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Nongovernm ental and governm ental organizations around the world invest an estim ated $1 billion
in m edia assistance projects each year, with the basic assum ption that this assistance ultim ately will bring
about im provem ents in dem ocracy in the recipient countries.
These m edia assistance initiatives are pervasive. At least 70 organizations in 25 donor countries
outside the United States are involved in funding m edia assistance projects (Becker & Vlad, 2005). In the
U.S., the num ber of donors is m ore than 50 (Hum e, 2004). Donors are units of governm ents,
nongovernm ental organizations, including foundations, and m ultinational organizations. Spending is
distributed around the world, with eastern and central Europe and African countries having been m ajor
recipients since the end of the 1980s.
A concern with the m edia in countries other than one’s own is not new. Governm ents probably
have been concerned with the type and quality of m edia that operate outside their borders since the
developm ent of m edia them selves. In the period after W orld W ar II, the United States and its allies
invested heavily in the training of journalists and offered other form s of m edia assistance in order to
control the m edia in the countries they occupied. Funding for m edia assistance has been a key part of the
U.S. policy in occupied Iraq (Future Media W orking Group, 2002; Internews, 2003)
Although the western assistance program s have been predicated on the assum ption that
developm ent of free, independent m edia staffed by trained journalists leads to–or at least contributes
to–the developm ent of dem ocracy, the evidence to support that assum ption is not robust. Relatively little
work has been done to em pirically evaluate the m edia assistance program s. Most of the work that has
been done has focused on the im pact of the assistance program s on journalists, rather than on the im pact
of the assistance program s on the large m edia system . And alm ost no work has been done linking the
m edia assistance program s to dem ocratization.
This paper begins with a discussion of som e com m on assum ptions about the role of m edia in
fostering dem ocracy. Next it exam ines those assum ptions in the context of m ore general theoretical
discussions of the link between the m edia and dem ocracy. The paper then looks at what is known about
the am ount of investm ent in m edia assistance. Then it reviews what is known about evaluation of that
investm ent. In this context, it looks at concepts that m ight be appropriate outcom es and exam ines
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m easurem ent of those concepts. Finally, it offers som e suggestions about future research and about the
m easures that should be used to m onitor the m edia.
Assum ptions about Role of M edia in Fostering Democracy
Kum ar (2006), a senior social scientist at the U.S. Agency for International Developm ent (USAID),
has explained the dom inant western perspective lying behind m edia assistance projects. Media
assistance, he writes, is based on the underlying assum ption that independent m edia contribute to the
building of dem ocracy and to econom ic developm ent. The assistance is directed at journalistic practice
and the m edia itself, he continues,

“to lay the foundation for the em ergence and consolidation of a m edia sector free of state editorial
or financial control, relying on advertising and sales for its survival and growth. Media
developm ent efforts strive to achieve the ideal of a ‘Fourth Estate,’ in which the press serves as a
com plem ent and balance to the three branches of power–legislative, executive and judicial. The
Fourth Estate, by virtue of its financial and editorial independence, is supposed to hold state
authorities accountable by docum enting the governm ent’s actions and nurture dem ocracy by
encouraging an open but respectful exchange of ideas and opinions (p. 1).”

The language, of course, is that of western, liberal, norm ative theory, as articulated by Siebert,
Peterson and Schram m (1956) in their classic work on norm ative press theory. Media assistance is
expected to produce better journalists, better m edia organizations, and a better m edia system . That m edia
system is supposed to produce, or at least contribute to, the developm ent of dem ocracy.

Kum ar (2006) has stated this position clearly:

“(I)t is difficult to overstate the significance of m edia freedom and an unfettered flow of
inform ation. W ithout it, dem ocracy is starved, m arkets are stifled, and public health suffers.
Cultivating and nurturing a free m edia has to form an integral elem ent of any effort to build
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dem ocracy. Once independent-m inded news organizations find a foothold, a whole range of
positive effects ripple through society and ultim ately spread beyond the country’s borders. (p.
166).”

Figure 1 is a representation of this perspective.
Much em phasis in the m edia assistance program s, in fact, has been placed on training of the
journalists. The training is designed to produce m ore skilled and m otivated workers whose work will help
create m edia organizations that facilitate and distribute their work. Media assistance program s also are
directed at these m edia organizations. Som e such training program s even have created m edia
organizations, such as radio and television stations and newspapers. Others have provided subsidies for
existing organizations. These organizations are supposed to operate in a way that creates a free–or
independent–com petitive m edia environm ent. Finally, m edia assistance is directed at the m edia system as
well. For exam ple, assistance program s have em ployed legal advisers who have drafted laws to help
create the legal environm ent in which free m edia can operate.
The free press–free m edia–are expected to create inform ation that can be used by the institutions
of civil society to create a functioning dem ocracy and econom y. The expectation is that the free
m edia–free press–creates inform ation that is functional from the point of view of governm ental institutions,
such as the judiciary, the legislative bodies, the executive institutions, and the various nongovernm ental
organizations that m ake up civic life. These institutions can m ake use of this functional inform ation to
create the dem ocratic society.
The institutions of a civil society are thought to be the product of–or at least influenced
by–assistance program s aim ed at creation of a civil society. Often these program s have included the
m edia as one type of civil society institution, and m edia assistance is viewed, in this perspective, as a
subtype of civil society assistance. Certainly it is possible to question the ability of m edia institutions to
create other civil society institutions, and the question m ark in the m odel is m eant to so indicate.
In fact, no standard definition of civil society exists, as Carothers and Ottaway (2000) have noted.
W hile Carothers sees the m edia as separate from other institutions of civil society (Carothers & Ortaway,
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2000; Carothers, 2004), others, such as Dalpino (2000), do not. For Dalpino, civil society is m ade up all
groups and activities not legally bound to the state. She includes the m edia explicitly in her list of civil
society institutions, which also includes religious organizations, advocacy groups, and social service
organizations. Lederach (2001) says a civil society is a “web of hum an relationships m ade up of individual
people, their networks, organizations and institutions around which social and com m unity life is built (p.
842).” Certainly the m edia can be part of such a web.
In m uch of the current literature, dem ocratic and econom ic institutions are viewed as linked. As
Kum ar (2006) wrote, the expectation is that m edia assistance would lead not only to dem ocracy, but also
to a “liberal” econom y.
Putzel and van der Zwan (2006) have explicitly challenged the idea of any causal relationship
between m edia freedom and independence and econom ic developm ent, represented by the dotted line in
the m odel. They label this a product of neo-liberal ideologies and say evidence of the relationship is
tenuous at best. In what they term fragile states--that is a state susceptible to crisis, vulnerable to internal
and extern shocks, and experiencing dom estic and international conflicts--the relationship is unlikely to
hold at all, they contend. Even m ore problem atic are crises states, that is, a state under acute stress, or
failed states, that is, a state that can no longer function.
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Figure 1: Theoretical Model of Im pact of Media Assistance

Use of the m edia to prom ote conflict, war and even genocide in states that have experienced
liberalization of, or unexpected lack of control over, their m edia has done m uch to challenge the sim plistic
view that m edia freedom should be the prim ary goal of developm ental assistance. Much of the writing has
focused on Rwanda, where the liberalization of m edia regulation resulted in m edia that contributed to and
encouraged genocide (Berkeley, 2001; Kurspahic, 2003; Putzel & van der Zwan, 2006; Snyder &
Ballentine, 1996; Thom pson, 2007), and the Balkans, where the disintegration of the Yugoslav state and
its m edia system resulted in the creation of m edia properties that incited conflict (Goff, 1999; Putzel & van
der Zwan, 2006; Snyder & Ballentine, 1996; Thom pson, 1994). Gross (2002) has argued that the m edia in
all of Eastern Europe have failed to contribute to dem ocratization in the period of change after 1989.
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The counter argum ent is that the introduction of press freedom is a m atter of tim ing. Before the
system can be liberalized, that is, before a system of press freedom can be introduced, training of
journalists and the creation of appropriately structured m edia organizations m ust be in place (Snyder and
Ballentine, 1996). Such a position, of course, tolerates constraints on m edia freedom in the interim . This is
a position argued explicitly by Allen and Stem lau (2005), who acknowledge the conflict between their
position and traditional liberal press theory. (They also note the conflicted nature of U.S. m edia policy in
Iraq.) It also is possible that other elem ents of civil society m ust be in place–such as established parties
and governm ental institutions, rule of law–for the society to be able to m anage press freedom successfully
(W aisbord, 2007). Snyder and Ballentine (1996), for exam ple, argue that regulations on hate speech and
for protection of m inority groups m ay be prerequisites for a functional press system .
The use of m edia in war and conflict has created a new em phasis on training of journalists in
coverage that is either conflict sensitive (Ross, 2003) or actually prom otes peace (Lynch & McGoldrick,
2005). Hanitzsch (2004) has challenged the logic of the latter, arguing that peace journalism m ay m ake
unrealistic assum ptions about m edia effects. Payne (2005) also has argued that in m odern war m edia are
always an instrum ent of war, regardless of the level of training of the journalists or the independence of
the m edia organization.
Scientific Literature
Linz (1975) lists freedom s of association, inform ation, and com m unication as essential
com ponents of dem ocracy. Gunther and Mughan (2000) call m ass m edia the “connective tissue of
dem ocracy.” O’Neil (1998) writes that without the freedom of com m unication mass m edia provide, the
foundation of dem ocratic rule is underm ined.
Jakubowicz (2002), however, says that whether m ass m edia lead or follow change, whether they
m irror or m old society, and whether they should be conceptualized as agents of change or of the status
quo have yet to be resolved. In their study of Spain, Gunther, Montero, and W ert (2000) found evidence
that m edia aided in the transition to a consolidated dem ocracy by helping to legitim ate the new regim e and
by contributing to the socialization of the public in ways of dem ocratic behavior. Not all m edia practices,
though, m ay be beneficial to dem ocratic developm ent. In the case of Nigeria, Ette (2000) argues that
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m edia can underm ine dem ocracy and states and that it is not even clear the press has a com m on
understanding of how it should serve the cause of dem ocracy.
Downing (1996) sees m edia as pivotal in the struggle for power in all regim es, including
nondem ocratic regim es. Media of all types facilitate the struggle that em erges between political
m ovem ents and the authoritarian state in the process of regim e change, and continues through the
transition stage into the consolidation stage, with whatever regim e em erges. Gunther and Mughan (2000)
argue that m ost political elites, regardless of regim e type, believe the m edia to be im portant in shaping the
views of the public and have attem pted to develop policies to suit their econom ic, social, and political
purposes.
Rozum ilowicz (2002) provides an elaborate argum ent for the relationship between the m edia and
dem ocracy. Five key points are offered. First, a m edia structure that is free of interference from
governm ent, business or dom inant social groups is better able to m aintain and support the com petitive
and participative elem ents that define dem ocracy and the related process of dem ocratization. Second,
free and independent m edia buttress the societal objectives of dem ocracy, a particular econom ic
structure, greater cultural understanding and general hum an developm ent. Third, free and independent
m edia allow individuals to find a public forum in which to express opinions, beliefs and viewpoints to their
fellow citizens. Free and independent m edia inform , entertain and enrich the life through the profusion of
others’ ideas, opinions and visions. Fourth, free and independent m edia provide for an expression of
options so m eaningful decisions can be m ade. And fifth, free and independent m edia guarantee access to
the less privileged in society, giving them voice.
In sum , according to this argum ent, free and independent m edia are necessary for the functioning
of dem ocracy.
Appropriate Outcome: Press Freedom
W hile m edia assistance projects are m ost com m only oriented toward the individual m edia worker,
generally a journalist, the ultim ate goal, as reflected in Figure 1, is the im provem ent of the operation of the
press system in the country. Historically, the ideal outcom e has been term ed press freedom .
The concept of press freedom is a contentious one in the literature of m ass com m unication. Early
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definitions of the concept reflected post W orld W ar II geopolitical construction and focused prim arily on
freedom from governm ent control (Siebert, Peterson and Schram m , 1956). Lowenstein (1970) argued that
“A com pletely free press is one in which newspapers, periodicals, news agencies, books, radio and
television have absolute independence and critical ability, except for m inim al libel and obscenity laws. The
press has no concentrated ownership, m arginal econom ic units or organized self-regulation.”
W eaver (1977) identified three com ponents of press freedom : the relative absence of governm ent
restraints on the m edia, the relative absence of nongovernm ental restraints, and the existence of
conditions to insure the dissem ination of diverse ideas and opinions to large audiences. Piccard (1985),
am ong others, distinguished between negative press freedom (the absence of legal controls, such as
censorship) and positive press freedom (the ability of individuals to use the m edia).
Subsequent work (for exam ple, Hachten, 1987) argued that definitions of m edia freedom should
include other concepts, such as the role of m edia in nation building, econom ic developm ent, overcom ing
illiteracy and poverty, and building political consciousness. Hagen (1992) focused on what she described
as m edia dem ocratization. She proposed altering the top-down, “one-way flow” of m essages from
contem porary m ass m edia to the public by increasing citizen participation. Breunig (1994) viewed press
freedom as one type of com m unication. Others were freedom of speech, freedom of opinion and
inform ation freedom .
Curran (1996) differentiated between a classical liberal perspective on m edia freedom and the
radical dem ocratic perspective. The form er focuses on the freedom of the m edia to publish or broadcast.
The latter focuses on how m ass com m unications can “m ediate in an equitable way conflict and
com petition between social groups in society.” W ithin the classical liberal perspective, according to
Curran, is a “strand” arguing that the m edia should serve to protect the individual from the abuses of the
state. W ithin the radical dem ocratic perspective, he continued, is a “strand” that argues that the m edia
should seek to redress the im balances in society.
McQuail (2000) said that the concept of m edia freedom covers both the degree of freedom
enjoyed by the m edia and the degree of freedom and access of citizens to m edia content. “The essential
norm is that m edia should have certain independence, sufficient to protect free and open public
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expression of ideas and inform ation. The second part of the issue raises the question of diversity, a norm
that opposes concentration of ownership and m onopoly of control, whether on the part of the state or
private m edia industries.”
For Price (2002), the “foundation requirem ent” for m edia freedom is that governm ent does not
have a m onopoly on inform ation. Rozum ilowicz (2002) sim ilarly contended that the question of who
controls the m edia is critical to consideration of whether it is free and independent. There m ust be a
diffusion of control and access supported by a nation’s legal, institutional, econom ic and social-cultural
system s, she argues. Thus, free and independent m edia “exist within a structure which is effectively
dem onopolized of the control of any concentrated social groups or forces and in which access is both
equally and effectively guaranteed.”
Rozum ilowicz sees m edia independence as the outcom e of a process of m edia reform . The
general assum ption is that the media “should progress ever nearer to an ideal of freedom and
independence and away from dependence and control” (p. 12). In her view, a m edia structure that is free
of “interference from governm ent, business, or dom inant social groups is better able to m aintain and
support the com petitive and participative elem ents that define the concept of dem ocracy and the related
process of dem ocratization.”
Rozum ilowicz sees the ideal m edia environm ent as one in which there are two m edia sectors, a
m arket-led m edia sector and a nonm arket-sector. W ithin the m arket sector, advertisers are free to present
their goods to target audiences, program m ers can use fees provided by these advertisers to draw in
audiences, and audiences are inform ed and entertained to the extent the m arket allows. The nonm arketsector provides balance by ensuring that the needs of non-dom inant groups are m et. It also creates a
forum in which a com m on discourse em erges and which allows people to function within the society.
For these two sectors to exist, there m ust be both legal and institutional support for them as well
as social-cultural support. For exam ple, the m arket sector can exist only if laws are in place protecting
m edia from governm ent interference. Audiences also m ust be protected via defam ation laws from m edia
abuse. Also needed are anti-trust legislation, ownership laws lim iting concentration, licensing laws, and
rules on advertising.
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For the nonm arket-sector to exist, there m ust be legal and institutional support for the right to
publish and the right of access. Citizens are guaranteed the right to inform ation, and the various voices in
society are guaranteed the right to com m unicate.
For Rozum ilowicz, socio-cultural support for free m edia com es from training for and
professionalism am ong journalists, a general educational system that instills values of tolerance within
society, and training for politicians on the workings of a free press in an open society.
Following from this conceptualization, Rozum ilowicz outlines four stages of m edia reform . The
first stage, labeled a Pre-transition Stage, lays the groundwork for subsequent change. During this
change, there is an opening of freeing of a previously constrained m edia system . The regim e signals a
greater willingness to tolerate criticism and expressions of alternative points of view.
The second stage is term ed a Prim ary Transition Stage. During this stage, there is a system atic
change within the form erly authoritarian regim e. Statutes on access to inform ation, defam ation,
ownership, and the like are passed. The culture of censorship is disrupted.
The next stage is called the Secondary Stage. During this period both politicians and journalists
participate in training sem inars to explain and clarify the new institutional and legal order. Networks of
m edia professionals develop. Journalists receive training in new skills of investigative and responsible
journalism .
The final stage is called the Late or Mature Stage. At this point, legal and institutional questions
have been resolved. Educational opportunities for journalists are well established. Instruction to provide
support for open com m unication is incorporated in prim ary and secondary schooling.
The political science literature also indicates that there are four distinct stages that a country or
territory goes through on the path to becom ing a stable dem ocracy (McConnell & Becker, 2002). These
four stages of societal developm ent can be labeled pretransition, transition, consolidation and stable (or
m ature). The pretransition stage focuses on societal conditions under the old regim e, while the transition
stage is that historical m om ent when the previous regim e no longer holds political power. A state becom es
consolidated when the ideals of dem ocracy are accepted and adhered to, and then is considered stable
when dem ocracy functions over a period of tim e.
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Empirical Analysis of Press Freedom
Em pirical research on press freedom goes back to at least the early 1960s. Nixon (1960), found
that per capital national incom e, proportion of adults that are literate, and level of daily newspaper
circulation were positively related to level of press freedom , as m easured by two International Press
Institute classifications of m edia system s around the world. Gillm or (1962), found little evidence that the
religious tradition of a country was associated with press freedom , again using the IPI m easures of the
latter. Nixon (1965), using a panel to rank press freedom in countries around the world rather than the IPI
ratings, replicated his earlier findings of the im portance of econom ic developm ent, literacy, and growth of
the m ass m edia. Farace and Donohew (1965), using the Nixon (1965) press freedom m easures, found
that additional variables such as life expectancy, population, and education also were related to press
freedom .
Lowenstein (1970), working at the University of Missouri’s Freedom of Inform ation Center,
developed a m easure of Press Independence and Critical Ability, based on 23 separate indicators,
including restraints on m edia through legal and extra-legal controls, ownership of news agencies or their
resources, self-censorship, and econom ic hardship that could extinguish som e voices. The rating was by
judges throughout the world who received a survey from the Freedom of Inform ation Center. The resultant
classification of the m edia was found to m atch closely those of Nixon’s earlier surveys. Kent (1972),
analyzed the PICA m easures and found them to m easure a single dim ension of press freedom .
Nam and Oh (1973), using Nixon’s Press Freedom Index (1965), found that freedom of the press
is a function of subsystem autonom y in the overall political system . In other words, in political system s in
which the various players have freedom of activity, the press operates accordingly. W eaver (1977) used
the Lowenstein (1970) and Kent (1972) classification of press freedom and found that increases in
econom ic productivity lead to less stress in the political system , and this decreased political stress leads to
increased press freedom . W eaver, Buddenbaum and Fair (1985) attem pted to replicate the findings of
W eaver (1977) but concluded instead that increases in econom ic productivity in developing countries m ay
have negative effects on press freedom rather than positive ones. For these analyses, W eaver and his
colleagues used the then relatively new m easures developed by Freedom House, a nongovernm ental
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organization based in W ashington, D.C.
Breunig (1994) exam ined the relationship between legal protection of com m unication freedom as
written into the constitutions and related docum ents of nations of the world and another m easure of press
freedom , nam ely offenses against com m unication freedom . Breunig gathered data on offenses against
com m unication freedom through a content analysis of the Bulletins of the International Journalism Institute
in Prague between January 1, 1988, and October 9, 1991. He found a disconnect between the two
sources of inform ation. States that guarantee com m unication freedom in their legal docum ents did not
necessary provide for m ore freedom .
The early em pirical work on press freedom treated press independence as the dependent or
outcom e variable, predicted by political and social factors. Stevens (1971), in fact, states these
relationships as a series of propositions about the determ inations of press freedom .
Besley and Prat (2001) found that press freedom , as m easured by the Freedom House index, is
negatively related to corruption and to political longevity of office holders. Brunetti and W eder (2003),
again using the Freedom House m easures of press freedom , replicated the finding of a negative
relationship between press freedom and corruption in a cross sectional study and established that the
direction of the relationship was from press freedom to decreases in corruption using panel data.
Jacobsson and Jacobsson (2004), also using the Freedom House index of press freedom , found that
press freedom is the outcom e of econom ic wealth and of low m arket concentration in the consum er goods
industries. Islam (2002) reports a scatterplot for the relationship between Freedom House m easures of
Press Freedom and its m easures of dem ocracy score. The plot suggests a weak relationship exits.
Sim ilarly, Carrington and Nelson (2002) show evidence linking m edia “strength” and “strength” of the local
econom y. The analysis is based on the W ealth of Nations Triangle Index for developing countries.
Our Project
W e have engaged in a num ber of projects in the last several years to better understand the role of
the m edia in dem ocratization. W e have undertaken this work for two reasons. First, the Cox Center
conducts sm all training program s to link the faculty of the Grady College of Journalism and Mass
Com m unication at the University of Georgia and other com m unication professionals to journalism and
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com m unication practice around the world. Knowing the im pact of our work is im portant to us. Second, the
Cox Center also has recognized the need for evaluation of form al journalism education and in postem ploym ent settings, so an assessm ent of the im pact of m edia assistance is a natural com ponent of our
larger evaluation enterprise.
Developing the m odel represented in Figure 1 has been an im portant part of our effort to
understand the role of the m edia in dem ocratization. Identifying the key concepts and how they have been
used by others also has been a part of that. The perspective presented to this point in this paper, in sum ,
is an outgrowth of our work.
In reviewing the writing on the role of m edia in dem ocratization, we have recognized that there are
two distinct operating fram eworks. For one group, the question of whether the m edia always play a
positive role in dem ocratization is still open. For the other group, that question has been answered
affirm atively, and the issue is docum enting that im pact. The first fram ework is largely that of academ ic
researchers; the second fram ework is largely that of practitioners, specifically of funders and organizations
engaged in m edia assistance activities.
Though, as noted, we do engage in m edia assistance projects, we rem ain open to the possibility
that such assistance m ay not lead to dem ocracy. Our goal is to exam ine whether m edia assistance leads
to dem ocracy (and, if it does, under what circum stances), not to docum ent that such projects in fact
produce the desired dem ocratic outcom e.
Much of our research has been funded by the John S. and Jam es L. Knight Foundation, based in
Miam i, Florida. The Knight Foundation funds m edia assistance projects, but it supported our efforts to
explore whether such program s worked and under what circum stances.
Examination of M easures of Press Freedom
W e recognized early the im portance of developing indices at the national level of key m edia
system characteristics. As Figure 1 shows, such system atic outcom es are the ultim ate goal of m ost efforts
at m edia assistance. If it were possible to know how m uch m oney had been invested in each country of
the world and the nature of that investm ent, and if we had good indicators of changes in the
characteristics of m edia system s across the tim e period of those investm ents, it would be possible to
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provide an im portant test of any relationship between investm ent and type of investm ent and outcom e.
Organizations Reporting on M edia Freedom
More than 100 organizations throughout the world are currently engaged in som e form of m edia
system assessm ent and evaluation or m edia freedom prom otion. Many of these are newly-form ed in
response to recent dem ocratization in Europe and redem ocratization in Latin Am erica. The groups
describe their m issions variously as prom oting free and independent m edia through activism , m onitoring
m edia freedom violations, evaluating m edia system s through indices and written reports, and defending
and protecting journalists working in conflict zones and under repressive governm ents.
The organizations have applied rather than conceptual goals for their work. They are interested in
m edia reform often because they believe it plays a role in the developm ent of dem ocratic states. Their
work is often described and cited in the popular m edia, giving weight to their operationalizations--and
consequent conceptualizations--of m edia freedom .
W e have reviewed the activities of these organizations in our article in The International
Communication Gazette (Becker, L.B. Vlad, T., & Nusser, N. , 2007). I will sum m arize som e of the
findings reported in that article for com pleteness.
Freedom House
Probably the best known of the press freedom indicators is that of Freedom House. A nongovernm ental organization based in W ashington, D.C., Freedom House was founded m ore than 60 years
ago to prom ote dem ocracy globally. Since 1978, Freedom House has published a global survey of
freedom , known as Freedom in the W orld, now covering 192 countries and 18 related or disputed
territories. This indicator is widely used by policy m akers, academ ics, and journalists. In 1980, as a
separate undertaking, Freedom House began conducting its m edia freedom survey–Freedom of the
Press: A Global Survey of Media Independence–which in 2003 covered the sam e 192 countries (Freedom
House, 2004).
For Freedom House, the concept of interest is freedom of the m edia, which is defined as being
linked to “the legal environm ent for the m edia, political pressures that influence reporting, and econom ic
factors that affect access to inform ation” (Freedom House, 2004).
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To m easure press freedom , Freedom House attem pts to assess the political, legal, and econom ic
environm ents of each country and evaluate whether the countries prom ote and do not restrict the free flow
of inform ation. Freedom House U.S.-based staff keeps year-round files on m edia activities for each
country (Becker, Vlad & Nusser, 2007). The files contain news articles by and on m edia in each country
and other reports from governm ental and international organizations. These files are consulted prior to the
production of the annual reports. To augm ent that inform ation, Freedom House staff m em bers consult
local and international m edia organizations, m ultilateral and governm ental organizations, and other
NGO’s. Staff m em bers also rely on the Toronto-based International Freedom of Expression Exchange
(IFEX), a global clearing house for m edia freedom organizations around the world, and on Freedom
House’s own Freedom in the W orld surveys.
In evaluating the collected m aterial, Freedom House (2004) exam ines the legal environm ent,
political influences, and econom ic pressures on the m edia. To assess the legal environm ent, Freedom
House analyzes laws and regulations that could influence m edia, as well as governm ents’ propensity for
using those laws to m anipulate m edia. It assesses the potentially negative or positive im pact of various
legal factors. Political influence is m easured by evaluating the degree of political control over news m edia
content. Econom ic pressures are m easured by evaluating characteristics of the m edia system such as the
structure of m edia, the costs of establishing m edia outlets, and the im pact of corruption and bribery on
content.
Freedom House staff m em bers then score each country, using a 20-item questionnaire that
includes questions in the three areas of legal, political and econom ic influences. Higher num bers indicate
less m edia freedom . The legal environm ent is scored on a 30-point scale, political environm ent on a 40point scale, and econom ic environm ent on a 30-point scale. The three subindices are sum m ed to com e
up with a final score for each country.
International Research and Exchanges Board (IREX)
IREX was founded in 1968 by U.S. universities to prom ote exchanges with the Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe. A non-profit organization based in W ashington, D.C., IREX focuses on higher education,
independent m edia, Internet developm ent, and civil society in the United States and internationally.
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In 2001, IREX, in cooperation with USAID, prepared its first Media Sustainability Index (MSI) to
evaluate the global developm ent of independent m edia (IREX, 2001). The report rated independent m edia
sustainability in 20 states in four regions: Southeast Europe, Russia and W estern Eurasia, Caucasus, and
Central Asia. IREX has continued these annual evaluations, and, in 2005, added 18 countries in North
Africa and the Middle East (IREX, 2006).
The concept behind IREX’s em pirical work is independent m edia sustainability, defined as the
existence of sustainable, “independent m edia system s” (IREX, 2003, p. xxi). This is operationalized as the
extent to which political, legal, social, and econom ic circum stances and institutions, as well as
professional standards within independent m edia, prom ote and/or perm it independent m edia to survive
over tim e.
IREX assesses independent m edia sustainability using five criteria or objectives: 1) legal and
social norm s that protect and prom ote free speech and access to public inform ation; 2) journalism that
m eets professional standards; 3) m ultiple news sources that provide citizens with reliable and objective
news; 4) independent m edia that are well-m anaged businesses, allowing editorial independence; and 5)
supporting institutions that function in the professional interests of independent m edia.
To determ ine how well a country m eets those five objectives, from seven to nine indicators for
each of the objectives are assessed. The range of scores is from 0 to 4 for each of these indicators. The
scores for each of the indicators within the five objectives are averaged to obtain a single score for the
objective. The scores on the five objectives are averaged to arrive at a final score for each country.
To conduct scoring, IREX assem bles in each country a panel of experts— local m edia
representatives, m em bers of NGOs and professional associations, international donors, and m edia
developm ent workers. Each panel is provided with the objectives, indicators and an explanation of the
scoring system . Panelists review the inform ation individually, then assem ble to com e to a consensus on
scores. The panel m oderator, in m ost cases a representative from one of the country’s m edia or an NGO,
prepares a written analysis of the discussion, which is edited by IREX representatives. IREX staff (incountry and in W ashington, D.C.) also review indicators and objectives, scoring countries independently.
The final score for a country is an average of the panel score and the IREX staff score.
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Reporters sans frontieres (RSF)
The non-profit RSF works to defend journalists and m edia outlets by condem ning attacks on
press freedom worldwide, by publishing a variety of annual and special reports on m edia freedom , and by
appealing to governm ents and international organizations on behalf of journalists and m edia
organizations. The group, based in Paris and including a network of 100 correspondents, works to reduce
censorship, opposes laws devised to restrict press freedom , supports journalists and m edia outlets with
financial aid, and has recently developed a judicial branch to prom ote effective prosecution of crim es
against journalists. On an annual basis, RSF publishes com prehensive regional and country reports that
assess political, econom ic, and legal environm ents for m edia freedom . In 2002, RSF released its first
W orldwide Press Freedom (RSF, 2002a) report and ranking of individual nations.
The RSF concept is respect for m edia freedom , defined as “The am ount of freedom journalists
and the m edia have in each country and the efforts m ade by governm ent to see that press freedom is
respected” (RSF, 2002b). The concept is operationalized as the extent to which legal and political
environm ents, circum stances, and institutions perm it and prom ote m edia freedom and the ability of
journalists to collect and dissem inate inform ation unim peded by physical, psychological, or legal attacks
and harassm ent.
To create the index, RSF sends out a 53-item questionnaire to in-country sources, usually
m em bers of dom estic and foreign m edia as well as legal experts and m em bers of NGOs involved with
m edia freedom . RSF receives an average of three to four com pleted questionnaires for each country, and
if it does not receive at least three, the country is not included. The questions fall into the five categories of
physical and psychological attacks on the journalists, legal harassm ent of and discrim ination against
journalists, obstacles to collecting and dissem inating inform ation, and governm ent m anipulation of the
m edia.
After questionnaires are returned, RSF staff m em bers in Paris score the surveys. Each of the
questions is weighted. Lower scores indicate m ore m edia freedom . Points are sum m ed and averaged to
arrive at a final score.
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Com mittee to Protect Journalists (CPJ)
Form ed in 1981 by a group of foreign correspondents, the New York City-based CPJ reports and
investigates attacks on journalists and lobbies dom estic and foreign governm ents on their behalf. W ith a
full-tim e New York staff of 22 and one W ashington, D.C., staff m em ber, CPJ (2004) m onitors m edia in
countries in five different regions: the Am ericas, Asia, the Middle East, Africa, and Europe. Developm ents
are tracked through independent research, fact-finding m issions, and contacts in the field. CPJ has
published annual reports on attacks on the press since 1987 and country reports on m ore than 100
nations since 1993.
The concept of concern to CPJ is freedom of the press, defined as “The rights of journalists to
report the news without fear of reprisal” (Com m ittee to Protect Journalists, 2004). The concept is
operationalized as the num ber of attacks or restrictions on journalists.
Annual reports are prepared by a New-York CPJ regional director and sources in the country. CPJ
checks each case from the field identified as a violation of press freedom by m ore than one source for
factual accuracy, confirm ation that the victim s were journalists or news organizations, and verification that
intim idation was the probable m otive. Journalists are defined as people who cover news or write
com m entary on a regular basis.
M ethodology
The Freedom House and Reporters sans frontieres indices are based on sim ilar concepts,
nam ely the existence of press autonom y and independence. The IREX Media Sustainability Index
includes freedom of expression as one of its five com ponents. The rem aining four elem ents of the index
are potentially quite distinct, incorporating the idea of durability of press operations in a com petitive
m arket. The Com m ittee to Protect Journalists index focuses solely on attacks on press operation, rather
than on support for the m edia.
In general, the Freedom House and Reporters sans frontieres evaluations should produce quite
sim ilar responses. They are undertaken by representatives of m edia interests in two distinct, though
decidedly western, countries. A com parison of these two m easures should give som e sense of their
com m onality and the generalizability of the classifications of the m edia system s.
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A com parison of the evaluations by Freedom House and Reporters sans frontieres with the Media
Sustainability Index should give a sense of how successful IREX has been in expanding its m easure to
include m ore than sim ple press freedom . Sim ilarly, a com parison of the Com m ittee to Protect Journalists
m easures with the others should give an indication of how m uch the other indices have incorporated
positive, rather than sim ply negative, indicators of freedom into their m easures.
Finally, an exam ination of the Freedom House Press Freedom Index across tim e gives a sense of
the extent to which this m easure reflects variability across tim e, particularly in the period of the late 1980s
and early 1990s when system ic change was taking place in governm ental system s, m ost notably in
eastern and central Europe.
To undertake these analyses, a data base was created in which country was the unit of analysis
and the index score for each of the four m easures was recorded. W here possible, subparts of the indices
were included into the data base as well.
Specifically, data from the Freedom House Press Freedom Index from 1981 to 2004 were
included. The Freedom House Press Freedom Index in a given year is for evaluation of the m edia system
a year earlier, so the 1981 index covers the 1980 period. During this tim e period, only an ordinal level
m easure was available, with countries being classified as Free, Partly Free, or Not Free. From 1994 to
1999, the Freedom House Press Freedom total index was recorded, with a theoretical range of from 1 to
100. In fact, the lowest score (indicating freedom ) was 5 during this period; the highest score was 100.
From 2000 to 2004, data were available not only on the total index score, but also on the three subparts,
legal environm ent, political influences, and econom ic pressures.
The Reporters sans frontieres indices have been reported only for 2002 and 2003. In each year,
the period covered was from Septem ber 1 of the previous year through August 31 of the listed year. Only
the total index, ranging in theoretical value from 0 to 100, was available.
The IREX Media Sustainability index for three years, 2001, 2002 and 2003, was used. The
reports, released in the following year, cover the listed year. The index covers 20 political entities: Albania,
Arm enia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia & Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kosovo,
Kyrgyzstan, Macedonia, Moldova, Montenegro, Rom ania, Russia, Serbia, Tajikistan, Ukraine, and
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Uzbekistan. In creating the file, the data for Montenegro and Serbia were averaged to create a single
score for that country. In each of the three years, the MSI score and each of its five subparts were entered
into the data base. Those subparts are: free speech, professional journalism , plurality of news sources,
business m anagem ent, and supporting institutions. The theoretical range of scores for the total index and
each of its parts is 0 to 4.
Data from the Com m ittee to Protect Journalists were available only for 2003, covering that year.
Both the total num ber of attacks on the press and the individual com ponents m aking up that total were
entered into the data file. Included were the num ber of: physical attacks on journalists or facilities, cases
of censorship, expulsions, harassm ents, im prisonm ents, m urders of journalists, m urders of journalists not
docum ented as related to their work, legal actions against journalists, m issing journalists, threats to
journalists, and cases of kidnapping of journalists. Actual scores for the total index ranged from 0 to 46.
Findings
The Reporters sans frontieres ratings and the Freedom House ratings are em pirically quite
sim ilar. In 2002, the Pearson Product Mom ent Correlation coefficient between the two ratings was .81. In
2003, the coefficient was .84. In other words, about 70% of the variance in ratings is shared. Despite the
differences in m easurem ent techniques and between the countries of the organizations, the two groups
m ostly agree on the classification of the m edia system s of the world.
More surprising is the strong relationship between the IREX Media Sustainability Index and both
the Reporters sans frontieres and the Freedom House ratings. For the 18 countries rated by IREX and by
the other two NGOs (Kosovo was not rated by either Reporters sans frontieres or Freedom House), the
correlation coefficient was .82 and .91 respectively in 2003. In 2002, the figures were .72 for RSF and .89
for Freedom House. In 2001, the correlation between the Freedom House index and MSI was .84.
Only the tally of attacks on the press by the Com m ittee to Protect Journalists produces
evaluations different from those of the other three groups. In 2003, the only year for which these
com parisons are possible, the CPJ tally is correlated .30 with the RSF rating, .31 with the Freedom House
rating, and .08 with the IREX Media Sustainabililty Index. The suggestion is that the CPJ data provide new
inform ation not fully incorporated in the other indices. The IREX Sustainabililty index seem s to include

-20-

m ore of the positive features of press operation than do the RSF and Freedom House m easures. The
Com m ittee to Protect Journalists is a wholly negative m easure. The lower–really alm ost trivial--correlation
of the CPJ and the Sustainability Index is, in this sense, not surprising.
The analysis shows that the RSF index correlates equally well with the three subparts of the
Freedom House Index (.81 for Legal Environm ent, .82 for Political Influences, and .80 for Econom ic
Pressures). The RSF index, however, correlates less well with the business m anagem ent part the IREX
Sustainability Index (.62) than with the other parts.
The CPJ tally of attacks correlates best with the Political Influences part of the Freedom House
index. The lowest correlation is with the Econom ic Pressures. These findings are consistent with the
argum ent that the three com ponents of the Freedom House index have som e distinctiveness. The CPJ
tally is m ore strongly related to the IREX Free Speech, Professional Journalism and Plurality of Sources
subcom ponents than to the Business Managem ent and Supporting Institutions com ponents, where the
relationship is really nonexistent.
The interrelationships of the Freedom House and IREX subparts do not show clear patterns. The
Freedom House Legal Environm ent is m ore highly correlated with the IREX Business Managm ent item
than with other IREX com ponents. The Freedom House Political Influences com ponent is least correlated
with the IREX Free Speech com ponent. The Freedom House Econom ic Pressures com ponent is highly
correlated with the IREX Plurality of News and Supporting Institutions m easures. The easiest
interpretation is that the Freedom House and IREX m easures have m uch in com m on internally as well as
in the sum .
The part-whole correlations for both the Freedom House and the IREX indices show that each
total index is roughly evenly influenced by the subparts. The three subparts of the Freedom House index
also are very highly correlated, m eaning that little new variance is obtained by any one of the three
com ponents. For the IREX index, on the other hand, m ore variance am ong com ponents exists. IREX’s
sweep is a bit wider, it seem s, in gathering com ponents for its index.
In sum , the Reporters sans frontieres, Freedom House and IREX m easures all seem to be
m easuring m uch the sam e thing. The Freedom House gain for including the three com ponents is not
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great, at least as far as the 2003 m easures are concerned. The IREX MSI does seem to include
com ponents not represented as fully in the other indices, but, in term s of the total index, little is gained
from the exercise. The IREX index is m ore strongly related to the Freedom House than the Reporters
sans frontieres indices, perhaps reflecting an Am erican bias in the evaluation. The Com m ittee to Protect
Journalists tally of Attacks on the Press is not the sam e as the other three indices. The relationship is
particularly weak between it and the IREX index. The suggestion is that the Com m ittee to Protect
Journalists adds inform ation not redundant with that of the other indices.
These findings speak to the distinctiveness of the m easures, or, in the reverse, to the consistency
and the reliability of the inform ation they provide. W hat evidence is there that they vary in significant ways
across tim e, that is, reflect real changes that take place in the m edia environm ent of a country?
Only the Freedom House m easure has been used for a long enough period to allow for an
assessm ent of this question.
In general, the data show that the Freedom House m easures are related from year to year,
suggesting m ore stability than change, as one would expect. Across tim e, however, the size of the
relationships declines, again as one would expect if real change is taking place in the system . This also
suggests that the evaluators are not sim ply using the rating from the year before to evaluate the current
year. The relationship between the 1981 evaluation and the 1982 evaluation is .92, but by 1993 (when the
scale changed), that relationship had dropped to .62. This pattern is repeated across the years and across
m easurem ent type. The 1994 m easure of Press Freedom by Freedom House is correlated .91 with the
m easure a year later, but that relationship dropped to .85 by 2004.
It is clear from analyses of these m easures that there has been m ore consistency than change
reflected in the Freedom House m easure across the m ore than 20 years that it has been reported. The
m ean scores for the index changed not at all from 1981 to 1989, nor did the standard deviation of the
m easures. Treating the data as appropriate for com putation of m eans and standard deviations is a
stretch, of course, as the m easure used during that tim e period was truly ordinal. (Correlation com putation
also assum es better m easurem ent than exists.) Given the sm all range of the m easures, however, m edian
change can hardly be expected.
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In the 1989 to 1993 period–a crucial one in world history and in the history of m edia
dem ocratization–the Freedom House index of Press Freedom did change in the expected direction. The
overall scores for the nations ranked m ove in the direction of press freedom . The standard deviation, as
would be expected, did not change. Change from 1994 to 2004, based on the full 100-point scale, was not
as dram atic, but it was in the direction of increased press freedom . The standard deviation has increased
slightly as well.
In 1981, the m ean for all six countries W arsaw Pact Coutries (Poland, East Germ any,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Rom ania and Bulgaria) was 3. There was no variance, as all countries had that
score. In 1990, there was evidence of change, which continued through 1993. (East Germ any dropped out
of the analyses after 1989.) Based on the new scale used from 1994 to 2004, change continued to be in
evidence. (The division of Czechoslovakia into the Czech Republic and Slovakia created six states again.)
In other words, the Freedom House m easure across tim e seem ed to pick up what m ost would argue was
real change in the m edia environm ents of these countries across the 20-plus years it has been used.
These sam e analyses were repeated for the 15 states evolving from the form er Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics. The data for 1981 to 1992 reflect the evaluation only of the Soviet Union. From 1994
on, the 100-point m easure reflects the situation in the 15 new states. The m easure shows a deterioration
of the m edia landscapes in term s of press freedom . The change has not been overly large, but it is
noticeable nonetheless. Absent other evidence, one would conclude that the m edia environm ent in these
states as a whole did not im prove, and that the Freedom House evaluators did not get swept up in the
euphoria of the m om ent in reaching their assessm ent. (The ratings for the three Baltic states did im prove
during this tim e period, but it was offset by deteriorating m edia situations in other states, according to the
Freedom House data.)
Summary and Conclusions
Since the details of the findings are in Becker, Vlad and Nusser (2007), I’ll only sum m arize here.
The em pirical analysis of the num erical ratings of four of these organizations–Reporters sans
frontieres, Freedom House, IREX and Com m ittee to Protect Journalists–shows that at least the first three
of these organizations largely com e to the sam e conclusions about the m edia. The RSF and Freedom

-23-

House ratings for 2002 were correlated .81(Pearson Product Mom ent), while the figure in 2003 was .84.
The IREX index correlated .72 with the RSF index and .89 with the Freedom House ratings in 2002. In
2003, the figures were .82 and .91.
The correlation of the IREX m easures with those of Reporters sans frontieres and Freedom
House is surprising, given that IREX tried to create a distinct concept, nam ely m edia sustainability. The
goal was a m easure that incorporated press freedom , but focused m ore heavily on the econom ic and
social environm ent of the country thought necessary for the developm ent of a durable, independent
m edia. The com parisons are only for the 18 countries rated by all three organizations, but they suggest
that IREX has had lim ited success in getting beyond the m edia freedom m easurem ent–or that the RSF
and Freedom House m easures were already broad enough to capture the m eaning sought by IREX.
The higher correlation of the IREX m easure with Freedom House’s m easure both years also
suggests a nationality bias, as both IREX and Freedom House m easures are the product of U.S.
organizations, while RSF is a French-based NGO. This at a m inim um raises a question about the
independence of the evaluations of country perspectives on press freedom reflecting dom estic, political
concerns.
The Freedom House and IREX m easures are designed to be m ulti-dim ensional. In the case of
Freedom House, the subindices are very highly correlated internally. This argues for internal reliability. But
it also suggests that the m easures do not sam ple elem ents of the concept widely--at least not as widely as
is the case for the IREX MSI, which has lower internal consistency. In other words, the internal
consistency of the Freedom House m easure is at the cost of the face validity.
Clearly the Com m ittee to Protect Journalists, through its m easures of attacks on the press, has
gathered inform ation that is not redundant with the RSF, Freedom House and MSI indices. The CPJ
counts of attacks correlates weakly with the first two m easures and very poorly with the IREX m easure.
One option would be to incorporate the CPJ data into a global index, perhaps one that also
com bined the RSF and Freedom House m easures. Com bining RSF and Freedom House into a single,
averaged, index would im prove the reliability of the m easures–if each has random error associated with it.
Adding the CPJ m easure, on the other hand, would increase the breadth of the m easure, that is,
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potentially im prove its validity.
The evidence is, in the case of Freedom House, which has reported data across m ore than 10
years, that the m easurem ent is consistent. The evidence also is that it has varied in m eaningful ways
across tim e, picking up the dram atic change in the m edia environm ent of the form er W arsaw Pact
countries following the fall of com m unism in 1989.
The usefulness of the Freedom House m easure, or any am algam ation of the Freedom House
m easure with that of RSF, CPJ or other organizations, is its m atch to the theoretical concepts of interest
and to other system ic variables, such as the evolution of a civil society and key dem ocratic institutions.
It is possible to m ake som e assessm ent of the first of these issues by reflecting back to the
definitions of press freedom identified in the scientific literature on the m edia. McQuail (2000) has said that
a free press should have sufficient independence to protect free and open public expression of ideas and
inform ation. It also should be diverse. Others, such as Curran (1996) and Rozum ilowicz (2002) have
added additional requirem ents about m ediation of societal interests and balance between com m ercial and
public com ponents. None of the existent m easures seem adequate to address the diversity argum ent of
McQuail let alone to respond to the broader concepts of press freedom called for by Curran and
Rozum ilowicz.
The relationship of the existing m easures–or a broader m easure incorporating already existing
inform ation on new inform ation gathered to reflect the broader concepts of McQuail, Curran,
Rozum ilowicz and others–to other m easures is virgin territory. The findings of this analysis suggest it is
territory worthy of exploration.
Using IREX Index to Study Impact of Competition
In a series of workshops that we conducted in Rom ania approxim ately a decade after the fall of
com m unism in that country, we heard repeatedly from journalists about sensationalism in the m edia,
about corruption and bribes involving journalists, and about the influence of powerful political figures and
business elites on the m edia. W e also were told about western m edia assistance projects that supported
the establishm ent of new m edia organizations in these m arkets. W e also were told, and could observe,
the very high level of com petition in the m edia m arkets in that country.
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These com m ents and observations, as well as sim ilar com m ents and observations from other
settings, led us to conduct two related studies that looked at the im pact of excessive m arket com petition
on m edia perform ance. In the second study, we used the IREX Media Sustainability Index, and, in doing
so, were able to gain indirect evidence of the validity of that m easure.
The first of these studies has been reported in two reports (Hollifield, Becker & Vlad, 2004:
Hollfield, Becker and Vlad, 2006). The first report (Hollifield, Becker & Vlad, 2004) was based on detailed
interviews with the m anagers of two newspapers from an African nation, one daily and one weekly, and
four newspapers from a form er Soviet bloc nation, one daily and three weeklies. Both nations are low in
incom e and have lim ited econom ies. The second report (Hollfield, Becker and Vlad, 2006) was based on
interviews with the m anagers of 13 radio and television networks in six countries with developing, but
lim ited, econom ies. Six of the 13 networks were public broadcasters, seven were com m ercial
broadcasters, and four were in organizations converting from a public broadcasting to a com m ercial
m odel. The study was designed to learn about m anagem ent strategies these m edia organizations were
em ploying to survive in their m arkets. The m anagers spoke often of extrem ely high levels of com petition
for viewers and advertisers, aging and shrinking audiences and of concentrated and unstable advertising
m arkets. In the view of the m anagers, the com petition hindered the developm ent of strong independent
journalism .
This exploratory work led us to exam ine m ore carefully the theoretical and em pirical research on
the effects of com petition on news m edia perform ance. W hat we found is that, contrary to classical
econom ic theory, there is evidence that m ore com petition m ay not always im prove consum er welfare in
m edia m arkets if consum er welfare includes the socioeconom ic effects of news products (Jacobsson,
Jacobsson, Hollifield, Vlad & Becker, 2006). The review suggests that a com bination of supply-side
com petition for resources and dem and-side vertical and horizontal product differentiation strategies m ay
result in excessive sam eness of low-cost, low-quality content that either focuses on celebrity and
sensationalism or slants news to appeal to the audiences’ ethnic, political, or religious biases. In short, it
m ay well be that under conditions of hypercom petition, m edia that survive in the m arket m ay do so at the
expense of their journalistic product and their larger contributions to society.
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In fact, there is som e reason to believe that the relationship between m edia com petition and
m edia perform ance m ight be curvilinear (Hollifield, 2006). Under this m odel, m onopoly m arkets would be
expected to produce the highest level of m arket perform ance in the form of profit for m edia organizations,
but not the highest quality of news for consum ers. The underlying assum ption is that with virtually no direct
com petition, m edia will have the resources to produce quality inform ation products but will have little
incentive to do so.
Low-to-m oderate levels of com petition are expected to stim ulate m edia organizations to invest in
im proving the quality of their news products in an attem pt at vertical product differentiation. The increased
investm ent produces an optim al com bination of outcom es in the form of m ore balanced, enterprising,
diverse coverage of im portant issues, and solid m arket perform ance in term s of audience size, advertising
revenues, and organizational profits.
Finally, as com petition am ong news providers becom es extrem e, the organization’s financial
com m itm ent to quality news is expected to decline as will the m arket perform ance of the organization. The
quality and diversity of news content should fall, as will journalists’ wages, the size and quality of the
editorial staff, and the num bers of bureaus and subscriptions to wire services and other external sources
of content. Journalists and the m edia organizations that em ploy them are expected to becom e m ore
subject to capture by outside actors, and the organization is expected to pursue low-cost product
differentiation strategies.
Methodology
I will not go into the theoretical rationale for this argum ent, but turn instead to the m ethodology,
which is m ost relevant to this paper. To test our expectation about the relationship between com petition
and m edia perform ance, we used the IREX Media Sustainability Index as our m easure of m edia
perform ance.
IREX, as explained above, assesses m edia sustainability using five criteria or objectives: 1) legal
and social norm s that protect and prom ote free speech and access to public inform ation; 2) journalism
that m eets professional standards; 3) m ultiple news sources that provide citizens with reliable and
objective news; 4) independent m edia that are well-m anaged businesses, allowing editorial independence;
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and 5) supporting institutions that function in the professional interests of independent m edia. W e used
the second criterion, journalism that m eets professional standards, as our m easure of professional
perform ance.
The m easure of professional perform ance contains the following seven criteria: 1) Reporting is
fair, objective, and well sourced; 2) Journalists follow recognized and accepted ethical standards; 3)
Journalists and editors do not practice self-censorship; 4) Pay levels for journalists and other m edia
professionals are sufficiently high to discourage corruption; 5) Entertainm ent program m ing does not
eclipse news and inform ation program m ing; 6) Technical facilities and equipm ent for gathering, producing,
and distributing news are m odern and efficient, and 7) Quality niche reporting and program m ing exists
(investigative, econom ics/business, local, political).
IREX’s 2004 (IREX 2005) report contained additional data on the m edia in the countries studied,
including the num ber of m edia outlets. IREX attem pted to gather inform ation on the advertising m arket in
the countries as well but, in m ost cases, was unsuccessful.
An alternative source of data on advertising m arkets is W orld Press Trends, produced by the
W orld Association of Newspapers (W AN, 2004). Advertising data on the countries rated by IREX,
however, also were incom plete in the W AN report. An analysis of the W AN data for 47 countries where
the data were available, however, showed that there was a Pearson Produce Mom ent correlation
coefficient of .87 between total advertising revenue and the country’s Gross Dom estic Product, taken from
the CIA W orld Factbook (2003). Gross Dom estic Product, then, can be treated as a rough surrogate for
advertising resources.
For this study, Gross Dom estic Product (purchasing power parity) was obtained from the CIA
W orld Factbook (2004) and used as a surrogate for the size of the advertising m arket. The GDP was
divided by the total num ber of m edia outlets to provide a m easure of m arket com petition. In a highly
com petitive m arket, this ratio should be sm all com pared to a m arket with a low level of com petition.
The nine states included in the 2004 IREX assessm ent from Southeast Europe were Albania,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Kosovo, Macedonia, Montenegro, Rom ania and Serbia.
Kosovo is an international protectorate that was technically part of the federation of Serbia and
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Montenegro. IREX in 2004 treated these as three separate countries. Three countries from the Caucasus
were included: Arm enia, Azerbaijan and Georgia. Belarus, Moldova, Russia and Ukraine were included
from W estern Eurasia. From Central Asia were Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan.
Findings
IREX reported inconsistently on the num ber of m edia outlets for the various countries, som etim es
giving precise num bers for daily newspapers, nondaily newspapers, radio stations and television stations,
but often giving only total print and total broadcast. For that reason, total print and broadcast outlets were
used in this analysis. For one of the countries, Georgia, no data were reported by IREX on the num ber of
m edia outlets. Data for Georgia were taken from the BBC web site (BBC, 2005). The range of scores was
dram atic, with Russia reporting 42,167 m edia outlets, and Tajikistan reporting 42.
Gross Dom estic Product also varied widely, from Kosovo’s $5.7 billion to Russia’s $1.3 trillion.
The GDP figures for Serbia were taken from the IREX report, rather than from the CIA W orld Factbook,
since the latter did not differentiate GDP am ong the three parts of the Serbia and Montenegro federation.
For Kosovo, GDP was taken from United Nations Interim Adm inistration Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK 2007).
Purchasing power parity was com puted by using the conversion factor for neighboring Albania, taken from
the W orld Bank (2006a). Neither the CIA Factbook nor IREX had a GDP estim ate for Montenegro, so it
was dropped from the analysis.
To create the m easure of com petition, the GDP was divided by the num ber of m edia outlets.
Ukraine had the lowest score (m eaning the highest level of com petition), with just under $13 m illion in
GDP per m edia title, while Azerbaijan had the highest score (lowest com petition), with $168 m illion in GDP
per m edia title.
The IREX professional journalism scores ranged from Uzbekistan’s 0.54 to Bulgaria’s 2.56. The
m ean and m edian were both 1.78, while the standard deviation was 0.50.
The sim ple correlation (Pearson Product Mom ent) between the m easure of com petition and the
IREX professional journalism index for the 19 countries included in the analysis was -.092 (R square =
.008; adjusted R square = .05). In other words, the relationship predicted by the dom inant thread of the
literature was not correct. Com petition clearly was not associated with im proved journalism , as m easured
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by the IREX index.
Evidence that the relationship is, in fact, curvilinear, as predicted, does exist, though the pattern
clearly is not perfect. Low levels of com petition were associated with low levels of journalistic
perform ance, consistent with the dom inant argum ents about the negative effects of m onopolistic m arkets.
Moderate levels of com petition produced higher levels of journalistic perform ance than did lower levels.
There also seem ed to be evidence that higher levels of com petition produced a drop-off in journalistic
perform ance, as expected. A com parison of a linear m odel, a quadratic m odel (inverted U), and a cubic
m odel indicates that the cubic m odel is the best fit. The R squared figures, respectively, are .008, .021 and
.054 (unadjusted).
Five different regression analyses were em ployed to explore this relationship m ore fully. Here, a
m easure of urbanization was used in the regression analysis to correct for a potential problem in the
m easure of com petition used in the initial analysis. Two countries with identical GDPs and num bers of
m edia outlets m ight have very different levels of com petition if those populations were differently
dispersed. In one country, the m edia outlets and population could be spread around the country, and real
com petition could be low, while in the other, both the population and m edia outlets could be highly
concentrated, indicating real com petition. The m easure of urbanization was taken from the W orld Bank
(2006b) and reflects, for 2004, the percent of the population that resides in an urban area. (The estim ates
are based on national definitions of what constitutes a city or m etropolitan area, m aking cross country
com parisons m ore difficult than is ideal.) No urbanization measures were available for Kosovo and Serbia.
To capture the inverted u-shape with respect to com petition in these analyses, the GDP per m edia
outlet m easure of com petition plus the square of the sam e were used. The two m easures of com petition,
the sim ple score and the square of that score, are highly correlated (.96). W hen the two m easures are
used in the regression equation, with the IREX Professional Journalism score as the dependent variable,
the two m easures show the expected relationships, m eaning that m ore com petition is actually bad for
professional journalism . The squared variable indicates a decreasing positive slope--probably ending up
with a negative slope. Serbia, Kosovo and Montenegro have been elim inated from these analyses.
Introduction of the urbanization m easure does not have any im pact on the findings. Urbanization
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is not a predictor of the dependent variable, and it does not alter the relationship between the two GDP
m easures and journalistic perform ance.
Models three to five introduce three other com ponents of the Media Sustainability Index as
controls: Supporting Institutions that function in the professional interests of independent m edia, legal and
social norm s that protect and prom ote Free Speech and access to public inform ation, and independent
m edia that are well-Managed Businesses, allowing editorial independence. These three m easures hold
constant the effect of the m edia environm ent generally, thereby allowing for a m ore sensitive exam ination
of the im pact of com petition on m edia perform ance.
It appears that the IREX control m easure of Supporting Institutions is relatively well suited to
capture the country specific institutional situation. It is also clear that this m easure dwarfs the other
variables in explanatory power. The adjusted m ultiple R for the third equation was .813. The m ultiple R
figures (adjusted) actually decline with introduction of the two other com ponents of the Sustainability
Index.
At the sam e tim e, it is clear that these three controls do not appreciably alter the relationship
between com petition and m edia perform ance. There are indications that m ore com petition after a point is
bad for Professional Journalism even when urbanization, as well as the basic level of press freedom is
controlled.
Conclusion
The data presented here challenge the dom inant argum ent in the literature that increased
com petition in the m edia m arket is always a good thing. At best, the study finds evidence that high levels
of com petition have little effect on the quality of journalism produced in the em erging m edia m arkets
studied. At worst, the data suggest that com petition, after a point, m ay have negative consequences.
The findings are tentative for a num ber of reasons. First, it was not possible to get a precise
m easure of the advertising m arket from existing sources, and GDP was used as a surrogate. The
m easures of num ber of m edia outlets also were less precise than would be ideal. In the dynam ic m edia
environm ents studied, m easurem ent of this sort is necessarily problem atic. Titles com e and go literally
daily.
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The m easure of journalistic perform ance also does not capture the full m eaning of that concept.
As our earlier analysis had found (Becker, Vlad and Nusser, 2007), the perform ance m easure also was
highly correlated with other com ponents of the IREX index, which raises the possibility that the evaluators
did not strongly differentiate am ong the com ponents of Media Sustainability.
At the sam e tim e, the fact that a relationship, consistent with the expectation, was found lends
support to the validity of the m edia perform ance com ponent of the Media Sustainability Index.
M apping M edia Assistance Projects
These two studies provided evidence that it is possible and profitable to m easure characteristics
of the m edia system and that the existing m easures, focusing on m edia freedom and m edia sustainability,
are useful indicators of the possible outcom e of m edia assistance projects. W hile working on these
analyses, we also focused our attention on m edia assistance itself.
Despite the high level of interest in m edia assistance on the part of m any western governm ents in
the years after the end of the Cold W ar, these investm ents were m ade without a com prehensive plan or
even m uch coordination am ong the donors (Hum e, 2004). The consequence was that som e countries
received m uch aid and others, also with considerable need, received little.
Only in 2002 did anyone m ake a serious effort to docum ent the nature of that investm ent. Price,
Noll and DeLuce (2002) exam ined the assistance activities of governm ental agencies, nongovernm ental
organizations, foundations and associations from Europe and the United States in 14 program areas.
These are listed below:
Price, Noll and DeLuce Categorization of Media Assistance Projects:
1.

Journalism training and education for reporters and editors in print and broadcast news.

2.

Training in m arketing, business m anagem ent, and efforts to ensure financial
independence.

3.

Training that focused on transform ing state broadcasters into genuine public service
networks, including journalism training for editorial staff and technical advice for the
broadcaster’s m anagers and producers.

4.

Training in professional m edia ethics, accountability, and professionalism .
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5.

Material assistance aim ed at helping build the infrastructure needed to ensure continued
m edia independence.

6.

Assistance in developing networks of independent m edia including providing assistance in
program sharing arrangem ents, linking production, distribution, and m anagem ent of
broadcast m aterial.

7.

Assistance and advice in building dem ocratic legal and regulatory fram eworks for m edia.

8.

Trade association developm ent, including assistance in the creation of professional
associations of journalists and trade associations of broadcasters or publishers and
support for the organization of lobbying cam paigns aim ed at reform ing restrictions on
m edia freedom .

9.

Legal Defense. Support or training for the legal defense of journalists and news
organizations facing harassm ent by a particular regim e.

10.

Conflict prevention initiatives that attem pt to educate journalists about reporting on
alienated com m unities and overcom ing religious, ethnic, or national prejudice.

11.

Security training for journalists, m ainly in areas of conflict and where there are significant
security risks for journalists.

12.

Support for legal advocacy, including the establishm ent, training, and support for m edia
m onitoring and watchdog groups that m onitor press freedom and provide protection for
journalists.

13.

Social and cultural developm ent. This includes program s that seek to develop com m unity
radio and journalism .

14.

New com m unications assistance in developing inform ation technology, building new
Internet sites, establishing Cyber cafes, and helping ensure unrestrictive regulation, and
prom oting Internet access.

W hile the team was able to provide a broad overview of the nature of the work and was able to
identify m any of the key donor organizations, assistance providers, and recipients, it was not able to
identify the overall level of funding. Am ong the challenges for the field identified by Price, Noll and DeLuce
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was a need for planning and coordination of efforts, conflicting philosophies about assistance, lack of
expertise on the part of assistance providers, uneven geographic spread of projects, and inadequate
evaluation of the program s funded.
In a subsequent study, Hum e (2004) provided an overview, largely from the perspective of U.S.
organizations, of m edia training assistance efforts. The title of the report, Media Missionaries, seem ed to
reflect the perspective of at least som e of those involved in the international initiatives. Hum e estim ated
that U.S. donors had spent “at least $600 m illion and probably m uch m ore” in m edia assistant projects
over the previous decade. Despite Hum e’s acknowledgm ent that the figure was a very rough estim ate, it
has been used by others in discussing m edia assistance projects (e.g., Kum ar, 2006).
Methodology of Project to Identify Amount of Founding Outside U.S.
To provide an estim ate of funding by donor organizations outside the U.S., we undertook another
study in 2005, with the support of the Knight Foundation in Miam i.
International Finance Corporation (IFC), which is a m em ber of the W orld Bank Group, identifies
26 countries as Donor Countries. These are Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Belgium , Canada, Denm ark,
Finland, France, Germ any, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxem bourg, the Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Singapore, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom and the
United States. Included are all 22 m em bers of the Developm ent Assistance Com m ittee (DAC) of the
Organization for Econom ic Cooperation and Developm ent (OECD). The European Com m ission, which is
a m em ber of the DAC, was included on the list of 26 Donor Countries.
During the early stages of this project, efforts were m ade to identify all organizations in these 26
countries involved in som e phase of m edia assistance, either as a funder of these projects or as provider
of som e form of assistance, such as training, support for m edia organizations, or assistance in the
developm ent of law in support of operation of independent m edia. Researchers in the Cox Center used a
“snowballing” tactic of checking linkages am ong these organizations in their web and printed docum ents.
Organizations providing training often partner in projects. These partnerships resulted in the identification
of additional organizations. The training organizations can get funding from m ultiple sources. The
identification of funding sources provided new inform ation on organizations involved in m edia assistance.
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The m ost difficult challenge initially was organization of the inform ation. The governm ent agencies
and trainers were uneven in the am ount of inform ation they reported on their web sites, in their printed
reports, and in interviews, so it was difficult to know what the final data base would look like. Researchers
in the Center explored a num ber of options for the creation of a data base and ultim ately decided on a
relatively open structure for the records. This allowed for m odification as the project developed.
As the project evolved, work focused m ost heavily on the funding organizations in the 25 donor
countries other than the United States, consistent with the project goal. Two docum ents that surfaced as
part of the “snowballing” procedures provided considerable assistance. The first was the draft report by
Price, Noll and De Luce (2002). The second was an OECD report on international developm ent (IDS,
2005).
The definition of m edia assistance used by Price, Noll and De Luce (2002) was sim plified slilght
and used for this project. Media assistance included the following:
1.

Journalism training and education.

2.

Training in m arketing and business m anagem ent and efforts to ensure financial
independence for the m edia.

3.

Training to transform state broadcasters into public service organizations.

4.

Training in professional ethics, accountability and professionalism .

5.

Material assistance to help build the infrastructure needed for m edia independence, such
as printing presses and transm ission facilities, as well as the developm ent of Internet
sites and capability.

6.

Assistance in the developm ent of networks of independent m edia and in developm ent of
trade associations.

7.

Assistance and advice in building the legal and regulatory fram ework for m edia operation
and in legal defense.

8.

Assistance in developm ent of m odels for coverage of conflict and conflict resolution and
of security m easures for coverage of conflict.

9.

Support for m edia m onitoring and watchdog groups.
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10.

Developm ent of com m unity support for m edia independence and of com m unity use of
m edia technologies.

To identify organizations in countries on the OECD list but not found through other techniques, we
m ade telephone calls, sent e-m ail m essages, and traveled to m eet with key sources of inform ation on
m edia assistance.
Outcom e of the Research
W e identified 70 organizations and foundations in the 25 countries outside the United States
involved in the funding of m edia assistance. Of these, 27 were units of governm ents in a single country,
22 were nongovernm ental organizations, including foundations, and 21 were m ultinational organizations.
At least one organization providing funding for m edia assistance was identified in 24 of the 25
countries. Bahrain is the single donor country without an organization involved in m edia funding. Germ any
had the m ost organizations, with 10, the United Kingdom had six, followed by Japan with four and Norway
with three.
An effort was m ade to obtain detailed financial inform ation from each of these funding sources.
Som e of the governm ental organizations directed Cox Center researchers to the OECD web site for their
records. Others provided them directly. W here possible, estim ates provided directly were com pared with
those on the OECD web site. W here conflicts existed, the estim ates obtained directly were taken as m ore
accurate.
In the end, 38 of the 70 funders provided a figure for the am ount of m edia assistance they had
funded in at least one year from 1999 through 2004. Most of the estim ates were for 2003 or 2004. Based
on the m ost recent year, it is possible to say that $0.75 billion was being spent each year for m edia
assistance projects by these 38 organizations. The actual tally for the 38 organizations was $776,609,000.
An additional nine organizations provided total disbursem ent funds for a year but did not provide
data solely for m edia assistance, indicating that spending is not broken down in that fashion. Of the 38
organizations that provided a figure on the am ount of m edia assistance, 23 also provided a figure
representing their total assistance disbursem ent that sam e year. For these organizations, the m edia
assistance com ponent represented 2.5% of total assistance spending. If the nine organizations not
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providing m edia budgets are spending at a sim ilar ratio to those that provided data on m edia assistance
and total assistance, these nine organizations have been spending $42.5 m illion in m edia assistance in
recent years .
Of the 23 organizations that did not provide any type of data, six were governm ent organizations
and 17 were private organizations. One of the organizations, a foundation, explicitly refused to provide the
data. The others, despite repeated telephone and e-m ail contacts, sim ply did not provide the inform ation.
Five of those six governm ent agencies were units within the European Union, and m uch of their funding
actually was accounted for by other EU units to which they transfer funds and for which data were
provided. Foundations generally provide lesser am ounts than governm ent agencies. For this reason, it
probably is a reasonable estim ate that about $1 billion was being spent by organizations outside the U.S.
each year on m edia assistance program s.
If Hum e’s (2004) estim ate of $600 m illion per year by the U.S. is added, our estim ate of at least
$1 billion per year in spending for m edia assistance in the early part of this decade seem s quite
reasonable. The Hum e estim ate is alm ost certainly too low, suggesting that the figure is probably
considerably m ore than $1 billion.
U.S. spending since 2003 has been shaped by the country’s invasion and occupation of Iraq.
Serafino, Tarnoff and Nanto (2006), in a Congressional Research Service report for Congress, said $28.9
billion was spent for Iraqi assistance from 2003 to 2006. About 17.6 billion went for econom ic and political
reconstruction assistance, with the rem ainder going to Iraqi security. No figures are available for m edia
assistance spending. Barlett and Steele (2007) report that one m edia assistance contract alone, to the
contractor Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) was worth $82 m illion.
Evaluation of Investments in M edia Assistance
W e also undertook a system atic exam ination of what already is known about the im pact of m edia
assistance projects by exam ining available evaluation reports on those projects. W e looked at the im pact
of these program s on the individual journalists, the organizations for which they work, and the m edia
system itself. W e also wanted to know if the evaluation offered any evidence of the im pact of m edia
assistance on developm ent of a civil society or on dem ocratization.
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Evaluation has not been prom inent in the m edia assistance landscape (Price, Noll and DeLuce,
2002). Relatively few efforts have been m ade (or at least publicly reported) that do m ore than sim ply tally
the num ber of persons trained. The exceptions are noteworthy.
Carothers (1996), in his assessm ent of dem ocracy assistance to Rom ania, included an evaluation
of two m ajor m edia assistance projects in that country. In 1990, the U.S. governm ent underwrote the
purchase of a printing press and provided newsprint and other supplies for the newspaper România
Liber|. Between 1990 and 1993, the International Media Fund helped the newspaper get the press in
working order. The International Media Fund also from 1990 to 1993 helped launch the first private
television station in Rom ania, SOTI. Carothers concluded that the support for România Liber| “failed to
contribute to the developm ent of independent m edia” and “has not contributed to the developm ent of
professionalized m edia” in the country. SOTI failed in 1993. Carothers believes the lessons are two: it is
very difficult to develop an organization in a setting where the foreign interest in its survival outweighs the
local interest; and the m anagem ent expertise needed for such an organization is not likely to exist locally.
In 1999 and 2000, the Cox Center conducted an evaluation of the Knight International Press
Fellowship Program , operated by the International Center for Journalists (ICFJ) in W ashington, D.C.
(Becker & Lowrey, 2000). The Knight International Press Fellowship Program , which began in 1994, every
year sends a group of about 15 journalists from the United States to assignm ents around the world for
periods of up to nine m onths. The trainers, known as Knight International Press Fellows, work in
conjunction with local hosts to provide a wide variety of training.
To obtain reports of im pact from those with whom the Knight Fellow worked, three evaluators
from the Cox Center attem pted to find as m any of those who worked with the Knight Fellows in the 11
countries as possible and to conduct interviews with them . The evaluation focused on self-reports of
im pact and reports of observations of im pact on others, on m edia organizations, and on the m edia system
in the country. Evidence from the 11 countries in which the Knight Program had a significant presence in
the 1994 to 1998 period was of im pact.
Thom pson (2000) reviewed efforts by Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE) to reform the broadcast m edia of the form er Yugoslavian states. Thom pson concluded that efforts
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at m edia assistance were not well coordinated, did not recognize that the m edia in Yugoslavia were som e
of the m ost sophisticated in a com m unist state, as were the audience m em bers, and the United Nations
Protection Forces had little understanding of how to im plem ent a coherent com m unication policy. In his
view, there was little evidence of the effectiveness of the m edia assistance program s.
Berger (2001), in a study of trainees who had participated in a variety of journalism program s in
southern Africa over a two and a half year period, found that trainees reported that they had gained from
the program s, that fem ale trainees had m ore im pact on their newsroom s, that som e were frustrated they
could not im plem ent their skills because of the work environm ent, and that training took tim e to have
im pact.
The International Center for Journalists (2002) contracted Philliber Research Associates to
conduct an evaluation of Free Press Sem inars it conducted in Latin Am erica between 2000 and 2002.
Before and after the workshops, participants were asked to rate how fam iliar they were with the
Declaration of Chapultepec, a free press m anifesto for the Am ericas, and other key free press docum ents
or restrictions. After the ICFJ workshops, fam iliarity with Chapultepec, Article 19, the First Am endm ent,
and legal restrictions on freedom of expression in the United States and in the hom e country of the
workshops increased significantly. After the workshops, the participating journalists in m ost countries were
less likely to feel the press should be legally restricted, though the differences were not great. Participants
also rated the workshops highly overall and rated individual com ponents highly.
Nelson and Stinson (2004) provided USAID in 2004 an assessm ent of the im pact of m edia
training program s in Kosovo funded by USAID and other sources. Much of that investm ent has been in
training, according to the report, and the training has produced m ixed responses. Som e trainers were
judged to be unqualified and course content did not always respond to local needs. ARD faulted USAID for
not investing enough of its resources in evaluation of the work that was done.
Press Now, a non-governm ental organization (NGO) located in Am sterdam , in 2004 analyzed the
m edia developm ent work of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) in the
Balkans, the Caucasus and Central Asia (Manro, Palm er & Thom pson, 2004). Press Now relied on “m edia
experts” in the countries studied to serve as critics of the program s of OSCE. Most of the com m ents were
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focused on the assessm ent of program process, though these experts did offer com m ents about im pact
as well. For the m ost part, Press Now concluded that the program s were effective, though no system atic
evidence was provided of this.
USAID has conducted a num ber of assessm ents of m edia program s it has funded around the
world. Kum ar (2006) reported the findings of those assessm ents of m edia assistance projects in
Afghanistan, Bosnia, Central Am erica, Indonesia, Russia, Serbia, and Sierra Leone. USAID also issued
individual reports on a num ber of these projects (De Luce D. , 2003, Septem ber; Kum ar, K., & Cooper, L.
R., 2003, August; McLear, R., McLear, S., & Graves, P., 2003, Novem ber; Rockwell, R., & Kum ar, K.,
2003, June). The m edia assistant projects reviewed by Kum ar (2006) took place between 2002 and 2004.
The evaluations exam ined both the process (im plem entation) and outcom es (im pact) of the m edia
assistance projects (Rossi, Lipsey & Freem an, 2004).
Kum ar (2006) reported that a large num ber of persons com pleted training program s that were
part of the project and that surveys conducted by USAID and interviews with others involved in the m edia
in Central Am erica indicated that the training m ade a m ajor contribution toward im proving the technical
and professional skills of journalists. He also concluded that the project contributed to dem ocratization
directly and indirectly.
The USAID project in Russia was designed to encourage the growth of independent, regional
television stations. Kum ar (2006) reported that large num bers of persons attended the training courses
offered and that the project contributed to im proved m anagem ent at participating television stations.
In Serbia, USAID and other donors worked to increase the technical and logistical capabilities of
m edia organizations so they could provide alternative inform ation in the 2000 election, when Slobodan
Milosevic was turned out of office. In 2002, USAID comm issioned a national survey that showed that
about half of the respondents said they watched at least one of the program s of the independent television
stations, about three-quarters reported reading one or m ore of the independent newspapers, and nearly
six in 10 said the independent m edia were an im portant source of inform ation in the election (Kum ar,
2006). In Bosnia-Herzegovina, donor countries established a com m ercial, m ulti-ethnic television network
to provide balanced and com prehensive coverage of the entire country. The network failed as a
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com m ercial network, but Kum ar concluded it had, during its operation, provided access to the airwaves for
people who would otherwise have been excluded. A num ber of lessons were learned from the project,
Kum ar (2006) reports, including that a “top-down” approach to building m edia entities m anaged by
international organizations is unlikely to succeed.
In Indonesia, USAID focused on im proving independent radio news coverage by enhancing the
skills of those in existing radio stations selected for the project. Kum ar (2006) again reports that large
num bers of persons participated in the project and that interviews with m edia owners, journalists and local
experts said that the training program s im proved professional expertise in the radio stations. He
acknowledged, however, that there is no hard evidence that the skills and techniques taught actually were
utilized. The program also attem pted to expand the am ount of news coverage by participating radio
stations. Prior to the program , only five of the 50 selected stations broadcast news bulletins on regular
intervals in their program m ing. After the program , all 50 stations had established news departm ents and
broadcast news at regular intervals. Kum ar (2006) noted, however, that only stations interested in
expanding or developing their news capability were selected for the program , so they m ay have increased
news broadcasts even without the assistance of the project. In addition, the dem and for greater news
coverage by the audience put pressure on all stations to increase their news broadcasts. No control group
of stations not part of the project was used in the evaluation.
The Afghanistan project also focused on radio. USAID established a network of com m unity radio
stations to air local and national current affairs program s. Fourteen local radio stations were created for
the network. Kum ar (2006) reported that the quality of program m ing and local reporting rem ained poor at
the tim e of evaluation of the project. Also unclear is whether the stations could survive once international
assistance was rem oved. Establishm ent of the stations and the network, however, was considered to be a
significant accom plishm ent.
In Sierra Leone, donors created a broadcast studio to produce radio news and entertain program
for distribution in the country. Kum ar (2006) reported that interviews with inform ants indicated the
program s were reaching a national audience, that they covered a broad range of topics, and that the
program m ing was giving a voice to poor and other people with no other access to radio. Persons
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interviewed, who represented various groups in the war-torn country, indicated that they felt the program s
had contributed to dem ocratization in the society. The studio is entirely supported by donors, Kum ar wrote,
and its sustainability is in question.
Another study conducted in the Cox Center exam ined the im pact of m edia assistance program s in
Ukraine. Mussuri (2005) com pared how four online publications supported by international donors differed
in their coverage of the country’s Orange Revolution of late 2004 from four other online publications that
had not received support from international donors. Included in the support by international donors was a
variety of training program s. The researcher sam pled stories in these eight publications in October and
Novem ber of 2004. W hat she found was that the m edia with outside support and training were m ore likely
to cover the political events taking place in Ukraine at that tim e. Though each of these m edia covered the
opposition in those stories, the stories in the m edia supported by outside donors were m ore likely to
provide balanced coverage of the opposition. The stories about the opposition in the m edia not getting
outside training and support were often sarcastic in tone, the writers often m ixed their personal opinions
into the news stories, and language choice presented the opposition in a negative way. The web sites that
had been given outside training and support did not use biased language, presented m ore than one point
of view, and did not m ix editorial com m ent with reporting. She concluded that the style of reporting in
these m edia was “very close to the western style of reporting, or to what is usually taught in training
sessions.”
Takeuchi (2005) com pleted an evaluation of a program that the Sasakawa Peace Foundation
funded from 1991 to 2004. The program brought 81 journalists from the Pacific Islands to Japan for visits
of differing duration. The purpose of the program was to expose the journalists to Japanese culture,
politics and m edia. Takeuchi surveyed participants and reviewed stories written upon their return to
assess im pact of the program . The evaluator concluded that the program undoubtedly was successful in
exposing a group without prior experience to Japanese life, but there was little evidence the program had
an im pact on the professional developm ent of the journalists. It also had lim ited im pact on what the
journalists wrote or did after they returned.
The Cox Center (Becker & Vlad, 2006) also studied the im pact of a two-year project m edia
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assistance project it conducted in Philippines on conflict-sensitive journalism . The analysis exam ined
m edia coverage of the ongoing conflict in the south of the country and the im pact of two workshops
conducted with journalists covering the conflict. The research showed a gap between the ways the
journalists described m edia coverage of Mindanao and what the content analyses showed. The journalists
from Mindanao described their coverage as rich in detail and background. The content analyses showed
just the opposite. The journalists there, as well as those working in the capital, Manila, com plained about
the lack of coverage by the Manila m edia of anything but conflict in Mindanao. The content analyses
showed the Manila m edia coverage to be m ore com plete than that criticism suggests. Evidence of strong
im pact of the workshops on the actual stories written by the participating journalists was m inim al. Despite
this lack of strong evidence of the im pact of the workshops on the story product, however, other evidence
from the post-session questionnaires suggests the workshops did have im pact. The journalists in both
workshops said they found the workshops helpful and positively assessed the value of the workshops to
them and their m edia organizations. In addition, the questionnaires returned by the journalists four m onths
after the second workshop provided specific exam ples of how the journalists actually used the workshop
in their work. The research found that the journalists recognized that they can gain from being in contact
with each other. After the second workshop, the journalists, on their own, created an online discussion
group. The group seem s to have been active for only a short period of tim e, yet the potential was
considered to be im m ense.
The Next Steps
Obviously, our project is far from com plete. In the ideal, we would apply the sam e m ethodology
we used to identify the level of funding from U.S. sources as we have em ployed for non-U.S. sources. W e
next would begin a detailed m apping of investm ents of all of those funding sources across tim e. W e have
learned that such an undertaking is possible. It also will be expensive, and we have not identified any
funding source interested in providing the necessary resources. Dr. Kwam e Boafo, form er chief executive
officer for the Com m unication and Inform ation Sector at UNESCO, told us that it would need one person
working full tim e for a year to put together detailed inform ation about its m edia projects.
W e also have a lot of work to do on m easurem ent. The research we conducted using the
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Freedom House, Reporters sans frontieres, IREX and Com m ittee to Protect Journalists m easures largely
provided evidence of the reliability and com parability of the m easures. W e found the m easures to be
consistent across tim e. The Freedom House, RSF and, to a lesser extent, IREX m easures were judged to
be highly com parable. W e did find som e evidence of an effect for country, but it was not overly large. Only
the CPJ m easure seem ed to be introducing a com ponent of press freedom not highly linked to the other
m easures.
W e also gained som e evidence of the validity of the Freedom House m easure. It picked up the
dram atic changes in the media landscape following the fall of com m unism in 1989. This is a type of
criterion validity. Our analysis of the subscale of IREX’s Media Sustainability Index in our study of m edia
com petition also provides evidence of the validity of that m easure. In this case, the evidence is indirect,
through hypothesis testing, and is, of course, referred to as construct validation. Clearly, however, m uch
m ore work on the validity–as well as the reliability–of the m easures needs to be undertaken.
Construct validation–tied as it is to hypothesis testing–necessarily directs our attention back to our
theoretical m odel of the role of the m edia in dem ocratization. As Figure 1 indicates, the key relationship is
between press freedom and dem ocracy. This m eans we have to know what dem ocracy is in its ideal or
end stage.
Rozum ilowicz (2002) has reviewed the m any different definitions of dem ocracy and identified two
com ponents that she feels are com m on to them , the notions of com petition and of participation. For a
dem ocracy to exist, there m ust be com petition am ong political actors so that the electorate has a choice
and so that there is accountability for those elected. Those m aking the decision–those participating in the
selection of leaders–m ust be representative of those to be governed.
Only m edia that are free and independent support the com petition and participation that are the
cornerstones of dem ocracy, Rozum ilowicz (2002) argues. I have already discussed this form ulation, but it
is worth repeating here. By free and independent, she m eans m edia that are part of a system in which a
sm all num ber of social groups or other forces do not have control of the m edia and in which access to the
m edia is equal and guaranteed.
Rozum ilowicz (2002) believes that such a m edia system can only exist if there is a rule of law and
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if social institutions ensure the freedom . Drawing on Curran (1996), she argues that the rule of law is
necessary to guarantee that the m edia have at least two sectors, one controlled by the m arket and the
other state-funded and guaranteeing public access. The key social institutions for free m edia provide
education for journalists and for the citizens at large. In other words, civil society is necessary for the
creation of m edia freedom .
As noted, Rozum ilowicz (2002) identified four stages of m edia reform , that is, m edia change
leading to the type of m edia she considers to be free and independent and essential for creating a
dem ocracy. She has identified the characteristics of each stage. Rozum ilowicz does not provide an
explicit checklist for classification of m edia according to their stage of reform , but it should be possible to
develop one. In fact, this fram ework for classification guided the case studies reported in Price,
Rozum ilowicz and Verhulst (2002).
Rozum ilowicz (2002) has chosen a stage approach to m edia reform precisely because it m irrors
the dom inant notion that dem ocratization also follows stages (McConnell & Becker, 2002). Carothers
(2002), it is worth noting, has argued that transition theory has been discredited. Central to all m easures of
both press freedom and dem ocracy, however, is the notion of som e type of continuum on which a given
state can be classified. If we allow, for the sake of sim plification, the possibility of stages, we could easily
im agine cross-classifying states according to their level of m edia reform and level of dem ocratic reform .
The sim ple m odel is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Classification of states in terms of media reform and democratization.

I have placed the cases in the diagonal, for that is what is predicted by Figure 1. This assum es
civil society is not an essential contributor to dem ocratization. Rem em ber, of course, that Rozum ilowicz
(2002), consistent with the m odel, argues that civil society is a co-contributor with the m edia to
dem ocratization.
This is a very sim ple representation, of course, but it is surprising how little em pirical work has
been done looking at such a prom inently discussed relationship. I m entioned earlier the work of Islam
(2002), but I am not yet aware of others who have even attem pted this type of test. It also is worth noting
that the m odel represented by Figure 1 is not the only one possible. In fact, it is easy to im agine at least
six different hypotheses regarding the role of the m edia in dem ocratization.
1. The m edia-suprem acist position, which holds that m edia freedom and independence produce
dem ocracy.
2. The dem ocracy-suprem acist position, which holds that dem ocratic reform determ ines and
produces m edia freedom and independence.
3. The m edia-freedom s-are-an-elem ent-of-dem ocracy position, which argues that m edia
freedom s are sim ply an elem ent of dem ocracy and, as such, have no causal force leading to dem ocracy.
4. The null-effect position, which holds that there is no relationship between m edia freedom and
dem ocracy.
5. A m edia-freedom -hinders-dem ocracy argum ent.
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6. A dem ocratization-hinders-m edia-freedom s stance.
The question is how one m ight distinguish am ong these positions em pirically. If m edia freedom s
and dem ocratization are, in fact, linked, one should be able to determ ine covariation between them at a
given point in tim e. That is to say, the cases should fall on the diagonal in Figure 2. The fourth position, in
sum , can be elim inated easily enough if, in fact, one can show that there is covariation between m edia
reform and dem ocratization. But a covariation cannot distinguish am ong positions 1 through 3. A positive
correlation, however, would elim inate positions 5 and 6, which suggest a negative relationship.
If we treat the existing m easures of press freedom and of dem ocracy as suitable approxim ations
of m ore perfect m easures, it m akes sense to sim ply look for the correlations between press freedom and
dem ocratization. W hat I am about to present is a very sim ple exam ination of that relationship. It is worth
noting that very sophisticated em pirical work looking at the predictors of dem ocratization has been done
by Vanhanen (1990, 1997, 2002). It also is worth noting that his analysis finds that dem ocratization is
predicted by econom ic factors, specifically the distribution of social and econom ic goods, rather than
anything like press freedom .
Table 1 provides a string of bivariate correlations between the Freedom House m easures of press
freedom , which are available across the longest period of tim e, and Freedom House’s m easures of two
political variables, Political Rights and Political Liberty (Freedom House, 2007). The form er looks at the
electoral process in a country, political pluralism and participation, and functioning of governm ent. In other
words, it contains the key elem ents of plurality and participation identified as com m on to m easures of
dem ocracy. The Political Liberty m easure looks at freedom of expression and belief, association and
organizational rights, the rule of law, personal authority and individual rights. This, it seem s, is a
reasonable m easure of civil society.
In Table 1, the correlations have been lagged by one year, that is, Press Freedom for a given
year, such as 1981, has been correlated with the two political m easures a year later. The lag is a guess, of
course, but it is certain that som e lag of effects is necessary. Across the period from 1981 to 2003, Press
Freedom has been consistently related to the two political variables. That relationship was .79 in 1981,
and it increased to .94 for 2002. Som e of the change m ay be artificial. W hile the political variables were
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m easured on a seven-point scale through 2004, the Press Freedom m easure used only a three-point
scale from 1981 to 1993, when it was converted to a 100-point scale. As Table 1 shows, the correlations
im proved from 1993 to 1994 by a greater am ount than for any other year-to-year com parison. Basically,
across tim e, there is no consistent difference between the correlations for Press Freedom and the two
political m easures.
Also in Table 1 are the correlations between the two dem ocracy variables and Press Freedom ,
one year later. If dem ocracy com es before press freedom , a lag of at least one year m akes sense. Again,
the relationship is relatively consistent across tim e. There is no evidence of an effect for the change in
m easures of Press Freedom in 1994. And there is no evidence of a difference between the two political
m easure and Press Freedom .
The com parison of the two lags gives a very slight nod to the relationship between dem ocracy and
lagged Press Freedom over the relationship between Press Freedom and lagged dem ocracy, but overall
the differences are tiny and probably not im portant. It rem ains equally plausible that Press Freedom
causes the two political variables as that the two dem ocracy m easures, including one of civil society,
causes Press Freedom . But the lack of a relationship is ruled out, as well as the possibility of a negative
relationship between these two variables.
The use of Freedom House m easures for both the Press Freedom and m easures of dem ocracy is
problem atic, as the possibility of a “firm ” effect exists. In other words, the two m easures m ay co-vary
because they are created by the sam e institution, using basically overlapping m ethodologies and sources
of inform ation. Many other m easures of key political variables exist, of course, and they should be
explored.
The Fund for Peace (Fund for Peace, 2007) , in collaboration with Foreign Policy m agazine (FP
Index, 2007), has recently released data on what the researchers term failed states, or states with an
extrem e breakdown of civil society. The index includes m easures of uneven developm ent, hum an flight,
hum an rights violations, deterioration of public services, and other factors that m ake a state unstable. The
index is correlated with an indicator of freedom of religion (negatively) and with a m easure of
environm ental sustainability (negatively), according to analysis presented in the Foreign Policy article (FP
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Index, 2007). Just for illustration, I have also looked at the relationship between the Freedom House Press
Freedom score in 2004 and the Failed States Index for 2005. It seem s reasonable to expect that a free
press would contribute to state stability and sustainability. The Pearson Product Mom ent Correlation
Coefficient is .08, m eaning virtually no relationship exists. The sign actually is the opposite of what one
would expect.
These are only illustrative of the kinds of analyses that can and should be done. It should be
possible to try several different lags in the correlations as well as exam ine contingencies, such as those
that m ight be caused by conditions in the civil society, as m easured by a num ber of civil society indicators.
These analyses, however, are lim ited in one very im portant way. They focus on the structure of
the m edia system and assum e its consequences. To be m ore precise, the analysis assum es that a m edia
system judged to be reform ed, in the Rozum ilowicz (2002) sense, or judged by Freedom House or
Reporters sans frontieres to be free, or by IREX to be Sustainable, will produce news that is needed by a
dem ocracy to grow and prosper. Am ong the existing indices, the IREX MSI, through its professional
journalism com ponent, probably com es closest to actually m easuring m edia content. It seem s appropriate
that m ore attention be given to this issue.
This approach is consistent with Hage’s (1972) notion of a definitional prem ise. Such a prem ise
stipulates a property of a concept. In this case, the concept is dem ocracy. For exam ple, one could argue
that a dem ocracy, by definition, is a state in which all citizens have access to inform ation about how the
state operates. A dem ocratic state is one in which citizens have the ability to com m unicate to each other.
A dem ocratic state is one in which conflicts are m anaged without resort to violence. A dem ocratic state is
one in which representations of m em bers of the state are presented in a way that fosters appreciation and
understanding.
Hage (1972) would next suggest a m echanistic prem ise, in which we posit that one way of
providing these needs of society is through the m edia system . W e would m easure the m edia in term s of
whether they were, in fact, providing what a dem ocratic state requires. For exam ple, we could classify the
m edia in term s of whether they provided content that fostered harm ony, rather than conflict. The conflict
sensitive journalism approach (Ross, 2003) is a step in that direction. This approach is very m uch focused
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on m edia perform ance, rather than on m edia characteristics. It need not be a substitute for m easures that
focus on system characteristics. It can be a com plem ent to those m easures.
Of course, we don’t know precisely what a dem ocracy needs to function. W e can theorize, or, as
Hage says, offer prem ises. Measurem ent is, of course, is, at heart, a theoretical exercise.
Final Comments
Media m onitoring, as noted at several points in this paper, is not a neutral activity. Those who
engage in it have different perspectives, and, consequently, m ake different dem ands of the m onitoring
process.
The theoretical m odel represented by Figure 1 is one way of focusing attention on what we know
about m edia assistance and what still needs to be known. Each of the lines in the m odel can be put as a
question.
Does media assistance lead to trained, skilled, motivated journalists? The answer is yes,
probably, but evaluation is spotty, m ore often focusing on process than on im pact. Much of the evidence
com es from self-reports of im pact. Control groups are used infrequently. The evaluation often has been
carried out by the funder or the m edia assistance provider, raising questions about the independence of
the fundings.
Does media assistance lead to the creation of media organizations that facilitate and distribute the
work of journalists? The answer is, m aybe. Most of the evidence that exists is indirect, based on
observations of participants. Designs are often lim ited. Many exam ples of failed investm ents exist, and
few general rules have been learned. The problem of sustainability is param ount.
Does media assistance lead to creation of independent media systems? There is alm ost no
system atic evidence at present that it does at present. No com parative studies of investm ent at the
country level have yet been done. Such an analysis is badly needed. Considerable controversy also exists
about what is m eant by independent m edia.
Do independent media produced information needed for the functioning of democracy (or an open
economy)? Alm ost no evidence exists that independent m edia are m ore likely to produce the inform ation
needed for dem ocracy than m edia that are not independent. In fact, in China today, where all the m edia
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are still in one way or another state controlled, considerable critical reporting is being done and citizens
are being given inform ation they need to challenge their leaders. The U.S. m edia–often considered
independent of governm ent–did a very poor job of challenging the assum ptions behind the 2003 U.S.
invasion of Iraq, as even the m edia them selves have acknowledged (Massing, 2004).
Do independent media lead to the creation of the institutions of a civil society? No one knows the
answer to this question. In fact, no one has seriously exam ined the question em pirically. The evidence that
civil society assistance has been effective in creating a civil society also is m ixed (Carothers & Ottaway,
2000).
Do the institutions of civil society make use of the information provided by independent media to
produce a functioning democracy (and an open economy)? Surprisingly little effort has been m ade to
answer this question, though it is at the heart of the assum ptions we m ade about m edia and civil society
assistance. W e certainly know relatively little about the conditions that m ay be required to m ake this
relationship work.
It also is worth asking: W hat do we know about media freedom and other measures of the
characteristics of the media system? W e have strong evidence of the reliability of the m easures across
tim e. W e also have convincing evidence of the reliability across different m easurem ents by different
“firm s.” W e also have som e evidence of criterion validity, that is the ability of the m easures to reflect
known changes in the m edia environm ent. W e have gained som e evidence from our analysis of the IREX
MSI of its construct validity, that is its ability to produce a predicted relationship in a test of a hypothesis.
The sim ple analysis shown in Table 1 here also produces evidence of construct validity.
The m easures, for the m ost part, focus on m edia freedom and independence from governm ent
control, but they do not take into consideration the pressures of com m ercial dependence. They also
largely ignore the needs of the audience. Additional m easures, focusing on the “needs” of dem ocracy still
are to be developed.
The m odel, in sum , tells us how m uch still needs to be done.
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Table 1. Correlations betw een Press Freedom and Political M easures
Year of Press Freedom Political Rights +1 Political Liberty +1 Political Rights -1 Political Liberty -1
1981
0.79
0.82
0.79
0.81
1982
0.80
0.84
0.82
0.85
1983
0.79
0.82
0.81
0.85
1984
0.80
0.84
0.82
0.87
1985
0.82
0.83
0.82
0.87
1986
0.79
0.83
0.82
0.87
1987
0.77
0.81
0.81
0.86
1988
0.84
0.80
0.83
0.86
1989
0.82
0.77
0.93
0.89
1990
0.83
0.77
0.94
0.88
1991
0.81
0.77
0.93
0.91
1992
0.82
0.84
0.90
0.88
1993
0.81
0.81
0.89
0.85
1994
0.86
0.88
0.88
0.90
1995
0.88
0.91
0.88
0.91
1996
0.88
0.90
0.90
0.91
1997
0.88
0.90
0.90
0.92
1998
0.89
0.91
0.91
0.92
1999
0.89
0.91
0.90
0.93
2000
0.89
0.90
0.91
0.93
2001
0.91
0.92
0.90
0.93
2002
0.94
0.94
0.93
0.94
2003
0.93
0.94
0.94
0.95
2004
0.93
0.94
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