal with the general handling of media enquiries. For instance, whether media 

enquiries are accepted or rejected across the board. Statements can also be coded here in 

which, for example, it is reported whether enquiries are accepted by certain media and 

not by other media.  

The fourth super-category is called "Perception of the functioning of media". 

Here, statements are coded in which the perceived functioning of media is discussed. 

Whether, for example, it is assumed that media follow a certain logic, are guided by news 

values or a system is recognised behind the media.  

The fifth super-category is called "Motivation to appear in media" and contains 

statements by experts that deal with the pure motivation to make their expertise available 

to media. Here, the focus is only on the goals and theoretical motivations, because the 

actual "Inducement to appear in media" is super-category six. In this one, a clear 

differentiation is made between motivation and inducement because, as already discussed 

in the theory chapter, motivation cannot be equated with actual engagement (Besley, 

2015). While motivation focuses on personal goals and the individual will to share 

expertise in media, in "Inducement to appear in media" only statements are coded in 

which the actual causes to appear in media are addressed.  The focus here is not on pure 

motivation, but on identifying what actually triggers experts to appear in media and what 

actually leads to a media appearance.  

After the entire 24 interviews were coded in the first run to these deductively 

created super-categories, sub-categories were created inductively in a second coding run 

to further structure and summarise the material. As a sub-category of "Perception of the 

functioning of media", the category "Dealing with media" was created. This sub-category 

contains all statements in which it is reported that special behaviour is used in media 

appearances, for example the use of easy language.  
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As a sub-category of "Evaluation of reporting", the category "Assessment of 

experts in media" was created, in which all statements were coded in which the media's 

treatment of experts is discussed. This can be the evaluation of the range of experts and 

the selection of experts, as well as the actual treatment during the media appearances.  

There are two sub-categories for the super-category "Differentiation of media": 

firstly, "Differentiation by journalists" and secondly, "Differentiation by media". While 

in "Differentiation by journalists" the text passages are coded in which a distinction is 

made between journalists (e.g., reliable versus unreliable journalists), in "Differentiation 

by media" the statements are coded that differentiate between media (e.g., tabloid media 

versus quality media).  

Finally, another super-category and subcategory were inductively created. The 

super-category is "Satisfaction with media appearances" and the corresponding sub-

category is "Consequences of media appearances". While in the super-category the 

statements are coded that deal with the subjective experiences with media appearances of 

the experts, in the sub-category the text segments are coded that include statements about 

the consequences of these media appearances. An example of this is that experts, 

according to their experiences, only accept media enquiries from certain journalists or 

completely reject media enquiries from certain media. But also, for instance, that more 

media enquiries reach the experts as a consequence of the public appearances is coded 

here.  

Overall, an attempt was made to structure and summarise the material based on 

these super-categories and sub-categories, so that an interpretation of purely individual 

data is excluded, and cross-expert findings are obtained. In some cases, it is not possible 

to assign the statements to subcategories which is why some statements remain assigned 

to the super-categories. In the content analysis, a total of 468 text segments were coded 

in the 24 interviews and assigned to the categories. The number of coded segments in the 

interviews ranges between 12 and 33.  

Overall, the category scheme looks as follows. The number after each category is the 

number of coded statements in that category. 
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1. Evaluation of Reporting (84) 

a. Assessment of experts in media (39) 

2. Differentiation of media (23) 

a. Differentiation by journalists (25) 

b. Differentiation by media (40) 

3. Handling media enquiries (26) 

4. Perception of the functioning of media (61) 

a. Dealing with media (49) 

5. Motivation to appear in media (30) 

6. Inducement to appear in media (35) 

7. Satisfaction with media appearances (37) 

a. Consequences of media appearances (19) 

 

 

7 Presentation of Results and Discussion  

 

This chapter presents and discusses the results and answers the research questions. 

For this purpose, this chapter is divided into three sub-chapters. Each sub-chapter is 

dedicated to one research question. Each of these three sub-chapters is in turn divided 

into further sub-chapters in which the results are presented thematically before the results 

are summarised. This is followed by an answer to the research questions and the results 

are discussed and classified in the literature and theory. 

 

 

7.1 Research Question 1  

 

The first research question addressed in this master’s thesis is: To what extent are 

scientists aware of the diversity of media? In order to analyse the scientists' perception of 

media diversity, the following questions were focused on: 

 

• In your opinion, what role does reporting by traditional media such as ORF, 

Kronen-Zeitung or Der Standard play in what the population knows about the 

health aspects of Covid-19? 
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- In addition to the traditional journalistic media (such as ORF, Standard, 

Kronen-Zeitung, etc.), there are now also many alternative sources of 

information - especially on the internet. Which ones have you noticed in the 

past year that you think have an influence on what the population thinks they 

know about Covid-19? 

- How good do you think the general public's knowledge of Covid-19 is? 

• How well do you think media have succeeded in communicating scientific 

knowledge about Covid-19? 

- Have you noticed any differences in quality between different media? Can you 

please tell us what you think makes some media report better than others?  

- Can you give us a positive and a negative example? 

- Do you have the impression that media's treatment of scientific knowledge has 

changed over time? (Has it become more knowledgeable or understanding? 

Or even rather the opposite?) 

• In this context: Research on science communication deals intensively with the 

potential for conflict between scientific and journalistic principles. Did you 

experience in the pandemic that your scientific perspective did not fit the needs of 

journalists and that there were conflicts between journalistic claims and their 

principles?  

- What exactly was the problem there?  

- Do you have the impression that journalists are good at dealing with the 

uncertainty of scientific knowledge?  

- How did you refer to the uncertainty of scientific knowledge in your 

communication with journalists?  

- Was this uncertainty sufficiently expressed in the corresponding articles?  

 

Nevertheless, the experts made distinctions between media and journalists at some 

other points in the interview, which is why the interviews were analysed as a whole. The 

above-mentioned questions only serve as an orientation for classifying the individual 

interview sequences.  

First of all, it can be said that scientists do differentiate between different media. 

In general, the experts differentiate on two different levels: on the one hand, on the level 

of the medium and, on the other, on the level of the individual journalist.  
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7.1.1 Differentiation by Media  
 

At the level of media, it becomes apparent that the experts differentiate between 

media in three different ways. Firstly, they distinguish between tabloid media and quality 

media, secondly, between traditional media and alternative media and thirdly, between 

TV, print, and radio. Only very few experts make no distinction between media and see 

media as a whole. Only one expert says: "Overall, I wouldn't turn my hand over there, but 

would call all media stakeholders drivers of the pandemic" (m4).  

This is because most experts distinguish between media. The analysis shows that 

the majority of experts differ between tabloid media and quality media. In general, the 

experts see media playing an important role during Covid-19, as they are the main source 

of information for society and thus contribute to the formation of opinion:  

"I think media have a big influence because the public consumes most of the 

information through media (...) they won't read scientific studies, they probably 

won't go to the ministry's website, but they will primarily consume media" (m3).  

In this context, quality media are again attributed a greater responsibility and role 

in the fight against Covid-19 than tabloid media. A male expert says: "The traditional 

media, i.e., ORF or Puls 4 and things like that, i.e., television and newspapers play a big 

role for me. These are the important players" (m2). However, the fact that quality media 

are recognised as more important than the tabloid media has to do with the experts' own 

media consumption. Almost all experts say they inform themselves exclusively through 

traditional quality media and do not consume tabloid media privately: "I have to admit 

quite frankly that I don't read Heute and Österreich or whatever they're called. Instead, I 

try to orientate myself towards the, from my point of view, higher quality media, such as 

Der Standard" (f3). Some experts also recognise different information channels in society 

and that different groups in society use different media. For example, a virologist says:  

"My parents inform themselves via ORF television and my daughter informs 

herself differently. She tells me, for example, that I saw you here and there when 

it somehow appeared on an online medium (...). The people who have informed 

themselves via traditional media continue to inform themselves via traditional 

media and others not at all. And the third ones via Facebook or I don't know what" 

(m6).  

Thus, experts seem not only to distinguish between quality media and tabloid 

media, but also to use this distinction for the selection of their own information channels 
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and to recognise that there are indeed different information channels for different social 

groups.  

The experts also differ between alternative media and traditional media. 

Alternative media include especially online media such as social networks, blogs, or 

internet forums. Like traditional media, these online media are also regarded as playing a 

major role in the Covid-19 pandemic: "Well, the individual beliefs then build up in the 

bubbles. So, social media have certainly also made a significant contribution to the 

situation where we are now" (f2). Hence, experts are aware that alternative media play a 

role in the pandemic and contribute to the formation of opinion.  

Moreover, the experts do not see alternative media as a whole, but again 

distinguish between channels, especially between different social networks. Two 

different camps can be identified. On the one hand, there are the rather positively 

evaluated social networks such as Twitter and LinkedIn, which serve the correct 

dissemination of information, and on the other hand, the rather negatively evaluated social 

networks such as Facebook, where Fake News and Covid-19 opponents are increasingly 

suspected. One expert says: "In LinkedIn, for example, I see a lot of reference-based 

information (...). In Facebook, it's the other way around. It has very little to do with 

science. I wouldn't post anything there" (f3). Another expert also said:  

"I communicate mainly via Linkedin or Twitter, where I have the feeling that it is 

relatively pro-Corona or pro-vaccination. I reach the people who are interested in 

these much more. On the other hand, when I look at my private profile on 

Facebook, it's exactly the opposite. I have the feeling that anti-vaccination groups 

are forming there. The sceptics" (f3).  

The differentiation between social networks is mainly made by the experts who 

are also active on the respective platforms. Another expert distingusihes between the 

social networks by stating how they use various online media for their own research and 

says:  

"I don't have anything to do with Facebook anymore. We are also present on 

Twitter. There are good channels and not so good ones. And we only deal with 

blogs and other forums for research when it's somehow very weird. That is, 

conspiracy theory or myths" (m9).  

All in all, the experts are able to identify differences between various online 

media.  
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A further distinction is made by the interviewed experts between different types 

of media. Experts also differentiate between print media, radio and TV. For example, 

when asked how they rate the coverage on Covid-19, one expert replied:  

"Print media are certainly better than those with pictures and sound, simply 

because of the time involved, and there it is very often simply about the headline 

and the good slogan that you can hang yourself on again" (f5). 

The evaluation of the reporting on Covid-19 will be dealt with in research question 

2, but it should be noted here that experts also distinguish between different forms of 

media and evaluate them differently.  

In summary, it can be said at this point that at the level of the media, differentiation 

is made at various points: firstly, there is the distinction between quality media and tabloid 

media. Secondly, a distinction is also made between traditional media and alternative 

media. Within alternative media, there is a further differentiation between, for example, 

different social networks. And thirdly, the experts also distinguish between media based 

on their format, i.e., whether it is a print medium, radio or TV.  

 

 

7.1.2 Differentiation by Journalists 
 

As already mentioned above, experts continue to differ on another level: the level 

of journalists. In general, the differentiation on the level of journalists is not as 

differentiated as on the level of media, but a simple distinction is made between qualified 

and unqualified journalists.  

For experts, qualified journalists are not necessarily journalists who work for 

quality media. This is because the differentiation of journalists takes place independently 

of the medium for which the journalists are employed. For the scientists, there are five 

different factors that make a journalist a qualified journalist.  

The first factor is that the journalist has specialist knowledge. In the best case, the 

journalist understands science and scientific complexity. One expert says: "There are 

some journalists who have really acquired an enormous amount of expertise in the last 

year and with whom it is really fun to do interviews" (m9). Therefore, the expertise of the 

journalist definitely has an influence on the enjoyment of the interview.  

The second factor is that the interview with the scientist has been prepared for, 

and research is done in advance. One experts states:  
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"There is always contact with interviewers or directors or editors who are perfectly 

prepared they know exactly in which direction the whole thing should go they also 

know how to get there. It is simply a pleasure" (f5). 

 In comparison to the first factor, no scientific expertise is required here, but only 

the expectation that the interview partner is prepared and that the interview follows a 

concept or plan.  

The third factor is that the journalist is being able to present the scientist’s complex 

information in a for the audience understandable way. The experts view it as a quality 

feature that journalists make information more accessible to the public: "There are 

journalists who do this incredibly well (...) because they have a much clearer lay-oriented 

language than many experts" (m9). In addition, it is important that this well-prepared 

reporting happens over a long period of time and not only at the beginning of Covid-19:  

"It was clear that good science journalists do good work. But I must say that I was 

very pleased about such a long time, such a great continuity in reporting on such 

a difficult topic, with such difficult facets, in a proper, objective and halfway 

decent manner" (m3). 

Moreover, it is important to experts that not just a quote is taken out of context 

and that they are used as an expert for their expertise and not for a quotable quote. One 

expert says: "What I always have more problems with is when the journalist writes an 

article and all he needs from you is a quote" (m14). Another expert recognises that there 

are some journalists who "just want to somehow elicit the most lurid quote possible from 

you" (m6).  

The fourth factor is that scientists feel good about their media appearances or 

interviews. This includes the interview itself on the one hand, but also the way they are 

treated after the interview on the other. For experts, it is important to be treated well, 

which includes, for example, that information is handled confidentially or that the 

scientists' wishes are taken into account: "If there is a certain relationship of trust with the 

journalist, then I also say, on the topic xy, this is my point of view, but please also write 

this and that about it" (m12). Moreover, for example, the prompt sending of the article 

for proofreading also makes a qualified journalist:  

"There are simply journalists with whom it is fun to have a conversation. And then 

you get articles for proofreading that are just really good and to the point. And 

others either don't send it at all or send it so late that you only have 10 minutes to 

correct it and then you don't get around to it" (m9).  
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The fifth and final factor is that there is objective reporting without emotionalising 

or lurid headlines. An expert said:  

"Sometimes I find great, really great articles, for once without any emotion. 

Because sometimes you get the feeling that the journalist is so angry at someone 

and now, he must criticise him in the article because he has the platform. Take the 

emotions out of it, because science must also try to keep emotions out of it, yes, 

and to remain factual." (m13).  

This emotionality is criticized, in journalists and it is demanded that the article, 

like science, should also be neutral. As one scientist summarises:  

"There are so-called science journalists and I think: what do you actually want? 

What is the aim of what you are doing? You only want to emotionalise. Science 

journalism is supposed to try to be objective. But that has nothing to do with 

objectivity. What you are doing is completely subjective and actually insulting. 

And you are sharing, you are evaluating science and that is not science journalism. 

Science journalism should be descriptive" (m17).  

In summary, it can also be said that experts also distinguish between different 

journalists and classify them primarily based on criteria into qualified or unqualified 

journalists. There are five factors that experts use to identify a qualified journalist. First, 

that the journalist has expertise. Secondly, that the journalist prepares the interviews. 

Thirdly, that the journalist can present the information to the audience in an 

understandable way. Fourthly, that the journalist makes the experts feel good during the 

interviews and that there is a pleasant interaction. And fifthly, that emotions and 

sensational headlines are excluded from reporting.  

 

 

7.1.3 Summary of Results and Discussion 
  

Overall, the research question to what extent scientists are aware of media 

diversity can be answered as follows: the scientific experts definitely differentiate 

between different media and thus also perceive a media diversity. The differentiation 

takes place on different levels, and they differentiate not only by media but also by 

journalists. While the differentiation of journalists depends primarily on the criterion of 

whether the journalist is qualified or unqualified, the differentiation of media is more 

complex.  



 

 

52 

There are three different categories that scientists use to differentiate between 

media. The majority of scientists distinguish between tabloid media and quality media, 

whereby the evaluation of these media is also related to one's own media consumption. 

In addition, most scientists distinguish between alternative media and traditional media. 

Especially online media are considered separately and evaluated in a differentiated 

manner. Here, too, a further distinction is made between individual social networks. Some 

scientists also differentiate according to the media format, i.e., whether it is radio, print 

media, or TV.  

In summary, it can be said that media diversity is perceived to a large extent by 

the scientists and that it is by no means the case that media are regarded as a whole. Most 

scientists take a very differentiated view on media and also evaluated media and their 

reporting in a highly differentiated way. The evaluation of reporting is strongly related to 

the differentiation of media.  

As discussed earlier in the paper, to date, little is known about how scientists view 

journalists and how diversity is perceived within journalistic and quasi-journalistic media 

(e.g. Dunwoody, 1999; Editorial, 2004; Gunter et al, 1999; Petersen et al, 2009; Reed, 

2001; Bauernschmidt, 2017). This work fits into studies that examine the academic 

perspective on journalism (Dernbach, 2012; Peters, 2008). However, previous studies 

mostly examine the relationship between scientists in general and do not distinguish 

between different media. This work extends the findings of previous studies and lets 

scientists differentiate between different media and provides the perspective of scientists 

who serve as "sources" for media and journalists as well.  

In terms of differentiating journalists, the findings of this study align with those 

of Dernbach (2012) and Besley et al. (2018), in which scientists express that they have 

experienced both skilled and low-skilled journalists in all media and it does not depend 

on the medium whether a journalist is qualified or not qualified. However, this work 

extends the findings of previous studies on this topic and recognises factors by which 

scientists differentiate qualified journalists from unqualified journalists. These five facts 

identified in the analysis of this master's thesis have the potential to facilitate future 

cooperation between journalists and scientists. 

The fact that scientists generally differentiate between media is initially no 

surprise, since all the scientists interviewed have an academic degree and are mostly also 

employed at universities. Consequently, a certain reflective competence can be assumed 

(Lenhardt & Stock, 2009). Moreover, according to Bourdieu (1976), the field of science 



 

  

53 

communication forms the intersection between the scientific field and the journalistic 

field. Thus, science communication carried out by scientists in their daily work is an 

activity that is already routine for many scientists (Besley & Dudo, 2016; Besley et al., 

2018). Scientists and journalists regularly work together and benefit from the 

collaboration (ibid.). On one aspect, scientific expertise acts as a reliable source of public 

and media interest in current affairs; in return, media attention can provide public 

legitimacy for scientists and their research (Peters et al. 2008; Weingart 2003). The 

credibility of the scientists' statements is also amplified by media appearances (Dernbach, 

2012). By classifying science communication as an interface between the scientific field 

and the journalistic field, it can also be assumed that scientists possess a certain media 

competence (ibid.). This media competence also arises from media experience.  

Most of the experts interviewed say they already had media experience through 

their position before Covid-19. Another point that plays into the good competence of 

scientists to differentiate between media is that most scientists gained more experience 

with different media during the Covid-19 pandemic. This of course plays into the 

perception of media and hence also facilitates the differentiation between different media 

on the basis of individual experience. Therefore, it also seems logical that this work 

confirms Besley & Nisbet's (2011) findings that scientists recognise a media logic and 

see media adapting to this logic in their reporting.  

That scholars differentiate between different media and recognise that media vary 

in content and political directions has also been recognised in other studies (Besley & 

Nisbet, 2011; Dernbach, 2012; Rödder, 2008). At this point it must be noted that the 

scientists do differentiate between media in three ways (tabloid media versus quality 

media; traditional media versus alternative media and differentiation between radio, TV 

and print media), however, the interview guideline already provided a category. For the 

fact that a question actively asked for the differentiation between traditional media and 

alternative media in terms of quality, it is possible that this category is not primarily taken 

by the experts themselves but is predetermined by the structure and question conception. 

Nevertheless, it is imaginable that this distinction would also have been made by experts 

if the question had been worded differently. For most of the experts did indeed make a 

differentiation within these traditional and, above all, alternative media.  

The fact that experts actually distinguish between traditional and alternative media 

is a serendipitous discovery. This is because alternative media do not play a major private 

role for many academics and are hardly used by them (Atton & Wickenden, 2005). 
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Alternative media are media that deviate from the established media or mass media 

(Coyer et al., 2011). These alternative media do not refer to a specific format in the sense 

of radio, print, online or television (ibid.). Alternative media have different working 

methods than traditional media (Atton & Wickenden, 2005). Experts are usually not 

invited by alternative media because alternative media usually provide a platform for 

those who are considered "different" or "voiceless" (ibid., p. 8). "Such practices 

emphasise first person, eyewitness accounts by participants; reworking of the populist 

approaches of tabloid newspapers to recover a "radical popular" style of reporting; 

collective and anti-hierarchical forms of organisation, an inclusive, radical form of civic 

journalism” (Atton 2003, p. 267). This native journalism (Atton, 2002, p. 491) is an 

essential part of alternative reporting. It aims to provide information and news to a wide 

audience and both journalists and expert groups are criticised by alternative media for not 

being able to present complex issues in an understandable way (Atton & Wickenden, 

2005). The fact that alternative media again distinguish between different social networks 

is considered a surprising result of this study. 

 

 

7.2 Research Question 2 
 

The second research question is: How do scientists evaluate the way different 

media deal with Covid-19? In order to answer this question, the analysis focused on the 

following questions from the interview guideline: 

 

• From your perspective, what interim assessment do you make of media coverage 

of Covid-19? How do you assess the quality of media coverage of Covid-19? 

• In your opinion, what role does reporting by traditional media such as ORF, 

Kronen-Zeitung or Der Standard play in what the population knows about the 

health aspects of Covid-19? 

- In addition to the traditional journalistic media (such as ORF, Standard, 

Kronen-Zeitung, etc.), there are now also many alternative sources of 

information - especially on the internet. Which ones have you noticed in the 

past year that you think have an influence on what the population thinks they 

know about Covid-19? 

- How good do you think the general public's knowledge of Covid-19 is? 



 

  

55 

• How well do you think media have succeeded in communicating scientific 

knowledge about Covid-19? 

- Have you noticed any differences in quality between different media? Can you 

please tell us what you think makes some media report better than others?  

- Can you give us a positive and a negative example? 

- Do you have the impression that media's treatment of scientific knowledge has 

changed over time? (Has it become more knowledgeable or understanding? 

Or even rather the opposite?) 

• We have already talked about the fact that there are many other sources besides 

the traditional media on the internet that "inform" about Covid-19. How do you 

rate the quality of these sources compared to journalism? 

- Do you have any positive or negative examples for us here as well? 

• Experts play an important role in reporting. How do you rate the range of experts 

presented by the Austrian media in the context of Covid-19? To what extent do 

you think that the right or the wrong experts have their say? 

- Have you noticed any differences between the various media?  

- To what extent have you noticed differences in the choice of experts between 

traditional media and alternative media on the Internet? 

 

Just as in answering research question 1, these questions only serve as a rough 

classification, since the interviews were analysed completely. In the following, the 

evaluation of the reporting will be discussed first before the spectrum of experts presented 

in Austrian media will be addressed.  

 

 

7.2.1 Evaluation of Reporting  
 

The assessment of the reporting differs significantly from expert to expert, but 

most experts agree that science journalism has played a major role during Covid-19: "I 

believe that science journalism in particular has played a good and important role. Also, 

to communicate not only the findings themselves, but also the classification of the 

findings" (m12).  
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In addition, the majority of the experts assess the media coverage of Covid-19 as 

positive overall. Some experts say they perceived the reporting as well-balanced and 

objective and are therefore satisfied with the reporting. One expert says:  

"I think that the media coverage has actually been quite good from the beginning 

until today, in my perception. I think it has been objective and it has also 

highlighted various aspects, so that people have been able to form their own 

opinion. I think that, at least from my perspective, there is not really much 

criticism of the media coverage" (m15).  

Another expert emphasises that she finds it positive that "there were few, let's say, 

science deniers and also few scaremongers, they always tried to achieve a certain balance" 

(f4). Some experts also recognise the difficulty of scientific topics as one expert states 

that "it's not that easy for a journalist to read medical scientific papers now, it's quite a 

challenge" (m1). Most of the experts were particularly positive about the way in which 

scientific findings are communicated. One expert states he is positively surprised for the 

fact that "it has been possible to explain to even the most ignorant person in this country 

what a PCR, a CT value and a pandemic is and what a host, an antibody and whatever 

other terms have been explained there" (m3).  

Dealing with the scientific uncertainty of information also worked well in most 

cases and was not a problem for most journalists. One expert talks about his experiences 

with journalists and says:  

"They are sometimes disappointed when you say it's still unclear. But on the other 

hand, there have also been some who have said: then I'll probably have to rewrite 

the title, but it's probably the case that you don't know everything yet. As a rule, 

you already have the feeling that they are professional enough and realistic enough 

to know that a lot is still unclear" (m13).  

Thus, the media coverage as a whole, without differentiation by medium, was first 

assessed positively by the majority of experts. 

Nevertheless, some experts also expressed they were generally not satisfied with 

the media coverage. Although this is the minority of four experts, who considered the 

reporting to be generally negative, the criticism of these experts will be briefly discussed 

here.  

Most of the experts' criticism does not refer to the content of the reporting, but to 

the way it was reported. One expert said: "It's all geared towards negative headlines, 

towards scaremongering, towards fearmongering" (f2). It is assumed that the biased 
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reporting is a danger for society and "divides the population to an extent that I have never 

seen before" (m4). Another expert criticises that media always try to include different 

opinions in their reporting:  

"When science is 90 per cent in agreement, a counterpart is still found to everyone 

who says one thing. And that totally distorts the public's perception because 

people believe that science is not in agreement. But just because there are a few 

cross-headed people doesn't mean that science is not unanimous" (m10).  

Especially with emotional and polarising topics, the reporting has a great 

influence and "that went really badly, especially when it comes to vaccinations, I have to 

say that I'm not particularly enthusiastic about how knowledge about vaccinations is 

shared" (m2). The reporting "has indeed often not worked and has often led to great 

confusion" (m17).  

Further criticism of media is not only voiced by the experts, who evaluate the 

reporting as consistently negative. Even experts who see the media coverage of Covid-19 

as rather positive expressed the criticism that there is too much coverage on Covid-19. 

For example, some experts emphasise that the frequency of reporting on the pandemic is 

perceived as too high. One expert says:  

"It's annoying when you're always presented with the same topic every day. I don't 

know how many ZIB2 programmes there were last year without Covid-19. 

Probably not even one. Sometimes I would like to have a break, but you can't get 

out of it. It's just a crisis that we're in the middle of" (m7).  

Another expert rates the quality of reporting positively, but also sees the quantity 

of reporting as a problem: "Very good in terms of quality. But there's too much quantity 

that you can't escape (...) you really have to turn it off at home" (m2).  

Now that the evaluation of the reporting as a whole has been dealt with 

comprehensively, the evaluation of the reporting by individual media will be focused on. 

As already noted, most experts do differentiate between media in their assessment of the 

coverage. 

Most experts distinguish between quality media and tabloid media and evaluate 

the reporting of these media differently. The different assessments take place both at the 

level of the medium as well as at the level of the individual journalist. One expert 

distinguishes between different journalists and says, for example:  

"I think it's very mixed. There are some science journalists who really report very 

well, who really understand it very well. And then, of course, there are the exact 
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opposite. Many things are taken out of context or presented in an abbreviated way. 

Or even presented in such a way that you expect a lot of clicks. The quality of 

reporting is very mixed" (m9).  

Another expert expresses that reporting has also changed over time: "I would say 

it's up and down, it was very professional at the beginning, but then at some point it 

diminished. Some media report in a higher quality and others in a lower quality" (m1). 

As already noted in research question 1, the evaluation of the reporting is strongly related 

to the differentiation of media. The experts rate the reporting differently depending on 

the medium. Thus, quality media are rated differently than tabloid media and the rating 

between alternative and traditional media also varies.  

The reporting of quality media was generally assessed positively by the scientists. 

One expert said: "What is certainly positive is that a lot of educational work was done, 

especially at the beginning of Covid-19. ORF, for example, allowed many experts to have 

their say. As did the good newspapers" (m10). 

Among quality media, one medium was mentioned particularly often, which is 

considered a positive example by most experts: the ORF. The Austrian public broadcaster 

ORF was praised in many interviews for its coverage on Covid-19. "The ORF plays a big 

role and I think they do it quite professionally, they try to inform objectively" (m1). In 

addition to the ORF as a whole, the science editor of the ORF was frequently 

complimented for his work: "I would like to single him out, who conveyed this in a really 

completely unagitated, very competent way" (m16).  

The reporting of tabloid media tended to be evaluated more negatively than the 

reporting of quality media. One expert said: "The tabloids are obviously doing business 

and generating attention with shock messages" (f2). However, not all experts are negative 

about tabloid media coverage. Some scientists express positive surprise at the way 

tabloids have reported on Covid-19. For example, one expert says:  

"I was surprised about the development of the tabloid media and positively 

surprised. I have never seen that before, with partly very serious reporting and 

very source-related reporting (...). The Kronen Zeitung started to quote the sources 

and they could download the sources online from the Kronen Zeitung" (m5). 

Another expert also emphasises that reporting in tabloid media is varies and says: 

"Tabloid media are very different in quality and this Servus TV is below every line. They 

simply worked very dubiously" (m1).  



 

  

59 

In general, Servus TV was mentioned by many experts as a negative example. 

Servus TV is a channel that is known for documentaries and reports. During Covid-19, 

Servus TV created “Corona-Qu4rtett”, a format in which two scientists and experts in the 

field of virology or epidemiology discuss with two Covid-19 deniers. This format causes 

displeasure among most of the experts interviewed. One expert says:  

"With ORF, for example, I had the feeling that they were making an effort to 

report factually, with Servus TV I have the feeling that only the dissenting voices 

are collected, so I have not had the impression for a long time that a balanced 

attempt is being made" (m3). 

Another expert states:  

"I mean, there is one aberration in media, that is Servus TV, where I am very 

disappointed about the coverage. Which actually only has the purpose of 

questioning the measures and putting them in a strange light" (m1).  

Servus TV has, like most media during Covid-19, shifted its focus to coverage on 

Covid-19. One expert says: "Servus TV increasingly dealt with very abstruse things 

during the pandemic and invited very odd people. That was very strange" (m10).  

Now the evaluation of alternative media and especially online media will be 

looked at in more detail. In general, online media are evaluated more negatively than 

traditional media:  

"In the end, there are also very good, very well-founded ones, but I would say 

90% are simply much worse than any quality journalism. Because nobody has to 

check it, because it takes place in a certain group and because it runs in the bubble. 

I think that's a big danger" (f14).  

Social networks in particular are criticised for their content on Covid-19:  

"And on social media, of course, they said the most bullshit! Really, I've never 

read so much crazy stuff. Facebook in particular is really stupid. On Twitter it's 

always a bit more differentiated, depending on where you look. There are also 

very sophisticated discussions there. But on Facebook there is almost only 

nonsense" (f4). 

Some experts see the problem that the spread on social networks varies, making 

it difficult to control the different channels.  

"The problem is that I think the dispersion is much bigger there. There are great 

people to follow on Twitter or Facebook, but you have to find them. And 

conversely, there's a lot of bullshit that doesn't happen in that amount in the 



 

 

60 

traditional media. The Kronen Zeitung and the Bild Zeitung in Germany and so 

on, they write a lot of nonsense, of course, but such concentrated nonsense as has 

spread in the social media, even then with demonstrations on video, where people 

can be taught on YouTube and it all sounds quite plausible, but it's actually 

complete nonsense. It's a different quality, in a negative sense," says one expert 

(m15).  

In summary, it can also be said that although the reporting on Covid-19 is rated 

positively overall by the experts, most experts differentiate between media in their 

assessment. While quality media is consistently praised for its coverage, the verdict for 

the tabloid media is more differentiated. Thus, the reporting is rated as less good in terms 

of quality, yet some experts are positively surprised. The online media are rated lowest.   

 

 

7.2.2 Assessment of Experts in Media 
 

Since experts played an important role in media coverage during Covid-19, the 

evaluation of the range of experts presented in media will now be discussed in detail.  

Only a minority of the scientists interviewed think that media do not consciously 

select experts, i.e., that media tend to randomly select which experts to interview for 

reporting. Only one scientist says: "That was a random selection" (m8). All the other 

experts interviewed agree and assume that media do select and prefer certain experts for 

their reporting. A total of five reasons for this can be identified from the scientists' 

answers.  

The first reason is that media select for experts who can convey information well. 

One expert says: "I have the feeling that media tried to focus on experts who were 

somewhat able to convey things in an understandable way to the public" (w4).  

The second reason is that there is a certain loyalty between journalists or media 

and experts and that they work together in the future. For example, one expert answeres 

the question of whether media prefer certain experts with: "Yes, they have their 

preferences, definitely. They are also loyal to them, so there is a certain loyalty" (f3).  

The third reason given for the selection of experts is that experts are selected 

because they adapt to media and convey what journalists want to convey with their 

reporting. One expert answeres: "I think it depends on the orientation of the medium and 

what it wants to convey. And then, of course, the experts who convey exactly what the 

media want to convey are selected" (f6).  
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The fourth reason is that good accessibility is also taken into account for the 

selection of scientific experts: "There, too, it is the accessibility, how easy it is to deal 

with someone and how easily they can be reached in a hurry, even in an emergency. Of 

course, that plays a role for media" (f5).  

The last and fifth reason is that experts are selected by media according to topic 

and not every scientist speaks out on all topics. One expert expresses: "I think it has now 

become a little clearer who is asked about which topic" (m12).  

Surprisingly, almost none of the experts say that the political role of scientists 

plays a factor in the selection of media. Some scientists have taken an advisory position 

in politics during Covid-19. Scientists, however, do not think that experts are selected by 

media for their coverage because of this role.  

The range of experts presented in Austrian media tends to be negatively evaluated 

and criticised by the scientists. Only a few experts expressed they like the selection of 

experts. Thus, only a few scientists praised the expert choice of media and states:  

"There were certainly many very good people who had their say, no question 

about that. And that's also great to see who there is in Austria who is active in this 

field and especially how multi-layered this field is as well" (f6).  

Another expert says: "So I think that generally it has been done quite well. And media 

have relied and had to rely on the experts in different fields" (m15).  

However, the majority of experts expressed criticism of the selection of experts 

who appeared in media. Four main points of criticism can be named.  

The first criticism is that too few female experts appeared in media. This criticism 

is voiced exclusively by female scientists. One expert expresses: "We women don't have 

these advance praises and are asked less often. We have to fight our way through" (f4). 

The second point of criticism is that the diversity of experts is too low and experts 

from some important research fields did not even have a chance to speak up. One expert 

called for better selection and states:  

"I think the selection would have to be standardised. The question should be 

asked: which people from which fields say what about which topic. For example, 

we have boards with colleagues from psychology and the social sciences. But they 

are not heard enough, for example" (m6).  

The third point of criticism is that there were too many experts in media. Some 

experts would have found it better if only a certain number of experts were available for 
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a topic area. For example, one expert says: "I think that the number of experts was just 

too big, so I think that was a mistake" (m17).  

The fourth criticism goes hand in hand with the second and third and was 

mentioned most often. It is that experts were presented in media who are not really experts 

in the field. In addition, there was no thorough checking of the scientists' CVs on the part 

of the journalists to determine whether they had the competence to present themselves as 

experts in media. For example, one expert states: 

"People were given a voice, and I wondered where their expertise came from. That 

was not checked. Not even with me! No one ever asked me what my career was 

like. I was surprised and therefore there is an oversupply of experts, and I would 

actually call very few of them experts. And that's dangerous because I really do 

read misinformation in media every day" (f3).  

Another expert also recognises the problem and says:  

"In Austria, the term expert is generally a certain problem, because you very 

quickly become an expert and are also dubbed an expert by media, just because 

you once said something about it somewhere or wrote a guest article about it. This 

has been extremely noticeable, that an insane number of people suddenly wanted 

to produce themselves in some way" (m10).  

All in all, it can be said that the spectrum of experts tends to be evaluated 

negatively by the scientists, but the experts do see a pattern behind the selection decisions 

of media and do not believe that they are based on chance.  

 

 

7.2.3 Summary of Results and Discussion  
 

Finally, the research question How do scientists evaluate the way different media 

deal with Covid-19? can be answered as followed: the reporting itself is rated positively 

by the scientists overall, but the majority of the experts differentiate in their judgement 

between media. Whereas quality media score best in the experts' assessment and are 

consistently praised for their reporting, the assessment of tabloid media is more 

differentiated. Here, it depends on the individual medium whether the reporting is rated 

better or worse. Online media, on the other hand, are almost exclusively criticised and 

seen as a danger because, depending on the channel and social network, false information 

can spread there and are more difficult to control than in traditional media.  
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In addition, the range of experts presented in Austrian media is criticised by 

scientists. Here, experts see the selection process of media as a conscious process that 

takes place according to certain criteria. Scientists critique the selection decisions of 

media.  

However, the evaluation of the reporting as a whole depends strongly on the 

medium and since, as already clarified in research question 1, most scientists consume 

quality media, it can be assumed that the scientific experts also primarily refer to these 

quality media in their evaluation.  

Furthermore, the expectations of the reporting play an important role. While no 

great expectations are placed on tabloid media in terms of high-quality reporting, the 

experts do expect high-quality reporting from quality media and are stricter in their 

assessment:  

"I would say it's heterogeneous because media are also heterogeneous. I don't 

really have tabloids on my radar because I don't really consume them. It's hard for 

me to evaluate it. But the media that I have on my radar are the classical press, the 

Standard, the Wiener Zeitung, ORF of course (...) I would really be very strict" 

(m14).  

The results of this master’s thesis fit in with previous research findings that 

reporting by experts from one's own field is considered more critical than by non-experts 

(Young & Matthews, 2007). Although there is no comparative value to other social 

groups here, the scientific experts certainly view the reporting critically. Thus, it could 

have been assumed that the evaluation of reporting on Covid-19 would be viewed more 

crucially than reporting on less sensitive and vulnerable topics (ibid.; Loss et al., 2021).  

However, it turns out that the evaluation of reporting is extremely positive, 

especially in quality media. The fact that quality media tend to be rated better than tabloid 

media is consistent with the results of previous research (Magin, 2020). Especially 

because the evaluation of media is related to one's own media consumption (Taddicken 

& Neverla, 2011), it is hardly surprising that the experts primarily refer to quality media 

in their evaluation. The fact that the experts differentiate between media and make their 

assessment on the basis of individual media and do not evaluate the coverage of Covid-

19 in general also militates in favour of a certain media literacy of experts, as already 

discussed in the answer to research question 1. The negative evaluation of online media 

and especially social networks also fits with previous research (Korte & Dinter, 2019). 
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Moreover, the results of this study are consistent with the studies that find that 

there are both qualified and unqualified journalists in all media (Dernbach, 2012). 

Nevertheless, it is surprising that no distinction is made in the reporting between radio, 

TV and print. As explained in research question 1, scientists do distinguish between these 

media. Nevertheless, there is no separate evaluation of these media. Radio in particular is 

hardly mentioned by the experts. 

However, it is surprising that overall coverage is viewed positively, as experts 

tend to have a negative attitude towards media and scientists often blame media for 

fostering insecurity and conflict in society (Young & Matthews, 2007). In the theory part 

of the thesis, four different types of scientists were described and how they deal with 

media. Firstly, there are the telegenic experts who want to be interviewed and tend to be 

positive towards media (Dernbach, 2012). Secondly, there are the scientists who produce 

content themselves. Thirdly, there are the experts who completely reject media requests 

and have a negative attitude towards media and lastly, there are the scientists who do not 

impose themselves on media but usually accept media requests (ibid.). Due to the 

extremely positive assessment of media and reporting, it can be assumed that especially 

scientists from the first group are to be found in the sample of this study.  

It should also be noted that although journalists bear the main responsibility for 

reporting, scientists have nevertheless played a major role in media coverage. The fact 

that scientists therefore rate the media coverage in which they themselves appear as 

experts better is presumably related on the one hand to their own experience in media 

appearances and according to which they select where they appear. On the other hand, 

however, it can be assumed that it also has to do with the self-portrayal and the scientist’s 

own role that one assumes in media, that one criticises the media in which one appears 

less and hence also takes on a part of the responsibility of the reporting.  

It is also surprising that scientists criticise the selection of experts in media. The 

criticism there is not directed at the experts, but at the media's selection process. While 

journalists make it dependent on factors such as expertise, prominence, linguistic 

presentation skills, authentic appearance, accessibility, reliability, and predictability of 

the statement (Nölleke, 2009) which experts they invite, the perception of these criteria 

does not seem to reach the experts. In this way, the experts recognise other factors 

according to which journalists select scientific experts. First, that the expert is good at 

conveying information; second, that there is a certain loyalty between the expert and the 

journalist, meaning that journalists always work with the same experts. Thirdly, that the 
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expert adapts to media and the objectives of the reporting, and fourthly, that the expert is 

accessible, even for interviews at short notice. The experts interviewed are highly critical 

of the range of experts presented in Austrian media and would like to see a standardised 

selection process. One might think that these criteria (as mentioned for example by 

Nölleke, 2009) are a first step towards such standardisation, but according to the experts, 

not all criteria are met in the experts who appear in media. The experts interviewed state 

many experts who appear in media do not have any professional competence, for 

example, and do not match this selection criterion.  

 

 

7.3 Research Question 3 
 

The third research question is: To what extent does the perception of the 

functioning of the media influence the handling of media inquiries? For the analysis, as 

with the other research questions, the interviews were analysed completely, but the focus 

for this question was on the answers to the following questions: 

 

• How well do you think media have succeeded in communicating scientific 

knowledge about Covid-19? 

- Have you noticed any differences in quality between different media? Can you 

please tell us what you think makes some media report better than others? 

- Can you give us a positive and a negative example? 

- Do you have the impression that media's treatment of scientific knowledge has 

changed over time? (Has it become more knowledgeable or understanding? 

Or even rather the opposite?) 

• We have already talked about the fact that there are many other sources besides 

the traditional media on the internet that "inform" about Covid-19. How do you 

rate the quality of these sources compared to journalism? 

- Do you have any positive or negative examples for us here as well? 

• What do you think it takes to be able to fulfil the role of a media expert in a 

satisfactory way? What kind of skills do you need? And what resources do you 

need? 

- Now we would like to look specifically at your experiences as a media expert. 

First of all, I would like to ask you: Can you please tell me about your 
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experiences as a contact person for media in the past year - how many; good, 

bad experiences did you have? What is your personal assessment? 

- Do you remember a particularly remarkable experience that you can tell us 

about? 

• What does it depend on whether you accept or reject media enquiries? 

- To what extent does it make a difference from which media the enquiry comes? 

- And did you experience during Covid-19 that journalists have different 

scientific competence? Do you also decide on the basis of this competence 

whether you accept enquiries? 

- To what extent is it important to you that journalists understand the scientific 

process? 

• In this context: Research on science communication deals intensively with the 

potential for conflict between scientific and journalistic principles. Did you 

experience during Covid-19 that your scientific perspective did not fit the needs 

of journalists and that there were conflicts between journalistic aspirations and 

your scientific principles?  

- What exactly was the problem there?  

- Do you have the impression that journalists are good at dealing with the 

uncertainty of scientific knowledge?  

- How did you refer to the uncertainty of scientific knowledge in your 

communication with journalists?  

- Was this uncertainty sufficiently expressed in the corresponding articles?  

• We have already talked about how intensively and under what conditions you 

answer media enquiries as an expert. However, we still know very little about 

your motives for investing time in such activities as an expert. Can you please tell 

us why you are basically willing to appear as an expert in media? What goals do 

you pursue with your media appearances? 

• When you now look back on your media expert life in the last year, how satisfied 

are you with your experiences? What went well, what not so well? And what 

consequences do you draw (or have you already drawn) for future media 

appearances? 
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In order to answer the research question, the following section will first look at 

the perception of the functioning of media before a distinction is then made between 

motivations and actual inducements for providing expertise. Afterwards, the experts' way 

of dealing with media will be discussed, which results from the perception of the 

functioning, and the experiences made with media appearances. Finally, the research 

question is answered.   

 

 

7.3.1 Perception of the Functioning of Media  
 

The perception of the functioning of media differs significantly between the 

experts, so that two groups can be identified overall, whereby the first group contains 

fewer experts than the second group. Firstly, there are the experts who have an 

understanding of the functioning of media, but do not criticise journalists for the way they 

work, according to the motto "they are just doing their job" (m3). And secondly, there is 

the majority of experts who recognise a functioning of media and also criticise them for 

the way they work.  

In the first group, it is immediately noticeable that journalists do not need to be 

experts in the scientific field. Hence, one expert states:  

"This scientific competence doesn't have to lie with the journalist, he has to have 

journalistic competence (...). They all like to do their job and make sure they do it 

well, that's fine. They are all under a bit of pressure sometimes" (m2).  

Another expert adds: "The description of all these topics was very distinctive and 

detailed. Sometimes, perhaps, the details were not always quite right, but that is the nature 

of a journalist, that he is not a specialist" (m3). Although these experts recognise that 

journalists work differently and that they lack scientific competence, they do not see it as 

the task of journalists to have scientific expertise. Scientific literacy is therefore not 

obligatory for journalists, yet it makes a journalist a more qualified journalist if he or she 

has a certain level of scientific literacy, as already discussed in research question 2. 

The larger second group of experts also recognises a way of functioning of media 

but criticises the journalists for it. A total of three points can be summarised that experts 

recognise in the functioning of media.  

The first point is that media need clear statements. One expert says: "We scientists 

always tend to put everything into perspective, and media just want clear statements" (f1). 
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Another expert adds: "Journalists need simple truths. Yes, no, left, right, up, down, more 

or less. None of what I deal with scientifically is definite" (m4).  

The second point is that media truncate statements and present facts in a shortened 

way. "Then there are the news people who often condense you to single statements, who 

want to know something quickly", states one expert (m5).  

The third point is that media chase audience ratings and make their reporting 

dependent on what works well this moment in time. This is the most criticised point 

among the experts. For example, one expert said:  

"And of course, there are the smaller media that try to stir up trouble, that represent 

other opinions and try to stir up the whole thing. But that has nothing to do with 

content and meaning; it's purely a matter of audience ratings.  The whole system 

is heated up because the newspapers want to sell newspapers and the television 

stations need ratings. There is no content behind it and these experts are chosen 

after knowing in advance what they will say" (m4). 

Media are particularly criticised for their content and that they only determine the 

content according to what gives the best rating. One expert states: "The more abstruse the 

story, the more credible it seems. They operate with spurious correlations and 

explanations. It's unbelievable" (m10). Another expert also criticises the content and 

summarises:  

"In media, it's never about finding the truth. It is always about two things. Media 

want as much scandal and ratings as possible. And the person giving the interview 

wants to convey a message. That's why these interviews always pass each other 

by. It is not a meeting of equals" (m4).  

These three points and the criticism of the way media work are also related to the 

productivity of the cooperation between journalists and experts. For many experts express 

that this way of functioning of media inhibits and complicates cooperation. "Of course, 

in the speed of the process, mistakes also happen, if I may say so. And these can of course 

also fuel the conflict between science and media" says one expert (m15). Nevertheless, 

experts recognise they have to adapt to the functioning of media in order to be able to 

convey the content:  

"And one is always instrumentalised, of course, to varying degrees. Depending on 

the medium. If you don't allow yourself to be instrumentalised under certain 

circumstances, you can't get the message you want to give across to the people" 

(m5).  
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The criticism of media expressed up to this point only refers to traditional media. 

As far as the functioning of alternative media is concerned, especially online media in the 

form of social networks, the assessment is more difficult. Most experts express they do 

not understand how alternative media work. For example, one expert says: "In alternative 

media, however, it is often presented as if one could choose what the truth is anyway" 

(f1). Another expert sees especially the comment function as central to social networks, 

saying:  

"That's the whole point of social networks, so that users can make comments. 

Sometimes they are really, really bad, really harsh. TV broadcasters also put their 

videos on YouTube. And then there is the possibility to comment. And if you want 

to have a look at it, these comments are insulting" (m15). 

 

 

7.3.2 Motivations Versus Inducements to Appear in Media  
 

Now that the perception of the functioning of media has been clarified, the 

concrete motivation for appearing in media and the actual inducement for appearing in 

media should be discussed. As already explained in the theoretical part of this paper, these 

two points cannot be equated at all.  

In the interviews, three main motivations or goals were mentioned for appearing 

in media. The first motivation is that scientists feel a sense of responsibility. Especially 

the public funding of scientists through taxes plays into this sense of duty. One expert 

comments on this: "It's my duty, I'll put it that way. I am paid by the taxpayer, and 

therefore it is also my duty to inform the taxpayer about what we are doing in our 

chamber. It's as simple as that" (f4).  

The second motivation is publicity. For example, one expert says: "So, it's vanity 

and altruism. Basically, of course, it's good publicity for our research" (m6). Media 

appearances are used to advertise one's own research. When asked what goals are pursued 

with media appearances and why they appear in media at all, one expert answers: 

"Because I see this as an important channel for our research" (f1). Another expert says: 

"We have consciously seen it as an opportunity for our department to become more well-

known" (m9).  

The third motivation is that media appearances are perceived as "part of the job" 

(m8) or as a duty, as there are also external expectations pressuring scientists to appear in 

media. This motivation partly results from the perceived knowledge deficit in society, so 
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that a need for information is recognised and the experts use their expertise to solve this 

knowledge deficit (Besley & Nisbet, 2011; Davies, 2008). One expert comments on this 

and says she appears in media "because I still have a lot of contact with patients and I 

know how great the need for information is". (f5). Experts want to provide a decision-

making support for the public. One expert states:  

"My main goal is that the whole population in Austria can make their own 

evidence-based health decisions. It is important to me that well-tested information 

reaches the population and not just any claims, and if I can make a contribution 

then I am happy to do so" (f1).  

Another expert adds to the statement and says: "I always just wanted to inform" (m17).  

The concrete inducements for appearing in media and sharing expertise differ in 

several aspects from the motivations and goals pursued with media appearances. The 

inducements include the three points mentioned in the motivations, but also include 

external factors. 

Hence, a total of seven concrete inducements can be named, according to which 

it is decided whether to appear in media or not. The first inducement is that there are 

external expectations that security and information must be provided also coincides with 

the motivation just mentioned. One expert emphasises the need for the right information 

in media, saying:  

"I think it is very important to convey the right information correctly and if I am 

able to pass on knowledge in this way, then I am happy to do so (...). If it helps to 

convey information correctly and helps that other experts, who give wrong 

information, take a back seat in media, then I'm willing to do that [appear in 

media]" (f7).  

Similarly, the point of publicity for research can also be found as inducement. One 

scientist emphasises the competition and says:  

"Because at the end of the day, we are in an attention contest as scientists. That is 

very clear. That attention competition was also there when it came to research on 

Covid-19" (m12).  

The point of responsibility is also found in both the motivations and the 

inducements. One expert says: "I am paid by the public sector, so I have to do something 

for the people" (m2).  
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In addition to the points that are reflected in both the motivations and the concrete 

inducements for appearing in media, there are four other factors that are used to decide 

whether to appear in media or not.  

The fourth factor is whether there is time to appear in media. While one expert 

says: "If it somehow fits in with my schedule, I will accept the media enquiry" (m1), 

another expert follows a certain pattern:  

"I have a concept behind how I do it. I do something with media and then take a 

break for a month. And then I do it again and then take a month off, otherwise you 

can't take it" (m2).  

Another expert, when asked about the factors that determine whether she accepts 

or rejects a media request, responded with: 

"Time, especially time. And whether it can be arranged with my work. Well, at 

the beginning I still thought that I could somehow fit it all in, then I said that it 

was no longer possible with my daily work, with my everyday life. Then I actually 

categorise it over time" (f3). 

The fifth factor is that it is decided according to the medium and the journalist 

whether to appear in the medium. When asked whether scientific competence plays a role 

in the decision to accept a media request, one expert replies:  

"Yes, that definitely plays a role in the decision. There are some journalists who 

have really acquired an enormous amount of expertise in the last year and with 

whom it is really fun to do interviews (...). When requests from one of these 

journalists come in, I usually say yes or pick up the phone" (m9).  

Another expert describes his media selection, saying:  

"In the beginning it was rather selective, what is a quality medium for me and 

what is not. So Ö1 always. Falter: with pleasure. Standard at that time also with 

pleasure. Presse: yes. I was very active in the Wiener Zeitung. Kronen Zeitung 

from the beginning: no. They were furious there. Kleine Zeitung: no" (m14).  

The sixth inducement for appearing in media is that it depends on the topic being 

discussed. One expert says: "Of course, it depends on the question of content. If I have 

the feeling that I'm not really an expert in the field, then I won't do it, I'll refuse the 

enquiry" (f6).  For example, another expert states: 

"Thematically, it usually stays in my epidemiological field. And if not, then I don't 

respond to the request or reject such topics, because you also don't want to become 

the expert for everything. It should remain in one's own area of expertise" (m9).  
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The seventh and last inducement is also largely based on experiences with media 

appearances and describes whether there is a desire to appear in media. One expert 

summarises: "One factor is whether I want it, i.e., how I feel right now, how I want it, so 

it's a personal state of mind" (m9). A few experts also make it dependent on where the 

interview takes place whether they accept the media request. One expert expresses:  

"I don't care about Oe24 or ORF or Puls 4 or HTV, they're all in Vienna. I live 

next to ORF, so that's very pleasant, I can easily accept the enquiry because I don't 

have to travel. Servus TV doesn't really work, they're in Salzburg (...). That's why 

I exclude them" (m2). 

However, these are only a few experts, so that the location is not seen as a factor. 

In addition, only very few experts say that they do not make any selection and either 

generally accept or reject media enquiries.  

In general, it can be said that the actual inducements for appearing in media as an 

expert are a mixture of, the subjective and individual goals that are pursued on the one 

hand and the external factors that especially include the actual feasibility on the other 

hand. Since it is particularly relevant for this research question, what actually motivates 

experts to appear in the media, the following will primarily refer to these seven 

inducements. 

 

 

7.3.3 Dealing With Media  
 

In order for the cooperation between journalists and the media to work out, most 

experts adapt to media in their public communication and hence have a certain way of 

dealing with media. In the interviews, six different behaviours have been identified that 

experts display in their interaction with media and journalists. These behaviours arise for 

the experts particularly from the experiences they have had in their media appearances in 

the past year. 

The first behaviour is to simplify the language and the topic so that it is 

understandable for the journalists and the audience. One expert says:  

"You should try to report in an understandable way, that is probably the most 

difficult thing because we have our own vocabulary that nobody understands. That 

means I have to translate my work into understandable German and often present 

complicated contexts in a way that people can understand" (m1). 

Another expert adds:  
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"It is important to be able to put content into simple words so that you can also 

reach grandparents. It is not easy for every expert to speak without technical terms 

and to work with examples and metaphors" (m7).  

Moreover, the language is also adapted to the medium in which the expertise is 

shared. For example, one expert states: 

"It is important to be able to express oneself in an understandable way depending 

on the level of the medium and the audience. Of course, I speak differently in the 

Standard than when I do an interview with the Kronen Zeitung. And I express 

myself differently on ZIB 2 than when I'm on Servus TV. So that is a small 

difference. You have to be able to adapt to the audience, you have to be able to 

adapt your language to it (f4).  

The second behaviour used by experts in interviews is to try to remain neutral and 

objective. One expert stresses the importance of neutral statements for one's own 

credibility and emphasises that "as an expert you should not provoke, because the more 

neutral you convey your expertise, the more credible it is" (m14). Another expert sees 

rather private reasons as justification for the neutral statements and states:  

"Giving personal opinions about anything and consequently violating my life or 

privacy or family is out of the question. One should be rather reserved. In Austria, 

it is not desirable to speak out about certain things. It is not desirable to really 

share your expertise. Rather, it is desirable to make populist and generally 

technical statements" (m3). 

The third behaviour can be summarised as adapting to the medium and their 

expectations of the interview. One expert says: "So you should look at what kind of 

medium it is and what the aim of the medium or the programme is, because that's what 

you have to be able to sell" (f3). Another expert adds that he adapts to media: "I 

sometimes have the impression that we are some kind of actors. Maybe that's a bit 

exaggerated, but we are part of a system that has a certain role here" (m8).  

The fourth behaviour is to stick to the personal field of expertise in interviews and 

only make statements about those areas in which one has expertise. A scientist says: "It 

is better not to comment on issues that do not concern one's own area of expertise. 

Journalists like to tempt you to comment on the politics of the day or even say something 

negative about some politician" (w4). Another expert adds his tactics for interviews:  
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"My recommendation is 'proper preparation prevents poor performance' and only 

say what you know. And everything else you have to tell the editor in the 

preliminary discussion - that is not the subject of this discussion" (m2).  

The fifth behaviour is to adapt to recipient expectations in communication. "I 

always try to pass on things in the interviews where you say you can hold on. That the 

listener, who has to be served, also comes out of this experience with a realisation" (m2) 

says one expert, for example. 

Another expert also stresses the importance of adapting to the recipient and 

emphasises that it is important to "limit yourself to the most important things, don’t try 

to convey all the scientific complexity, try to get the most important key points across. 

Formulate the take-home message" (f7).  

The sixth behaviour that experts use is that there is pre- and post-interview 

preparation and that they keep control over what is said after the interviews. One expert 

highlights the importance of individual preparation for an interview, saying: 

"What is simply important is that you really think about the topic you are talking 

about beforehand and see a little bit in the discussions in public what kind of 

questions come up. These are often the same things that worry and frighten people. 

It's important to read up a bit. It is never good to go into any discussion or event 

completely blind. You have to know what the direction of the medium is, what 

kind of audience they usually have (f5).  

In addition, individual follow-up is also important and "when it comes to written 

media, that you get the text in advance for proofreading" (m7). Furthermore, some of the 

experts interviewed follow up the interviews, such as one expert who tries to learn for 

future media appearances and says: "And one should quite simply question. I go inside 

myself and look: What I said and how I said it, was that OK or did I convey something 

somewhere that wasn't quite right?" (f6).  

To make an interim summary, first of all it can be said that scientists do recognise 

a way in which media function. Here, most experts criticise this mode of operation, which 

they summarise on three points: firstly, that media need clear statements. Secondly, that 

media abbreviate and simplify statements by scientists and thirdly, that media are 

primarily thematically oriented towards audience ratings and sales numbers.  

This perception of how media work and the experiences with media appearances 

during the Covid-19 pandemic results in particular behaviours that experts consciously 

apply in their media appearances. Six behaviours can be identified. Firstly, that the topic 
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and language is simplified. Secondly, that neutrality is maintained. Thirdly, that the media 

appearances are adapted to the specific media and their objectives. Fourthly, that the 

subject matter is kept to one's own area of expertise. Fifthly, that the expectations of the 

recipients are met and lastly, that media appearances are prepared and followed up. 

 

 

7.3.4 Summary of Results and Discussion  
 

Finally, the research question To what extent does the perception of the functioning of 

media influence the handling of media inquiries? will be answered.  

It turns out that the perception of the functioning of media can be summarised in 

three points: Most experts see that media can only deal with clear statements. In addition, 

they shorten statements in their reporting and choose their topic according to what brings 

good sales figures or ratings.  

On the side of dealing with media enquiries, it turns out that seven factors are 

decisive for the scientists as to whether they accept or reject media enquiries. The first 

factor is that scientists feel external expectations to provide information. Secondly, that 

publicity can be given to the research, thirdly, that there is a responsibility to society to 

appear in the media. Fourthly, that there is time to accept the request. Fifthly, that 

decisions are made according to medium. Sixthly, that selection is made according to 

topic and lastly, that there is a desire to accept the media request.  

Thus, the perceived functioning of media does not seem to influence the handling 

of media requests. Rather, the experts develop certain ways of dealing with media in order 

to adapt to this way of functioning. Six different strategies emerge among the experts. 

First, they simplify the topic and the language in order to be able to make clear statements 

for media. Second, they try to remain objective and neutral in their statements so as not 

to make themselves vulnerable. Third, they try to adapt to the expectations of the 

recipients and thus pass on practical and action-guiding information. Fourth, they also try 

to adapt to the expectations of media, for example by adapting to the format in which the 

experts appear. Fifth, experts stick to their field of expertise and sixth, through good 

preparation and follow-up, an attempt is made to ensure that no statements can be put into 

the mouth. As already mentioned in the chapters at the beginning of the thesis, there is no 

gap between journalists and scientists, but there is still a lack of ability to communicate 

effectively with each other (Peters, 2013; Petersen et al., 2009). It can therefore be 
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assumed that these specific behaviours are used to overcome the communication barrier 

between journalists and scientists. 

Moreover, it can be expected that the experts' perceptions of how journalists select 

experts for their reporting also have an influence on the experts' behaviours. For, as 

explained in research question 2, scientists think that journalists especially select experts 

who adapt to media and the goals of journalistic reporting. Thus, there is a certain pressure 

on the part of the experts to develop these behaviours in dealing with media in order to 

continue to be selected by journalists for reporting. Moreover, it must be stressed that 

most experts express that they had almost exclusively positive experiences with media 

and journalists during Covid-19.  

The experts express that the only negative experiences are those in which their 

role was constructed by media and words were put into their mouths. For example, one 

expert says: "Well, that always worked well. It was a bit more difficult when, at leaked 

events, things were constructed that were put into one's mouth without one ever having 

said it. Or where an intention was assumed" (m8). However, these negative experiences 

cannot be reduced to one medium, but the experts state that such a negative experience 

was made in various media and that this is not only to be found in tabloid media. So, the 

perceived functioning of media played only a minor role in dealing with media enquiries, 

as the experts had hardly any negative experiences.  

Only a few individual experts express that they have had exclusively negative 

experiences in their media appearances. These, for example, are no longer represented in 

media and have withdrawn completely. In the case of these experts, it is, thus, evident 

that the perceived functioning has definitely influenced the decision to no longer appear 

in media. One expert says: "It is tendentious. Everything is geared towards negative 

headlines, scaremongering, fearmongering. Every attempt to explain connections in a 

differentiated way has failed (...). So, I am no longer available to media" (f2).  

Consequently, it can be assumed that the satisfaction of media experiences is 

closely related to the perception of the functioning of media and finally to the handling 

of media requests. However, this is only a conjecture due to the small sample in the 

interviews. 

The fact that scientific experts have mostly had positive experiences with 

journalists and media fits Bourdieu's theory and the studies that say that journalists and 

scientists can work well together and that conflicts rarely arise (e.g. Hanitzsch, 2016; 

Peters et al. 2008; Weingart 2003). As already described in the theoretical part of the 
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paper, there is no gap between journalists and knowledge scientists, and the cooperation 

usually works well and in such a way that both sides are satisfied with the result (ibid.). 

The complementary types of capital sought by journalists and scientists (Bourdieu, 1998; 

Hanitzsch, 2016) make it easy for scientists and journalists to work together.  

Moreover, the fact that satisfaction is related to willingness to appear in media is 

not surprising. After all, the Theory of Planned Behaviour includes three predictors that 

predict behaviour. The first predictor is the belief that the media appearance will be 

enjoyable (attitude) (Besley et al., 2018). Negative experiences reduce enjoyment of 

public science communication and have the potential to prevent future media appearances 

(ibid.). Thus, the Theory of Planned Behaviour is considered to apply in this work as well. 

Experts who have had almost exclusively positive experiences are increasingly willing to 

continue appearing in media. In contrast, experts who have had primarily negative 

experiences are no longer willing to make their expertise available to media. The first 

predictor of the Theory of Planned Behaviour is hence reflected in this work.  

The second predictor (efficacy belief) can also be found in the experts 

interviewed. Many experts say they believe they can achieve something with their media 

appearances and fulfil their goals. For example, one expert states:  

"We have a press review and see how many people we reach there, and I think we 

reach a lot more people than through our classic channels like Twitter, website 

and newsletter. I think it's a good way to reach and inform the general public, and 

I think we've succeeded in doing that with the topics" (f1).  

In contrast, experts who no longer appear in media do not have this efficacy belief. 

One expert says: "At the beginning I thought I could make a contribution here to actually 

put things into perspective. To establish proportionality by trying to explain it. But then I 

realised that it wasn't about my assessment and my experience" (f2). 

The third predictor of the Theory of Planned Behaviour is also found in the results. 

The predictor describes the social pressure perceived by the experts to appear publicly in 

media. As already discussed in the results, a central inducement to share expertise in 

media is the pressure that science is publicly funded and thus there is an obligation to 

appear in media. The Theory of Planned Behaviour does not specify a weighting of 

predictors or how many predictors need to be met for an action to occur. It should be 

noted that the third predictor is found in all scientists, even those who are no longer 

present in the media. A weighting of predictors would be necessary in the Theory of 

Planned Behaviour to predict behaviour more clearly. 
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Finally, it can be said that the Theory of Planned Behaviour is also supported and 

applied in this work. However, the theory only includes three predictors, whereas seven 

motivations were found in this study. While the Theory of Planned Behaviour only 

includes intrinsic motivations, the results of this work show that external factors also play 

a role in whether to appear in media. This raises the question of whether the Theory of 

Planned Behaviour should include more predictors and needs to be expanded. After all, 

the Theory of Planned Behaviour attempts to be a comprehensive model to predict 

planned behaviour. In the case of this study, although the predictors of Theory of Planned 

Behaviour are consistent, they do not provide a comprehensive explanation for the 

scientists' behaviour in appearing as media experts. At this point it should be noted that 

Covid-19 is a special situation, and the scientists have to select between many different 

media enquiries to an extent, that was rarely the case before. Thus, the inducements 

identified in this work may vary outside the Covid-19 pandemic as well.  

When it comes to scientists' motivations, the results of this work are consistent 

with studies that find, that the motivations for making expertise publicly available are 

firstly, publicity for one's own research work, secondly, to build a relationship with 

society and, thirdly, external pressure to appear in public (Bauer and Jensen, 2011; Besley 

et al., 2018; Besley and Nisbet, 2013; Dudo & Besley, 2016; Wien, 2014). This is largely 

due to public funding of research and pressure to publish (Besley et al., 2018). However, 

the results of this thesis show that there are more than these three motivations for 

scientific experts to appear in media. 

Moreover, the findings agree with previous studies that have also found a sense 

of responsibility among scientists to appear in media, as they are funded by public money 

(e.g., Allgaier et al., 2013; Dudo & Besley, 2016; Dunwoody et al. 2009). The factor of 

external expectations has a certain internal conflict potential for scientists, as on the one 

hand they can contribute to the modern risk society and provide information through 

public appearances (Makri, 2021). On the other hand, there is a need for clear and 

definitive information during Covid-19, which science cannot provide, as scientific 

processes and findings are characterised by tentativeness and uncertainty (Nguyen & 

Catalan-Matamoros, 2020). 

Regarding the perception of how media work, the results found agree with the 

studies that discover that scientists do recognise a media logic (Besley & Nisbet, 2011) 

and do understand the politicisation of scientific findings during the Covid-19 pandemic 

(Post et al., 2021). However, compared to previous studies, this paper explains the 
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perceived functioning in more detail and summarises it in three points, as explained in 

the previous chapters. The results of this study show that the experts have a good level of 

media literacy overall, which may also be due to the fact that the sample includes 

scientists who have a lot of media experience. Previous studies show that the media 

literacy of people exposed to media is higher than that of people who have less contact 

with media (e.g. Biermann, 2013). 

In addition, the finding that scientists consciously adapt to this mode of operation 

in their public communication and use strategies to protect themselves and have a 

successful media presence is new. That media-competent experts apply a strategy in their 

dealings with media and journalists is not surprising at first. However, previous studies 

have focused on the general relationship between journalists and scientists and have 

lacked studies that examine the concrete interaction between these two groups. In 

addition, this study contributes to further developing the Theory of Planned Behaviour 

and finding more predictors that predict planned behaviour. 
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8. Conclusion and Limitations 

 

This work dealt with the relationship between scientists and journalists and 

contrasted the scientific perspective with the journalistic perspective. The aim of this 

master’s thesis was to get a deeper understanding of scientific perspective on journalists 

and media and to examine the interaction between these two groups in more detail. In 

qualitative expert interviews, scientists who appeared as experts in media during the 

Covid-19 pandemic were asked about their perceptions of journalism, the media coverage 

on Covid-19 and their experiences and dealings with media appearances.  

The results show that scientists differ very well between various media and 

distinguish on the level of the medium as well as on the level of the journalist. However, 

while differentiating media based on three ways (alternative media versus traditional 

media; print versus TV versus radio; tabloid media versus quality media), on the level of 

journalists, scientists only differentiate whether they are qualified or unqualified 

journalists.  

Moreover, the results show that the evaluation of the coverage on Covid-19 is 

good. However, the evaluation of the coverage is strongly related to the distinction of 

media. The reporting of quality media is rated best and praised by all scientists, while the 

rating of the coverage of tabloid media is more differentiated. It depends on the individual 

medium whether the reporting is successful or not. Online media are consistently 

criticised by scientists and seen as pandemic drivers.  

The experts also criticise the evaluation of the range of experts presented in 

Austrian media during the Covid-19 pandemic, as no standardised selection process is 

recognisable for the scientists. According to the scientists interviewed, not all experts 

presented in media have enough expertise to appear in media. Further result of this work 

is that scientists certainly recognise a way of functioning of media that can be summarised 

in three points: Media can only deal with clear statements, shorten reporting, and select 

their topic according to what promises the best sales figures or ratings.  

However, this perception of how media work does not influence how scientists 

deal with media enquiries. Rather, scientists develop their own way of dealing with media 

and adopt specific behaviours to adapt to this way of functioning of media. Overall, this 

work shows that scientists have very good media literacy and evaluate media differently. 

This media literacy helps them to recognise media logics and to adapt to them in their 

media appearances as well. 
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Hence, this work provides a closer look at the relationship between journalists and 

scientific experts who serve as "sources" for media. This more in-depth look at the 

relationship between these two groups and how the interaction takes place has been 

lacking in previous research (e.g. Besley & Nisbet, 2013; Beyley et al., 2013; Editorial, 

2004; Petersen et al., 2009; Reed, 2001). Moreover, this work provides new insights into 

how scientific experts interact with media and journalists, in particular that they have 

their own way of dealing with media and use specific behaviours to facilitate successful 

collaborations. In this context, this work also provides new insights into how experts 

evaluate reporting in the field that is being reported on, allowing for a quality assessment 

of journalism from the outside.  

Experts play an increasingly important role in media reporting. Due to 

competition and digital media, the pressure to provide up-to-date and reliable information 

quickly is increasing and experts are an important source and contact point for many 

journalists (Dernbach, 2012). Therefore, research on experts in reporting and the study of 

interactions between journalists and experts is more important than ever. This study 

contributes to facilitating future cooperation between experts and journalists by providing 

insights and more detailed descriptions of their relationship. 

This master’s thesis has tried to include experts who have increasingly appeared 

in Austrian media. The aim was to achieve a gender balance, but equal distribution was 

not achievable. There are a total of 24 scientists in the sample, 7 of them are women. 

However, the gender distribution roughly resembles to the gender distribution of the 

expert appearances in the reporting during Covid-19. Hence, there is a lack of a female 

perspective on the topic. Additionally, there is only one female expert in the sample who 

was present in media for a long time but has actively withdrawn from media. 

Consequently, the perspective of experts who no longer appear in media is also missing 

and it can be expected that the perspective of these experts would have enriched the 

findings of this research. Moreover, this study only refers to Austria and Austrian media. 

Nevertheless, it can be assumed that the results are also transferable to other countries, 

especially the neighbouring countries Germany and Switzerland. After all, Austria was 

hit just as hard by Covid-19 as other countries, with the government taking measures to 

restrict everyday life as well as imposing four nationwide lockdowns (Czypionka, 2020).  

Since the majority of experts interviewed for this paper have already had a lot of 

media experience, it would of course be interesting to find out what the perspective of 

scientists on journalism and media is and how they differentiate between those who have 
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little or no media experience. As it can be assumed that one's own experience with media 

appearances leads to better media literacy (Biermann, 2013) and therefore makes it easier 

to distinguish between media and journalists. Future research should be dedicated to 

scientific experts who have less media experience.  

In addition, reporting plays an important role during crisis and therefore also 

during the Covid-19 pandemic (Loss et al., 2021) and has the difficulty of communicating 

uncertainties. Journalists and media bear a high responsibility for the well-being and 

security of people, as media provide information that guides action (Loss et al., 2021). 

Further research should focus Although the findings of this paper suggest that the 

communication of uncertainty works well, future research should look in more detail at 

the communication of uncertainty through journalistic reporting and how this is achieved, 

especially in times of crisis.  

Moreover, as already stated in the previous chapters, one serendipitous discovery 

of this study is that experts do differentiate between alternative media. Consequently, 

future research should look at the relationship between alternative media and experts and 

how the relationship is formed. Especially in times of crisis, despite the accusations 

against scientists, some alternative media, especially online media, do use experts for 

interviews and reporting. The role of these specific experts and whether they are the same 

experts selected by traditional media or whether the selection of alternative media is 

differentiated should be further investigated. 

Besides, many experts criticise the range of experts presented in media and say 

not all experts have enough expertise to be selected by journalists for media appearances. 

Therefore, the perception of journalistic sourcing and the thoroughness of the selection 

process varies between journalists and scientists. Consequently, the question arises 

whether these journalistic selection criteria are applied rather in theory than in practice. 

It would therefore be interesting and necessary in future research to explore the opposite 

perspective and find out how journalists evaluate the range of experts and their 

implemented selection process during Covid-19. A general comparative analysis of 

different experts based on the journalistic selection criteria would be interesting to find 

out to what extent the selection criteria stated by the journalists themselves are actually 

applied in journalistic practice.  

Likewise, not only scientific experts are in demand by media during Covid-19, 

but also experts from other fields appear in media to share their expertise. Thus, future 

research should also look at experts from other fields, and what their perspective is on 
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journalists and media and how they evaluate reporting during the pandemic. In particular, 

the perspective of political experts can add value because, as mentioned earlier, 

responsible reporting is necessary to maintain society's trust in politics and science. 

Hence, the observation and evaluation of political developments during Covid-19 by 

political experts can lead to an improvement in journalistic reporting in times of crisis.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

84 

References  
 

Acuti Martellucci, C., Flacco, M.E., Cappadona R., Bravi F., Mantovani L. & Manzoli L. 

(2020). SARS-CoV-2 pandemic: an overview. Advances in Biological 

Regulation, 77, 100736. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbior.2020.100736 

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes, 50, 179–211. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-

T 

Ajzen, I. (2020). The Theory of Planned Behavior: A Bibliography. Available at: https:// 

people.umass.edu/aizen/tpbrefs.html [24.02.2022] 

Albaek, E. (2011). The interaction between experts and journalists in news journalism. 

Journalism, 12(3), 335–348. https://doi.org/10.1177/1464884910392851 

Albaek, E., Christiansen, P.M. & Togeby, L. (2003). Experts in the mass media: 

Researchers as sources in Danish daily newspapers, 1961–2001. Journalism & 

Mass Communication Quarterly, 80(4), 937–948. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/107769900308000412  

Allgaier, J., Dunwoody, S., Brossard, D., Lo, Y.–Y. & Peters, H.P. (2013). Medialized 

Science? Neuroscientists' reflections on their role as journalistic sources. 

Journalism Practice, 7(4), 413–429. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2013.802477  

Algan, Y., Cohen, D., Davoine, E., Foucault, M. & Stantcheva, S. (2021). Trust in 

scientists in times of pandemic: Panel evidence from 12 countries. Proceedings of 

the National Academy of Sciences 118(40), e2108576118. 

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2108576118 

Altheide, D. (1995). An Ecology of Communication: Cultural Formats of Control. 

London: Taylor & Francis Inc.  

Altheide, D. & Snow, R.P. (1979). Media logic. Beverly Hills: Sage. 

Altheide, D. & Snow, R.P. (1988). Toward a theory of mediation. In: J.A. Anderson (Ed.), 

Communication Yearbook 11 (194-223). London: Routledge. 

 



 

  

85 

Antony, A. & Pfadenhauer, M. (2019). Kritischer Journalismus unter Druck. Komplexe 

Dynamiken globaler und lokaler Entwicklungen. Verhandlungen des 39. 

Kongresses der Deutschen Gesellschaft für Soziologie in Göttingen 2018. 

Available at: 

https://publikationen.soziologie.de/index.php/kongressband_2018/article/view/1

024/1286 [21.02.2022] 

APA-DeFacto (2021). Onlinemanager Library. Wien. Available at: 

https://aomlibrary.apa.at/portal/goto.htm?action=gotoContact [10.03.2022] 

Archibald, M.M., Ambagtsheer, R.C., Casey, M.G. & Lawless, M. (2019). Using zoom 

videoconferencing for qualitative data collection: perceptions and experiences of 

researchers and participants. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 18, 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406919874596  

Atton, C. (2002). Alternative Media. London: Sage.  

Atton, C. (2003) ‘What is ‘Alternative’ Journalism?’. Journalism: Theory, Practice and 

Criticism 4(3), 267-272. https://doi.org/10.1177/14648849030043001 

Atton, C. & Wickenden, E. (2005). Sourcing Routines and Representation in Alternative 

Journalism: A case study approach. Journalism Studies 6(3), 347–359. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14616700500132008 

Bauer, M.W., & Jensen, P. (2011). The mobilization of scientists for public engagement. 

Public Understanding of Science, 20(1), 3–11. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662510394457 

Bauernschmidt, S. (2017). Öffentliche Wissenschaft, Wissenschaftskommunikation & 

Co: Zur Kartierung zentraler Begriffe in der 

Wissenschaftskommunikationswissenschaft. In S. Selke & A. Treibel (Eds.), 

Öffentliche Gesellschaftswissenschaften (21-42). Wiesbaden: Springer 

Fachmedien.  

Barlösius, E. (2004). Habitusmodell und Feldtheorie von Pierre Bourdieu. In E. Barlösius 

(Ed.), Kämpfe um soziale Ungleichheit (116-185). Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für 

Sozialwissenschaften. 

Barlösius, E. (2011). Pierre Bourdieu. Frankfurt: Campus.  



 

 

86 

Bremer, H. & Teiwes-Kügler, C. (2014). Habitusanalyse als Habitus-Hermeneutik. 

Zeitschrift für qualitative Forschung, 14(2), 7-8. 

https://doi.org/10.3224/zqf.v14i2.16382 

Beck, U. (1992). Risk Society. Towards a New Modernity. London: Sage. 

Becker, H.S. (1967). Whose Side Are We On? Social Problems 14(3), 239–247. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/799147 

Bentley, P. & Kyvik, S. (2010). Academic staff and public communication: a survey of 

popular science publishing across 13 countries. Public Understanding of Science 

20(1), 48-63. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0963662510384461 

Berkowitz, D.A. (2008). Reporters and their Sources. In K. Wahl-Jorgensen & T. 

Hanitzsch (Eds.), The Handbook of Journalism Studies (102–115). New 

York/London: Routledge. 

Bernhard, S. (2010). Netzwerkanalyse und Feldtheorie – Grundriss einer Integration im 

Rahmen von Bourdieus Sozialtheorie. In C. Stegbauer (Ed.), Netzwerkanalyse 

und Netzwerktheorie (121-130). Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften.  

Besley, J.C. (2015). What do scientists think about the public and does it matter to their 

online engagement? Science and Public Policy, 42(2), 201–214. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scu042 

Besley, J.C. & Nisbet, M. (2013). How scientists view the public, the media and the 

political process. Public Understanding of Science, 22(6), 644–659. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662511418743 

Besley, J.C., Dudo, A. & Yuan, S. (2017). Scientists’ views about communication 

objectives. Public Understanding of Science, 27(6), 708-730. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662517728478 

Besley, J.C., Dudo, A., Yuan, S. & Lawrence, F. (2018). Understanding Scientists’ 

Willingness to Engage. Science Communication, 40(5), 559–590. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547018786561  

Besley, J.C., Kramer, V.L., Yao, Q. & Toumey, C.P. (2008). Interpersonal discussion 

following citizen engagement on emerging technology. Science Communication, 

30(4), 209–235. https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547008324670 



 

  

87 

Besley, J.C. & Nisbet, M. (2011). How scientists view the public, the media and the 

political process. Public Understanding of Science, 22(6), 644-659. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662511418743 

Besley, J.C. & Roberts, M.C. (2010). Qualitative interviews with journalists about 

deliberative public engagement. Journalism Practice, 4(1), 66–81. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17512780903172031 

Besley, J.C., Oh, S.H., & Nisbet, M.C. (2013). Predicting scientist’ participation in public 

life. Public Understanding of Science, 22, 971-987. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662512459315 

Biermann, R. (2013). Medienkompetenz – Medienbildung – Medialer Habitus. 

Medienimpulse 51(4), 1-24. https://doi.org/10.21243/mi-04-13-03 

Blok, A., Jensen, M. & Kaltoft, P. (2008). Social identities and risk: Expert and lay 

imaginations on pesticide use. Public Understanding of Science, 17(2), 189–209. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662506070176 

Blumler, J.G., & Gurevitch, M. (1987). Journalists’ orientations towards social 

institutions: The case of parliamentary broadcasting. In P. Golding, G. Murdock 

& P. Schlesinger (Eds.), Communicating politics (67–92). Leicester: University 

of Leicester Press.  

Blumer, J. & Kavanagh, D. (1999) ‘The third age of political communication: influences 

and features’. Political Communication, 16, 209–230. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/105846099198596 

Bogner, A., Littig, B. & Menz, W. (2005). Das Experteninterview. Theorie, Methode, 

Anwendung. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften.  

Bogner, A., Littig, B. & Menz, W. (2014). Interviews mit Experten. Eine praxisorientierte 

Einführung. Wiesbaden: Springer VS.  

Bourdieu, P. (1976). Entwurf einer Theorie der Praxis auf der ethnologischen Grundlage 

der kabylischen Gesellschaft. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp. 

Bourdieu P. (1980). Le capital social: notes provisoires. Actes de la Recherche en 

Sciences Sociales, 31, 2-3. https://doi.org/10.3917/dec.bevor.2006.01.0029" 

Bourdieu, P. (1998): Praktische Vernunft. Zur Theorie des Handelns. Frankfurt am Main: 

Suhrkamp.  



 

 

88 

Bourdieu, P. (1992). Rede und Antwort. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp. 

Bourdieu, P. (2001). Das politische Feld: Zur Kritik der politischen Vernunft. Konstanz: 

UVK Verlagsgesellschaft mbH. 

Boyce, T. (2006). Journalism and Expertise. Journalism Studies, 7(6), 889–906. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14616700600980652 

Brants, K., de Vreese, C., Möller, J., & van Praag, P. (2010). The Real Spiral of 

Cynicism? Symbiosis and Mistrust between Politicians and Journalists. The 

International Journal of Press/Politics, 15(1), 25–40. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1940161209351005 

Brants, K. & van Praag, P. (2017). Beyond Media Logic. Journalism Studies, 18(4), 395-

408. https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2015.1065200 

Burchell, K. (2007). Empiricist selves and contingent “others”: The performative function 

of the discourse of scientists working in conditions of controversy. Public 

Understanding of Science, 16(2). 145–162. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662507060587 

Burningham, K., Barnett, J., Carr, A., Clift, R. & Wehrmeyer, W. (2007). Industrial 

constructions of publics and public knowledge: A qualitative investigation of 

practice in the UK chemicals industry. Public Understanding of Science, 16(1). 

23–43. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662506071285 

Chapman, S. & Wutzke, S. (1997). Not in our back yard: media coverage of community 

opposition to mobile phone towers—an application of Sandman’s outrage model 

of risk perception. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Public Health, 21(6), 

14–620. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-842X.1997.tb01765.x  

Conrad, P. (1999). Uses of expertise: Sources, quotes, and voice in the reporting of 

genetics in the news. Public Understanding of Science, 8(4), 285–302. 

https://doi.org/10.1088/0963-6625/8/4/302 

Cook, G., Pieri, E. & Robbins, P.T. (2004). “The scientists think and the public feels”: 

Expert perceptions of the discourse of GM food. Discourse and Society 15(4): 

433–449. https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926504043708 

Covello, V. (1993). Risk communication and occupational medicine. Journal of 

Occupational medicine, 35(18), 18-19.  



 

  

89 

Covello, V. & Sandman, P.M. (2001). Risk communication: evolution and revolution. In 

A. Wolbarst (Ed.), Solutions to an environment in peril (164-178). Baltimore: 

Johns Hopkins University Press.  

Covello, V., Minamyer, S. & Clayton, K. (2007). Effective risk and crisis communication 

during water security emergencies: summary report of EPA sponsored message 

mapping workshops. Cincinnati: National Homeland Security Research Center.  

Coyer, K., Dowmunt, T. & Fountain, A. (2011). The Alternative Media Handbook. New 

York: Routledge.  

Croteau, D. & Hoynes, W. (1994). By invitation only: How the media limit political 

debate. Monroe: Common Courage Press. 

Czypionka, T., Kocher, M. G. & Schnabl, A. (2020). Österreichs Wirtschaft in der 

Corona-Pandemie. Perspektiven Der Wirtschaftspolitik, 21(3), 280–289. 

https://doi.org/10.1515/pwp-2020-0024 

Davies, S.R. (2008). Constructing communication: Talking to scientists about talking to 

the public. Science Communication, 29(4), 413–434. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547008316222 

De Boer, M., McCarthy, M., Brennan, M., Kelly, A.L. & Ritson, C. (2005). Public 

understanding of food risk issues and food risk messages on the island of Ireland: 

The views of food safety experts. Journal of Food Safety 25(4): 241–265. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-4565.2005.00020.x 

Deuze, M. (2005). What Is Journalism? Professional identity and ideology of journalists 

reconsidered. Journalism, 6(4), 442-464. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1464884905056815 

Dernbach, B. (2012). Vom Elfenbeinturm ins Rampenlicht: Prominente Wissenschaftler 

in populären Massenmedien. Wiesbaden: Springer VS. 

Dohle, S., Wingen, T. & Schreiber, M. (2020). Acceptance and adoption of protective 

measures during the COVID-19 pandemic: The role of trust in politics and trust 

in science. Social Psychological Bulletin, 15(4), 1-23. 

https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.4315 



 

 

90 

Donges, P. & Imhof, K. (2005). Öffentlichkeit im Wandel. In: H. Bonfadelli, O. Jarren & 

G. Siegert (Eds.). Einführung in die Publizistikwissenschaft (147-177). Bern: 

UTB. 

Dudo, A. (2013). Toward a model of scientists’ public communication activity: The case 

of biomedical researchers. Science Communication, 35, 476-501. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1075547012460845 

Dudo, A. & Besley, J.C. (2016). Scientists’ Prioritization of Communication Objectives 

for Public Engagement. PLOS ONE, 11(2), e0148867. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0148867 

Dunwoody, S. (1999). Scientists, Journalists and the Meaning of Uncertainty. In S.M. 

Friedman, S. Dunwoody & C.L. Rogers (Eds.), Communicating Uncertainty: 

Media Coverage of New and Controversial Science (59-79). Mahwah: Taylor & 

Francis.  

Dunwoody, S., Brossard, D. & Dudo, A. (2009). Socialization or rewards? Predicting US 

scientist-media interactions. Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 

86(2), 299– 314. https://doi.org/10.1177/107769900908600203  

Editorial. (2004). “Going Public,”. Nature, 431(883). https://doi.org/10.1038/431883a 

Ekman, M. & Widholm, A. (2014). Politicians as Media Producers. Journalism 

Practice, 9(1), 78-91. https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2014.928467 

Eurobarometer. (2019). Standard Eurobarometer. Available at: 

https://dbk.gesis.org/dbksearch/gdesc2.asp?no=0008&search=&search2=&db=e

&tab=0&notabs=&nf=1&af=&ll=10 [09.02.2022] 

Eurobarometer. (2020). Standard Eurobarometer. Available at: 

https://dbk.gesis.org/dbksearch/gdesc2.asp?no=0008&search=&search2=&db=e

&tab= 0&notabs=&nf=1&af=&ll=10 [09.02.2022] 

Eurobarometer. (2021). Standard Eurobarometer. Available at: 

https://dbk.gesis.org/dbksearch/gdesc2.asp?no=0008&search=&search2=&db=e

&tab= 0&notabs=&nf=1&af=&ll=10 [09.02.2022] 

European Union. (2002). Science and society: Action plan. Luxembourg: Office for 

Official Publications of the European Communities.  

fög (2021). Jahrbuch Qualität der Medien 2021. Basel: Schwabe. 



 

  

91 

Fourcade, M., Ollion, E. & Algan, Y. (2015). ‘The superiority of economists’. Journal of 

Eco- nomic Perspectives 29(1), 89–114. https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.29.1.89 

Funk, C., Hefferon, M., Kennedy, B. & Johnson, C., (2019). Trust and Mistrust in 

Americans’ Views of Scientific Experts. Available at: 

https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2019/08/02/trust-and-mistrust-in-

americans-views- of-scientific-experts/ [12.02.2022] 

Freistetter, F. (2021). Österreich und die Wissenschaft. Eine komplizierte Beziehung. 

Available at: https://scienceblogs.de/astrodicticum- 

simplex/2021/11/01/oesterreich-und-die-wissenschaft-eine-komplizierte-

beziehung/ [03.03.2022] 

Gamhewage, G. (2014). An introduction to risk communication. Geneva: WHO.  

Gantenberg, J. (2018). Wissenschaftskommunikation in Forschungsverbünden: Zwischen 

Ansprüchen und Wirklichkeit. Wiesbaden: Springer VS. 

Gascoigne, T. & Metcalfe, J. (1997). Incentives and impediments to scientists 

communicating through the media. Science Communication, 18, 265-282. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547097018003005  

Gerhards, J. & Schäfer, M.S. (2006). Die Herstellung einer öffentlichen Hegeonie. 

Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften. 

Gil de Zúñiga, H., Ardèvol-Abreu, A., Diehl, T., Patiño, M.G. & Liu, J.H. (2019). Trust 

in institutional actors across 22 countries. Examining political, science, and media 

trust around the world. Revista Latina de Comunicación Social, 74, 237-262. 

https://doi.org/10.4185/rlcs-2019-1329en 

Glaser, B.G. & Strauss, A.L. (1998). Grounded Theory. Göttingen: Huber.  

Goodell, R. (1977). The Visible Scientists. Boston: Little, Brown and Co. 

Görke, A. (2016). Journalismus und Wissenschaft. In M. Löffelholz & L. Rothenberger 

(Eds.), Handbuch Journalismustheorien (683-998). Wiesbaden: Springer 

Fachmedien.  

Gornik, E. (2004). Wissenschaftliches Publizieren als Erkenntnisgewinn oder Ruhm und 

Ehre des Forschers? In: C. Müller (Ed.), Science Pop (233–237). Graz: Nausner 

Consulting. 



 

 

92 

Gorrell, G., Bakir, M.E., Roberts, I., Greenwood, M.A. & Bontcheva, K. (2020). Which 

politicians receive abuse? Four factors illuminated in the UK general election 

2019. EPJ Data Science, 9(1), 18. https://doi.org/10.1140/epjds/s13688-020-

00236-9 

Groot, W. & Maassen van de Brink, H. (2019). Economists, their role and influence in 

the media. In W. Groot & H. Maassen van de Brink (Eds.), The ethical formation 

of economists (132-144). New York: Routledge. 

Gunter, B., Kinderlerer, J. & Beyleveld, D. (1999). “The Media and Public Understanding 

of Biotechnology: A Survey of Scientists and Journalists”. Science 

Communication 20(4), 373–94. https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547099020004002 

Gurevitch, M. & Blumler, J.G. (1987). “Politics and the press. An essay in role 

relationships.” In D. Nimmo & K. Sanders (Eds.), Handbook of Political 

Communication (476-496). Beverly Hills: Sage. 

Hall, S., Critcher, C., Jefferson, T., Clarke, J. & Roberts, B. (2019). Policing the crisis: 

Mugging, the state and law and order. London: Macmillan. 

Hamermesh, D. (2004), ‘Maximizing the substance in the soundbite: A media guide for 

econ- omists’. Journal of Economic Education 35(4), 370–382. 

https://doi.org/10.3200/JECE.35.4.370-382 

Hanitzsch, T. (2007). Kapital – Feld – Habitus. Die Struktur des Journalistischen Felds. 

In K.D. Altmeppen, T. Hanitzsch & C. Schlüter (Eds.), Journalismustheorie: Next 

Generation. Soziologische Grundlegung und theoretische Innovation (239-260). 

Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften.  

Hanitzsch, T. (2016). Das journalistische Feld. In M. Löffelholz & L. Rothenberger 

(Eds.), Handbuch Journalismustheorien (281–293). Wiesbaden: Springer VS. 

Hitzler, R. (1994). Wissen und Wesen des Experten. Ein Annäherungsversuch – zur 

Einlei- tung. In R. Hitzler, A. Honer & C. Maeder (Eds.), Expertenwissen. Die 

institutionalisierte Kompetenz zur Konstruktion von Wirklichkeit (13–30). 

Opladen: Westdeutscher.  

Holt, R.D. (2015). Why science? Why AAAS? Science, 347(6224). 807. 

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa9126 



 

  

93 

Huber, B. (2014). Öffentliche Experten: Über die Medienpräsenz von Fachleuten. 

Wiesbaden: Springer Gabler. 

Imhof, K. (2003). Öffentlichkeitstheorien. In G. Bentele, H.-B. Brosius & O. Jarren 

(Eds.), Öffentliche Kommunikation (193–209). Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für 

Sozialwissenschaften.  

Kaiser, R. (2021). Qualitative Experteninterviews. Wiesbaden: Springer VS. 

Kepplinger, H.M. (1992). Ereignismanagement. Wirklichkeit und Massenmedien.  

Zürich/Osnabrück: Edition Interfromm/Verlag A. Fromm.  

Kepplinger, H.M. (2011). Journalismus als Beruf. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für 

Sozialwissenschaften.  

Korte, K.R. & Dinter, J. (2019). Kritische Distanz und Vertrauen in Medien. In K.R. 

Korte & J. Dinter (Eds.), Bürger, Medien und Politik im Ruhrgebiet (25-35). 

Wiesbaden: Springer VS.  

Kovach, B. & Rosenstiel, T. (2001). The Elements of Journalism. London: Atlantic 

Books.  

Krause, N.M., Freiling, I., Beets, B. & Brossard, D. (2020). Fact-checking as risk 

communication: the multi-layered risk of misinformation in times of COVID–19. 

Journal of Risk Research, 23(7-8), 1052-1059. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2020.1756385  

Kuckartz, U. (2010). Einführung in die computergestützte Analyse qualitativer Daten. 

Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-

531-92126-6 

Kuckartz, U. (2012). Qualitative Inhaltsanalyse. Weinheim/Basel: Beltz Juventa.  

Kuckartz, U. (2016). Qualitative Inhaltsanalyse: Methoden, Praxis, 

Computerunterstützung. Weinheim/Basel: Beltz 

Kuckartz, U., Grunenberg, H. & Lauterbach, A. (2004). Qualitative Datenanalyse 

computergestützt. Methodische Hintergründe und Beispiele aus der 

Forschungspraxis. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialswissenschaften. 

Kuckartz, U. Dresing, T., Rädiker, S. & Stefer, C. (2007). Qualitative Evaluation. 

Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialswissenschaften.  



 

 

94 

Kurath, M. & Gisler, P. (2009). Informing, involving or engaging? Science 

communication, in the ages of atom-, bio- and nanotechnology. Public 

Understanding of Science, 18(5), 559–573. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662509104723 

Larsson, L. (2002). “Journalists and Politicians: A Relationship Requiring Manoeuvring 

Space”. Journalism Studies 3(1), 21–33. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616700120107310 

Lebernegg, N.S., Eberl, J.M, Boomgarden, H.G. & Partheymüller, J. (2020). Alte und 

neue Medien. Informationsverhalten in Zeiten der Corona-Krise. Available at: 

https://viecer.univie.ac.at/corona-blog/corona-blog-beitraege/blog04/ 

[04.02.2022] 

Lenhardt, G. & Stock, M. (2009). Gebildete Stände oder gebildete Bürger? 

Hochschulbildung und Elitevorstellungen in Deutschland und in den USA. 

Zeitschrift für Pädagogik 55(2), 244-257. https://doi.org/10.25656/01:4248  

Levi, R. (2001). Medical Journalism: exposing fact, fiction, fraud. Ames: Iowa State 

University Press. 

Lewin, G.W. (1997). Frontiers in Group Dynamics (1947). In K. Lewin (Ed.), Resolving 

social conflicts and field theory in social science (301–336). Washington: 

American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/10269-023 

Löffelholz, M. & Rothenberger, L. (2016). Einführung und Überblick. In M. Löffelholz 

& L. Rothenberger (Eds.), Handbuch Journalismustheorien (11-25). Wiesbaden: 

Springer Fachmedien.  

Loss, J., Boklage, E., Jordan, S., Jenny, M.A., Weishaar, H. & El Bcheraoui, C. (2021). 

Risikokommunikation bei der Eindämmung der COVID-19-Pandemie: 

Herausforderungen und Erfolg versprechende Ansätze. Bundesgesundheitsblatt - 

Gesundheitsforschung - Gesundheitsschutz, 64(3), 294–303. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00103-021-03283-3 

Luhmann, N. (1996). Die Realität der Massenmedien. Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag.  

Lundgren, R.E. & McMakin, A.H. (2009). Risk communication. A handbook for 

communicating environmental, safety, and health risks. Hoboken: Wiley-IEEE 

Press 



 

  

95 

Macintyre, E., Khanna, S., Darychuk, A., Copes, R. & Schwartz, B. (2019) 

Evidencesynthesis—evaluating risk communication during extreme weather and 

climate change: a scoping review. Health promotion and chronic disease 

prevention in Canada, 39(4), 142-156. https://doi.org/10.24095/hpcdp.39.4.06 

Makri, A. (2021). “I had to be with bodyguards with guns”—Attacks on scientists during 

the pandemic. Nature Medicine, 27(4), 564–567. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41591-

021-01314- 9 

Magin, M. (2020). Boulevardisierung. In I. Borucki, K. Kleinen-von Königslöw, S.  

Marschall & T. Zerback (Eds.), Handbuch politische Kommunikation (1-14). 

Wiesbaden: Springer Reference.  

Malecki, K.M.C., Keating, J.A. & Safdar, N. (2021). Crisis Communication and Public 

Perception of COVID-19 Risk in the Era of Social Media. Clinical Infectious 

Diseases, 72(4), 697–702. https://doi.org/10.1093/cid/ciaa758 

Maurer, P. & Beiler, M. (2018). Networking and Political Alignment as Strategies to 

Control the News: Interaction between journalists and politicians. Journalism 

Studies, 19(14), 2024–2041. https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2017.1310627 

Manin, B. (1997). The Principles of Representative Government. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press.  

Manning, P. (2001). News and news sources: A critical introduction. New York: Sage.  

Mayring, P. (2010). Qualitative Inhaltsanalyse: Grundlagen und Techniken. Weinheim: 

Beltz.  

Mede, N.G., & Schäfer, M.S. (2020). Science-related populism: Conceptualizing populist 

demands toward science. Public Understanding of Science, 29(5), 473–491. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662520924259  

Merkley, E. (2020). Anti-Intellectualism, Populism, and Motivated Resistance to Expert 

Consensus. Public Opinion Quarterly, 84(1), 24–48. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfz053  

Meuser, M. & Nagel, U. (1997). Das ExpertInneninterview – Wissenssoziologische 

Voraus- setzungen und methodische Durchführung. In B. Friebertshäuser & A. 

Prengel (Eds.), Handbuch Qualitative Forschungsmethoden in der 

Erziehungswissenschaft (481–491). Weinheim: Juventa.  



 

 

96 

Meuser, M. & Nagel, U. (2002). Vom Nutzen der Expertise. In A. Bogner, B. Littig & 

W. Menz (Eds.), Das Experteninterview (257-272). Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für 

Sozialwissenschaften.  

Meyen, M. & Riesmeyer, C. (2009). Diktatur des Publikums. Journalisten in 

Deutschland. Konstanz: UVK. 

Michael, M. & Brown, N. (2000). From the representation of publics to the performance 

of “lay political science.” Social Epistemology, 14(1), 3–19. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02691720050199261  

Moebius, S. (2011). Pierre Bourdieu: Zur Kultursoziologie und Kritik der symbolischen 

Gewalt. In S. Moebius & D. Quadflieg (Eds.), Kultur. Theorien der Gegenwart 

(55-69). Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften.  

Moore, A. and Stilgoe, J. (2009) ‘Experts and anecdotes: The role of “anecdotal 

evidence” in public scientific controversies’. Science Technology and Human 

Values, 34, 654–77. https://doi.org/10.1177/0162243908329382 

Nguyen, A., & Catalan-Matamoros, D. (2020). Digital Mis/Disinformation and Public 

Engagment with Health and Science Controversies: Fresh Perspectives from 

Covid-19. Media and Communication, 8(2), 323–328. 

https://doi.org/10.17645/mac.v8i2.3352 

Nisbet, M.C. & Scheufele, D.A. (2009). What’s next for science communication? 

Promising directions and lingering distractions. American Journal of Botany, 

96(10), 1767–1778. https://doi.org/10.3732/ajb.0900041 

Nölleke, D. (2009). Die Konstruktion von Expertentum im Journalismus. In B. Dernbach 

& T. Quandt (Eds.), Spezialisierung im Journalismus (97–110). Wiesbaden: VS 

Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften.  

Nölleke, D. (2013). Experten im Journalismus. Systemtheoretischer Entwurf und 

empirische Bestandsaufnahme. Baden-Baden: Nomos.  

Nordmann, A. (2012). Defizite im Überschuss – Zur Notwendigkeit verstärkter 

Nichtwissenskommunikation. In B. Dernbach, C. Kleinert & H. Münder (Eds.), 

Handbuch Wissenschaftskommunikation. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für 

Sozialwissenschaften.  



 

  

97 

Obermaier, M., Hofbauer, M. & Reinemann, C. (2018). Journalists as targets of hate 

speech. How German journalists perceive the consequences for themselves and 

how they cope with it. SCM Studies in Communication and Media, 7(4), 499-524. 

https://doi.org/10.5771/2192-4007-2018-4-499 

Peters, H.P. (2008). Erfolgreich trotz Konfliktpotenzial – Wissenschaftler als In- 

formationsquellen des Journalismus. In H. Hettwer, M. Lehmkuhl, H. Wormer & 

F. Zotta (Eds.), Wissenschaftsjournalismus in Theorie und Praxis (108-129). 

Gütersloh: WissensWelten.  

Peters, H.P. (2013). Gap between science and media revisited: Scientists as public 

communicators. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the USA, 

110, 14102-14109. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1212745110 

Peters, H.P., Heinrichs, H., Jung, A., Kallfass, M. & Petersen, I. (2008). Medialisierung 

der Wissenschaft als Voraussetzung ihrer Legitimierung und politischen 

Relevanz. In R. Mayntz, F. Neidhardt, P. Weingart & U. Wengenroth (Eds.), 

Wissensproduktion und Wissenstransfer – Wissen im Spannungsfeld von 

Wissenschaft, Politik und Öffentlichkeit (269-292). Bielefeld: transcript. 

Petersen, A., Anderson, A., Allan, S. & Wilkinson, C. (2009). Opening the black box: 

Scientists’ views on the role of the news media in the nanotechnology debate. 

Public Understanding of Science, 18(5), 512–530. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662507084202 

Poliakoff, E. & Webb, T. L. (2007). What factors predict scientists’ intentions to 

participate in public engagement of science activities? Science Communication, 

29, 242-263. https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547007308009  

Post, S., Bienzeisler, N. & Lohöfener, M. (2021). A desire for authoritative science? How 

citizens’ informational needs and epistemic beliefs shaped their views of science, 

news, and policymaking in the COVID-19 pandemic. Public Understanding of 

Science, 30(5), 496–514. https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625211005334  

Prommer, E. & Stüwe, J. (2020). Geschlechterverteilung in der Corona-Berichterstattung 

im deutschen Fernsehen. Communicatio Socialis, 53, 117-119. 

https://doi.org/10.5771/0010-3497-2020-1-117 



 

 

98 

Reed, R. (2001). “(Un-)Professional Discourse? Journalists’ and Scientists’ Stories about 

Science in the Media,” Journalism 2(3), 279–98. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/146488490100200310 

Reñosa, M.D.C., Mwamba, C., Meghani, A., West, N.S., Hariyani, S., Ddaaki, W., 

Sharma, A., Beres, L.K. & McMahon, S. (2021). Selfie consents, remote rapport, 

and Zoom debriefings: collecting qualitative data amid a pandemic in four 

resource-constrained settings. BMJ global health, 6(1), e004193. 

https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2020-004193  

Reynolds, B.J. (2011). When the facts are just not enough: credibly communicating about 

risk is riskier when emotions run high and time is short. Toxicology and Applied 

Pharmacology, 254(2), 206–214. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.taap.2010.10.023 

Rödder, S. (2008). Reassessing the concept of a medialization of science: a story from 

the “book of life”. Public Understanding of Science, 18, 452-563. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662507081168 

Rowe, G. & Frewer, L.J. (2005). A typology of public engagement mechanisms. Science, 

Technology and Human Values 30(2), 251–290. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0162243904271724 

Rutjens, B.T., van der Linden, S. & van der Lee, R. (2021). Science skepticism in times 

of COVID-19. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 24(2), 276–283. 

Sandman, P.M. (1987). Risk communication: facing public outrage. EPA Journal, 2(2), 

21–22. https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318988002002006 

Sandman, P.M. (1993). Responding to community outrage: strategies for effective risk 

communication. Falls Church: AIHA. 

Schlesinger, P. & Tumber, H. (1999). News: A Reader. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

Schreier, M. (2014). Ways of Doing Qualitative Content Analysis: Disentangling Terms 

and Terminologies. Forum Qualitative Social Research 15(1), Art. 18. 

https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-15.1.2043 

Schultz, I. (2007). The Journalistic Gut Feeling: Journalistic doxa, news habitus and 

orthodox news values. Journalism Practice, 1(2), 190-207. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17512780701275507 



 

  

99 

Schütz, A. (1972). Der gut informierte Bürger – Ein Versuch über die soziale Verteilung 

des Wissens. In A. Schütz (Ed.), Gesammelte Aufsätze (85-87). Den Haag: 

Nijhoff. 

Shoemaker, P.J., Vos, T. & De Reese, D.R. (2009). Journalists as gatekeepers. In K. 

Wahl-Jorgensen & T. Hanitzsch (Eds.), The Handbook of Journalism Theories 

(73-87). London/New York: Routledge. 

SIRC. (2001). Guidelines on science and health communication. Oxford. Availble at:  

https://royalsociety.org/-

/media/Royal_Society_Content/policy/publications/2001/guidelines-12-12-

2001.pdf?la=en-GB&hash=0AF1020B0CB19228B9B18AA911CC70DD 

[03.02.2022] 

Sniehotta, F.F., Presseau, J. & Araújo-Soares, V. (2014). Time to retire the theory of 

planned behaviour. Health Psychology Review 8(1), 1-7. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2013.869710 

Steele, J. (1995). ‘Experts and the Operational Bias of Television News: the case of the 

Persian Gulf war’. Journalism and Mass Communication Quarterly 72(4), 

799812. https://doi.org/10.1177/107769909507200404 

Steinhardt, I. (2015). Lehre stärkt Forschung. Wiesbaden: Springer Fachmedien.  

Stilgoe, J. (2007). The (co-)production of public uncertainty: UK scientific advice on 

mobile phone health risks. Public Understanding of Science 16(1), 45–61. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662506059262 

Swartz, D. (2012). Culture and Power: The Sociology of Pierre Bourdieu. Chicago/ 

London: The University of Chicago Press.  

Taddicken, M. & Neverla, I. (2011). Klimawandel aus Sicht der Mediennutzer. M&K 

Medien & Kommunikationswissenschaft 59(4), 505-525. 

https://doi.org/10.5771/1615-634x-2011-4-505 

Theocharis, Y., Barberá, P., Fazekas, Z., Popa, S.A., & Parnet, O. (2016). A bad workman 

blames his tweets: the consequences of citizens' uncivil Twitter use when 

interacting with party candidates. Journal of Communication, 66(6), 1007-1031. 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2657074 



 

 

100 

Thiele, F. (2021). Kommunikationsstrategien zur Machtakkumulation in der 

Kommunikationswissenschaft. Wiesbaden: Springer Fachmedien. 

Tirole, J. (2017). Economics for the Common Good. Princeton: Princeton University 

Press.  

Trumbo, C.W. & O’Keefe, G.J. (2001). Intention to conserve water: Environmental 

values, planned behavior, and information effects. A comparison of three 

communities sharing a watershed. Society and Natural Resources, 14, 889–99. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/089419201753242797 

University of Vienna. (2019). Guidelines for Ethical Research at the Department of 

Communication.Vienna. Available at: 

https://publizistik.univie.ac.at/fileadmin/user_upload/i_publizistik/Diverses/IRB/

EG102019.pdf [03.02.2022] 

Van Dalen, A. (2021). Rethinking journalist–politician relations in the age of populism: 

How outsider politicians delegitimize mainstream 

journalists. Journalism, 22(11), 2711–

2728. https://doi.org/10.1177/1464884919887822 

Van der Bles, A.M., van der Linden, S., Freeman, A.L.J., Mitchell, J., Galvao, A.B., 

Zaval, L. & Spiegelhalter, D.J. (2019). Communicating uncertainty about facts, 

numbers and science. Royal Society Open Science 6(5), 181870. 

https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.181870  

Velavan, T.P. & Meyer, C.G. (2020). The COVID-19 epidemic. Tropical medicine & 

international health, 25(3), 278-280. https://doi.org/10.1111/tmi.13383 

Wegwarth, O., Kendel, F., Tomsic, I., Von Lengerke, T. & Härter, M. (2020). 

Risikokommunikation unter Unsicherheit. Kompetenznetz Public Health COVID-

19, Bremen. Available at: https://www.public-health-

covid19.de/images/2020/Ergebnisse/Corr_20200626_Kommunikation_Handreic

hung_COVID_Kommunikation_Unsicherheit_Risiken_Revision_FINAL_CLE

AN.pdf [03.02.2022] 

Weingart, P. (2001). Die Stunde der Wahrheit? Zum Verhältnis der Wissenschaft zu 

Politik, Wirtschaft und Medien in der Wissensgesellschaft. Weilerswist: Velbrück 

Wissenschaft. 

Weingart, P. (2003). Experte ist jeder, alle sind Laien. Gegenworte 11, 58- 61.  



 

  

101 

Wien, C. (2014). Commentators on daily news or communicators of scholarly 

achievements? The role of researchers in Danish news media. Journalism, 15(4), 

427445. https://doi.org/10.1177/1464884913490272  

Wissenschaft im Dialog (2020). Wissenschaftsbarometer 2020. Berlin. Available at: 

https://www.wissenschaft-im- 

dialog.de/fileadmin/user_upload/Projekte/Wissenschaftsbarometer/Dokumente_

20/WiD- Wissenschaftsbarometer_2020_Broschuere_final.pdf [06.03.2022] 

World Health Organization. (2017). Communicating risk in public health emergencies: a 

WHO guideline for emergency risk communication (ERC) policy and practice. 

Geneva: WHO.  

Wolff, K. (2021). COVID-19 Vaccination Intentions: The Theory of Planned Behavior, 

Optimistic Bias, and Anticipated Regret. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 648289. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.648289 

Wormer, H. (2020). German Media and Coronavirus: Exceptional Communication—Or 

Just a Catalyst for Existing Tendencies? Media and Communication, 8(2), 467–

470. https://doi.org/10.17645/mac.v8i2.3242  

Wren-Lewis, S. (2018). Why the media ignores economic experts. In L. Basu, S. 

Schifferes & S. Knowles (Eds.), The media and austerity (47-58). New York: 

Routledge.  

Yang, Z.J., McComas, K.A., Gay, G., Leonard, J.P., Dannenberg, A.J. & Dillon, H. 

(2010). Applying the theory of planned behavior to study health decisions related 

to potential risks. Journal of Risk Research, 13, 1007–10026. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2010.488743 

Young, N. & Matthews, R. (2007). Experts’ understanding of the public: Knowledge 

control in a risk controversy. Public Understanding of Science, 16(2), 123–144. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662507060586  

Zhang, L., Li, H. & Chen, K. (2020). Effective Risk Communication for Public Health 

Emergency: Reflection on the COVID-19 (2019-nCoV) Outbreak in Wuhan, 

China. Healthcare, 8(1), 64. https://doi.org/10.3390/healthcare8010064 

 



 

 

102 

Appendix  
 

Interview Guideline 
 
Introduction: Assessment of the Quality of Information by Media and Politics 

Covid-19 has kept the public and social sectors such as politics in particular, but also 

media, on tenterhooks for a good year now. Before we go into detail later, we are 

interested to begin with how they look back in general on the communication about 

Covid-19 so far. 

 

1. From your perspective, what interim assessment do you make of media coverage 

of Covid-19? How do you assess the quality of media coverage of Covid-19? 

2. In your opinion, what role does reporting by traditional media such as ORF, 

Kronen-Zeitung or Der Standard play in what the population knows about the 

health aspects of Covid-19? 

• In addition to the traditional journalistic media (such as ORF, Standard, 

Kronen-Zeitung, etc.), there are now also many alternative sources of 

information - especially on the internet. Which ones have you noticed in 

the past year that you think have an influence on what the population 

thinks they know about Covid-19? 

• How good do you think the general public's knowledge of Covid-19 is? 

3. In Austria, politics itself addressed the public directly to a large extent during 

Covid-19 - for example, through numerous government press conferences. What 

is your interim assessment of the government's handling of Covid-19? Did the 

government sufficiently refer to relevant scientific expertise? 

 

Importance of Experts in Politics 

4. To what extent was your personal expertise considered in the course of political 

decisions on Covid-19? 

• If it was taken into account: Can you please describe how the 

communication went there (contacting, mutual claims, evaluation of what 

was made of expertise)? 
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• Would you wish that your expertise was more strongly demanded by 

politics? [Or: Would you have wished that...?] 

5. In general, how would you describe and evaluate the relationship between science 

and politics during Covid-19? 

• How should politics deal with the knowledge and assessments of science? 

• To what extent should it be the aim of science to guide political decisions? 

6. What lessons do you personally as a scientist draw from the way politics dealt 

with scientific expertise during Covid-19? 

• Do you personally think it would be wiser to avoid contacts with politics 

or should contacts be intensified? 

7. In your opinion, what is the connection between political relevance and media 

prominence of experts? To what extent do politicians prefer experts who are 

prominent in media or do media prefer experts who are politically relevant? 

 

Reporting on Covid-19 

This brings us to the question of the role of media during Covid-19. We have already 

talked in general terms about media coverage of Covid-19 at the beginning. Now we 

would like to focus on the handling of scientific knowledge and expertise. 

 

8. How well do you think media have succeeded in communicating scientific 

knowledge about Covid-19? 

• Have you noticed any differences in quality between different media? Can 

you please tell us what you think makes some media report better than 

others?  

• Can you give us a positive and a negative example? 

• Do you have the impression that media's treatment of scientific knowledge 

has changed over time? (Has it become more knowledgeable or 

understanding? Or even rather the opposite?) 
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9. We have already talked about the fact that there are many other sources besides 

the traditional media on the internet that "inform" about Covid-19. How do you 

rate the quality of these sources compared to journalism? 

• Do you have any positive or negative examples for us here as well? 

10. The experts play an important role in reporting. How do you rate the range of 

experts presented by the Austrian media in the context of Covid-19? To what 

extent do you think that the right or the wrong experts have their say? 

• Have you noticed any differences between the various media?  

• To what extent have you noticed differences in the choice of experts 

between traditional media and alternative media on the Internet? 

 

Perspectives on Science Communication During Covid-19 

Now that we have talked in general terms about your assessments of the public discussion 

of Covid-19, the following section will focus more specifically on your own experiences 

with the public communication of your scientific expertise.  

 

11. First, a general question: How did you generally experience the framework 

conditions for science communication during Covid-19? Do you perceive 

challenges here, but also opportunities? 

12. How important is public communication of your scientific expertise to you in the 

context of your scientific work? 

• Why is it (less) important to you to share your scientific expertise 

publicly? 
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Own Experience as a Media Expert 

One way of sharing expertise is to appear in the media as an expert, as you did last year.  

 

13. In general, to what extent did you feel prepared for your role as a potential media 

expert during Covid-19, or to what extent do you feel prepared? 

• Did you have media experience before Covid-19? 

• Have you participated in media training? 

• Does your organisation (university or institute) provide support in dealing 

with media? 

14. What do you think it takes to be able to fulfil the role of a media expert in a 

satisfactory way? What kind of skills do you need? And what resources do you 

need? 

15. Now we would like to look specifically at your experiences as a media expert. 

First of all, I would like to ask you: Can you please tell me about your experiences 

as a contact person for media in the past year - how many; good, bad experiences 

did you have? What is your personal assessment? 

• Do you remember a particularly remarkable experience that you can tell 

us about? 

16. Can you please tell us how media enquiries developed during Covid-19? 

• Were there particular occasions when enquiries clustered? 

• Were the inquiries limited to traditional media or was there also contact 

with or was there also contact with new, alternative formats that we talked 

about earlier? 

17. What does it depend on whether you accept or reject media enquiries? 

• To what extent does it make a difference from which media the enquiry 

comes? 

• And did you experience during Covid-19 that journalists have different 

scientific competence? Do you also decide on the basis of this competence 

whether you accept enquiries? 
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• To what extent is it important to you that journalists understand the 

scientific process? 

18. In this context: Research on science communication deals intensively with the 

potential for conflict between scientific and journalistic principles. Did you 

experience during Covid-19 that your scientific perspective did not fit the needs 

of journalists and that there were conflicts between journalistic aspirations and 

your scientific principles?  

• What exactly was the problem there?  

• Do you have the impression that journalists are good at dealing with the 

uncertainty of scientific knowledge?  

• How did you refer to the uncertainty of scientific knowledge in your 

communication with journalists?  

• Was this uncertainty sufficiently expressed in the corresponding articles?  

19. We have already talked about how intensively and under what conditions you 

answer media enquiries as an expert. However, we still know very little about 

your motives for investing time in such activities as an expert. Can you please tell 

us why you are basically willing to appear as an expert in media? What goals do 

you pursue with your media appearances? 

20. To what extent do you have the impression that you are achieving these goals with 

your appearances as an expert during Covid-19? Do you reflect on this for 

yourself? 

21. When you now look back on your media expert life in the last year, how satisfied 

are you with your experiences? What went well, what not so well? And what 

consequences do you draw (or have you already drawn) for future media 

appearances? 
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Resonance with Expert Appearances and Science Communication 

You mentioned earlier that the general public should be reached via media. On the one 

hand, we are currently hearing about the public's great trust in science, and on the other 

hand about the great scepticism of some sections of the population towards academic 

elites.  

 

22. How do you perceive the public's opinion of science in general? 

23. Do you think that Covid-19 is changing public opinion on science? Can you 

justify this assessment? 

24. Can you please tell me to what extent you personally have received a concrete 

response to your public appearances? What experiences have you had? 

• Was the response predominantly positive or negative? 

• Can you recognise certain patterns, i.e. that statements made in this or that 

or that medium on this or that topic generate particularly much or little 

resonance? 

• Through which channels does this feedback reach you? 

25. Can you please describe the negative comments in more detail? How was criticism 

expressed and what did it refer to? 

• How much did it affect you? 

• How did you react to it? 

• Would you like support in dealing with such negative comments? 

26. What advice would you give to colleagues (especially young colleagues) 

regarding their science communication based on your experience with public 

feedback? And what consequences do you personally draw from this? 

27. And what consequences do you personally draw from the response to your public 

science communication? 
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Outlook 

In this interview we have talked a lot about the challenges of science communication 

during the pandemic. 

 

28. To what extent do you see scientific organisations as having a duty to provide 

support? What support structures would you personally like to see, but also for 

scientists in general?  

29. If you look back at the past year: What did you learn about science communication 

this year? 

30. And what has the pandemic changed in the relationship between science, media, 

politics and the public? For the better and/or for the worse? 
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Abstract English  

 

During the Covid 19 pandemic, many scientists appeared as media experts and 

publicly communicated their expertise. Due to society's increased demand for trustworthy 

health-related information from experts, scientific experts have gained more experience 

than ever before in public appearances with media and journalists during the pandemic. 

This paper contrasts the scientific perspective with the journalistic perspective and 

examines the relationship between journalists and experts in more detail.  It asks to what 

extent scientists distinguish between media, how they evaluate the coverage on Covid-19 

and to what extent they recognise a functioning in media. In 24 in-depth interviews with 

scientific experts, it was found that scientists have a very good media literacy and 

differentiate between media. They distinguish and evaluate media on two levels: on the 

level of the medium and on the level of the journalist.  Moreover, scientific experts rate 

the coverage on Covid-19 as successful, although the rating varies from one medium to 

another. Finally, scientists certainly recognise a media logic and adapt to this functioning 

in their media appearances in order to facilitate successful cooperation with journalists.   
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Abstract German  
 

 Während der Coronapandemie sind vermehrt WissenschaftlerInnen als mediale 

ExpertInnen aufgetreten und haben ihre Expertise öffentlich präsentiert. Durch die 

erhöhte Nachfrage der Gesellschaft nach vertrauenswürdigen und gesundheitsbezogenen 

Informationen haben wissenschaftliche ExpertInnen durch Medienauftritte so viele 

Erfahrungen mit Medien und JournalistInnen sammeln können wie nie zuvor. Diese 

Arbeit kontrastiert die wissenschaftliche Perspektive mit der journalistischen Perspektive 

und untersucht die Beziehung zwischen JournalistInnen und ExpertInnen genauer. Es 

wird beantwortet, inwieweit WissenschaftlerInnen zwischen Medien differenzieren, wie 

sie die Berichterstattung über Covid-19 bewerten und inwiefern sie eine Funktionsweise 

von Medien erkennen. Aus 24 Tiefeninterviews mit ExpertInnen wurde deutlich, dass 

WissenschaftlerInnen eine sehr gute Medienkompetenz haben und durchaus zwischen 

verschiedenen Medien differenzieren. Dabei unterscheiden und bewerten sie Medien auf 

zwei Ebenen: auf der Ebene des einzelnen Mediums und auf der Ebene des/der 

JournalistIn. Zudem schätzen wissenschaftliche ExpertInnen die Berichterstattung über 

Covid-19 als gelungen ein. Die Bewertung hängt allerdings mit der Differenzierung der 

Medien zusammen, wodurch die Beurteilung von Medium zu Medium variiert. Darüber 

hinaus erkennen WissenschaftlerInnen eine Medienlogik und passen sich in ihren 

Medienauftritten an die Funktionsweise der Medien an, um eine erfolgreiche 

Zusammenarbeit mit JournalistInnen zu erreichen.   

 

 


