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The Contemporary Communications Environment

Mapping the Communication Platforms of Freedom of Kpression

1) Introduction

The aim of theNew Challenges and Opportunities for Freedom of Expression project is
to understand how the right to freedom of express® affected by changes in
communications technology, markets and regulatibime initial policy papeFreedom of
Expression in the Age of Networked Communications. An overview by Becky Hogge, sets

the scene for this discussion.

It is important to begin with a clear understandaighe environment in which freedom
expression is sustained. This report thereforsiders the following key issues:

e How people access information
e What sources of information they trust

e How these sources are controlled (through bothlagign and ownership).

The terms ‘freedom of expression’ and ‘communigdtiencompass a wide range of
human activities that involve seeking, receivingl amparting information and ideas,

ranging from cultural expression to political speediowever, owing to space and time
restrictions, this baseline report will focus ommhpeople access information about recent

events in the local, regional and global arenas.

It is assumed that, where the facilities and tetdgyare available, people access news
through media such as the radio, television, nepexgaand, more recently, the internet.
The aim is therefore to map out which of these m@eiople currently rely on to gather
news information across the world, the extent tactvhhey trust different sources of

news information and who controls these sourcesitiit ownership and regulation.



2) How people access news information

The sources people use to access news informaépand upon both their ability to
access different media (influenced by factors sagliteracy, availability and cost) and
their preferences for various sources when sewmhvailable. This section considers
trends in people’s access to and preference feerdiit media platforms at global and
regional levels. Research shows that the mediwougin which most people across the
world prefer to receive news is by television, daled by newspapers, the radio and the
internet (Figure 1). However, differences in tihdigy to access these media, along with

some cultural differences in preference, produg®ral variations in this trend.

I:| country not surveyed

M Radio
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B nevwspapers - -

|:| Internet

Most common response to the question:
Where do you most often turn to get news about national and international issues?
(Source: Pew Global Attitudes Survey, 2003)

Figure 1

2.1) Television

Global polls suggest that television is the medibnough which most people prefer to
access news throughout the world (Globescan, 26@y, 2003; Edelman, 2006;
Telecom Express, 2006). For example, in the Pe®B Zobal Attitudes Survey of 44

countries, television was the source to which nmrespondents first turn to get news
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Percentage of respondents who turn to television first to aet news about national and
international issues (Source: pew Global attitudes Survey 2003)

Figure 2

about national and international issues in mosoregy(Figures 1 and 2). The only
exceptions were in sub-Saharan Africa where radie tited above television in six out
of ten countries. In two of the remaining four iB&n countries surveyed, the survey
only included people in urban areas where accetadwvision is likely to be easier than
in rural areas owing to a higher average incomeiminastructure such as electricity.

National and global variations in access to telewisare related to levels of wealth.
Whilst the number of television sets in the worlgsorest countries increased from 26
million to 42 million between 2000 and 2005, thesentries still only have a television
penetration rate of 5.7% (ITU, 2006). The globastribution of television sets
demonstrates marked inequalities and is illustratdeigure 3. Taking global trends into
consideration, the implication is that if people able to access television, the majority

use it as their main source of news information.
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Percentage of households with a television set (Source: World Development Indicators, 2001 data)

Figure 3

2.2) Printed newspapers

According to the Pew (2003) poll, newspapers asdticond most popular source of
news after television in the countries surveyedife@ 4). The Globescan survey (2006)
reports similar results. The most notable exceptiothis trend is in Sub Saharan Africa
where radio and television are more important thawspapers as sources of news
information (Pew, 2003). This may be related W lmewspaper circulations outside of
urban areas due to poor infrastructure and relgtiosv literacy rates (Moehler, 2006).
Newspapers also appear to be relatively less populaatin America than other regions,
with the Pew survey finding more people turningddio rather than newspapers in four
out of the eight countries surveyed.

Newspaper circulation sales decreased in EuropghManerica, Australia and Oceania
in 2005, and commentators suggest newspapers arendin casualties of increasing
internet use (see for example The Economist, 2800#). However, the circulation of
free daily newspapers is increasing in these asabsoverall newspaper sales increased
at the global level by 0.6% in 2005, with an oveiradrease of 6% over the past 5 years
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Percentage of respondents who turn to newspapers first to get news about national and
international issues (Source: Pew Global Attitudes Survey 2003)

Figure 4

(WAN, 2006). This growth stems from rising sallesAsia, South America and Africa.
Asia makes up the world’s biggest newspaper magkgilishing 70 out the world’s best
100 selling daily papers, 62 of which are base@hima, Japan and India. Variations in
newspaper circulation across the world are illisttan Figure & Notwithstanding a

decline in circulation in the developed world, alenewspapers are a buoyant industry.

! The latest data available for each country fromWN Common Database is used in Figure 5. Data is
from 1997, 1998, 1999 or 2000.
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Figure 5

2.3) Radio

The Pew (2003) survey suggests that radio is tingé thost common means of accessing
news information in all regions apart from Latin Anca, where it is in joint second
place with newspapers, and Sub-Saharan Africa, evihes the most common source of
news in six out of the ten countries surveyed (fags and 7). These findings for Africa
are supported by the Afrobarometer (2003) surveyl®f African countries which
revealed that 54% of respondents get news fromati® on a daily basis, compared to
21% watching television news and 13% reading a paper every day (quoted in
Moehler, 2006). The liberalisation of broadcastimg many African countries has
contributed to a growth in the number of indepemdadio stations from 10 in the whole
continent in 1985 to over 80 in South Africa aldnethe end of 2003 (ibid). Radio
continues to be a more common source of news tieimternet in 41 of the 44 countries

surveyed by Pew (2003). The three exceptions @anea, Japan and South Korea.
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Percentage of respondents who turn to the radio first for news about national and international
issues (Source: Pew Global Attitudes Survey 2003)

Figure 6
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Figure 7




2.4) Internet

The internet is less commonly cited as a main sofcnews information than other
media, with only South Korea, China and Japan b&wgd as exceptions in the Pew
(2003) survey as noted above. According to theegyrSouth Korea has the highest
percentage of people using the internet as thein s@urce of news information at 12%.
The Globescan (2006) survey found similar resultsis important to note that, whilst
people may not actively go to the internet to asaemws, internet users often receive
news through portals such as MSN and Yahoo whieli thay be using to access other
services (Paterson, 2006). However, studies stigiggspeople use online news sources
to supplement, rather than replace, traditional:imass media (Garrett, 2005).

The number of internet users throughout the wosldincreasing rapidly, and the
importance of the internet as a source of newsimdbion may grow as users increase.
There are now over one billion users making up %bad the world’s population, and the
global consumption of online media has increase@®3% in the last 5 years (WAN,
2006). However, regional disparities in interaetess are larger than for other media
platforms (Figure 8) with, for example, only 3.6%tloe African population on-line
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Number of internet users as a percentage of the total population (Source: ClA world factbook)

Figure 8



compared to 69.1% of North Americans (Internet \W@latistics, 2006).

In countries with relatively low levels of internpenetration, internet use is growing
fastest amongst the young, yet growth rates inbysadults over 50 have outstripped
growth in use by young adults in the USA and Westeurope (Pew, 2006). Levels of
internet use are strongly related to levels of meand education, and men are still the

predominant users across the world, although #mnslgr gap is decreasing (Pew, 2006).

2.5) Mobile and fixed telephony

Telephones are not widely used at present to acesss information in the conventional
sense, but many observers believe that the molbdae will emerge as a dominant
platform in a converged communications world, eittieough the phones themselves or
through related wireless technologies. Telephoaes also directly related to
communication activities and freedom of expressairiside of conventional news
gathering. Since 2002, the number of mobile telephone useas elxceeded fixed-line
users in every region of the world, with 28% of therld’s population subscribing to
mobile phone lines by the end of 2004 (ITU, 200Between 2000 and 2004 the annual
growth rate in mobile phone subscription was 45%his growth has been even more
dramatic in poorer countries, with an average ahgr@wth rate of 78% between 2000
and 2003. Thus, whilst a digital divide existdnternet access and use, the same is not
true for access to mobile telephony and, by theadr2D04, 58% of the world’s mobile
phone subscribers were in developing countries (IZ006). This may have important
implications for access to the internet if progrisssiade in the development of wireless
technologies.

The use of Voice over Internet Protocol (VolP)igng dramatically on a global level,
with an increase of 35% in international traffictseen 2003 and 2004 (ITU, 2006).
Commentators suggest that this trend will contimralhough in many areas this will
depend on internet penetration and the regulatiéfotP services.
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3) Trusted sources of information

As might be expected, people prefer to access ti@ms sources that they most trust.
The 2006 Globescan survey of ten countries revetllat in most countries, national
television is the most trusted news source, folbg national and regional newspapers,
local newspapers, public radio, and internatioalvision. Brazil was the only country
surveyed where newspapers were found to be magtettthan television. The internet,
and internet blogs in particular, were the leassted source of news information. The
survey found that people tend to trust the medisentoan the government, although the
reverse is true in the UK and USA. Interestinglysurvey found that people in the UK
trust newspaper and television news as much as theiily and friends (Telecom
Express, 2006).

In contrast to the Globescan survey’s finding thabple place most of their trust in
television, the Edelman 2008nnual Trust Barometer found that trust in television is
declining and is the main casualty of the risehef internet as opposed to newspapers as
is often assumed. For example, in the USA, respiatsdciting television as their most
trusted source of information decreased from 39%9%% over the past three years, with
trust in the internet rising from 10% to 19% andstrin newspapers remaining roughly
the same at around 20%. However, the survey‘spafion leaders’ in 11 countries, and
these varying results may reflect differences usttrof media sources along class and
occupation lines. The survey found that leveldro$t in the media in general are low,
with exceptions being China and South Korea.

In terms of specific sources of news from each mgdatform, the Globescan survey
found that people place most trust in country-dpeaiedia, for example Fox News and
CNN in the USA, the BBC and ITV in the UK, Rede @&doand O Globo in Brazil and
AAJ TAK and DD in India.  Whilst awareness of & brands was low, the most
trusted were international broadcasters such thé BiEd CNN. Brands such as Google,
Yahoo and Microsoft were often mentioned after ¢hleoadcasters, which is interesting
considering the general lack of trust of the ink¢ras a source of news. Studies suggest

11



that people always turn to news sources that tlkeegepve as being unbiased, but where
all sources are considered as biased, they chansees that support their own views
and opinions (Garrett, 2005).

Where overall trust of the press is concerned,etla@e geographical differences in the
levels of trust across the world. Data from therld Values Survey? reveal that, on
average, people in 60 percent of the countriesege have ‘not very much’ confidence
in the press (Figure 9). According to this ddéaels of confidence are negatively
related to the income level of the country, witbgé countries that have more confidence
in the press having an average GDP per capita hb®0 compared to $22,000 for those
with less confidence. The survey data also revemtslar statistics and geographical

patterns for levels of confidence in television.

I:l A great Desl

[ cuite = 1ot
Mot very much

- Mone &t all

[T mo data

Most common answer to the question, 'How much confidence do you have in the press?’
Source: World Values Surveys 1897-2000

Figure 9

2 The latest data available for each country from\World Values Survey was referred to here. This
includes data from the second and third wavesesthvey (1997-2000). GDP data is from the CIA
World Factbook.
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In terms of demographic differences, young people wmore likely to value the
opportunity to access news via the internet or mobources, trust the international
media more than the national media and say theyraable to access the news that they
want from the mainstream media (Globescan, 200@lust is driven by perceptions of
journalistic standards such as accurate and newfpalting, and distrust leads to people

changing the media brands or platforms they gottanformation (ibid).
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4) Ownership and requlation of media platforms andcdcontent

It is not within the scope of this paper to makegement on the advantages and
disadvantages of different forms of media ownersiigl regulation. However, it is
important to note that commentators and actorsinvitie field of media regulation often
hold views that fall in between two main extreméspinion: those who consider that
any intervention within media markets is distortband that market forces are the best
means of achieving a competitive media sector fibsters freedom of expression, and
those who believe that government regulation ies&ary to promote diversity in media
content and prevent its manipulation according tates and private interests.
Traditionally, the USA takes the former stance Bmdope the latter, and this is reflected
in the ownership and regulatory policies of eadafiae. Different ownership structures
do not in themselves result in certain influencesntedia content. For example, two
different states may own a large proportion ofoval media companies, yet one could
have an efficient regulatory structure that encgesadiversity and discourages direct
state interference in media content whilst the otteuld directly use the media to
promote state ideology. It is therefore importamtconsider the politics and power
relationships underlying ownership and regulatosgimes rather than making
ideologically-based inferences.

Many commentators agree that global trends powatds the deregulation of media and
increasing concentration in ownership, especially roultinational conglomerates.
However, there is much debate about the exact ematuthese trends, their strength and
the implications they have for media diversity drebdom of expression. It is useful to
think of global trends as the emergence of a trainsmal media regime that is underlain
by a patchwork of national and regional policiesl amltures which result in spatial
variations in the ownership and regulation of mediad in their impact on freedom of
expression (Bennett, 2004). This section outlitesdominant trends within the current
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transnational media regime, also considering uwoeylregional patterns in media

ownership and regulatory structures.

4.1) The transnational media regime

The main trends in the contemporary transnatiorelianregime are

e The deregulation of media markets

e The emergence of a tier of large media conglomeraperating on a global scale
and across different media platforms, underlairalgecond tier of regional and
national media giants.

e The depoliticisation of commercial media contentl @pecific introductions of
‘infotainment’.

e Struggles by public service media to compete wibimmercial media and a
related adoption of less *highbrow’ content fornaula

e The increasing significance of the internet as aiang@latform, and debate by

governments about how internet content should @elaeed.

These trends are not uncontested by commentatbos. example, Compaine (2002)
argues that the concentration of media ownershipinvand between countries has been
over-exaggerated and that recent mergers and @&@npssepresent a simple rearranging
of media furniture. Bennett (2004) warns againgpysar images of global media
corporations as imperialistic, with many recent gees having proven to be unprofitable,
resulting in divestures and the breaking up of tmmgrates occurring at a similar rate to
mergers and acquisitions. Djankov et al (2001gwshhat, at the global level, state
ownership of broadcast media is still more comnt@ntprivate ownership, with states
controlling on average 60% of television stationd @2% of the top radio stations in the
92 countries they surveyed.

% The identification of these five trends are a bgsts of observations made by a number of comnuestat
including Raboy (2003), Curran (2002), Bennett @00icChesney (2003) and Vick (2006).
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However, whilst regional variations exist, the egerce of a transnational media regime
as described above is undeniable. Trends towaelsntreasing commercialisation of
media and concentration in ownership by a smallenber of media corporations are
evident in most regions of the world, beginning éoels the end of the 1980s when a
‘flurry’ of media mergers took place in the Westa@msnpanies feared competition from
new entrants to newly liberalised markets (Cur@092). In the UK, four private media
groups own 85% of the country’s daily newspaperghe USA, six companies control
most of the media; In Australia, Rupert Murdoch’'sw¢ Corporation owns 60% of the
circulation of daily papers; Mexico’s Televisia aBtazil's Globo are two of the world’s
biggest media monopolies (UNDP, 2002).

The penetration of national markets by global comgs is also discernable as more
countries are moving to relax restrictions on fgneownership, with Australia being the
latest to do so (Financial Times 10/10/06). Faregle, General Electric currently owns
38 television stations in 23 markets and BertelsrisaRTL group owns 34 stations
operating in 40 countries (Free Press website)o @lecades ago media companies were
very rarely found within the top 1,000 global commns (McChesney, 2001), but in
2006, General Electric, Time Warner, Walt Disneyewsd Corp, Comcast, Vivendi
Universal and Viacom were in the top 400 largeshganies in the world (Forbes, 2006),
The media industry is currently the "L®iggest global industry in terms of sales and
employment, ranked above the chemicals, drugs @ateédnnology and aerospace and
defence industries (Forbes, 2006). Concentratioominership results in media content

coming from fewer sources, posing a potential thi@@ews diversity.

Patterson (2006) shows how a similar process ofemnation is also occurring on the
internet where a duopoly exists in news gatheridg. estimates that 50 percent of online
news content depends on feeds from the AssociatesssPand from Reuters.
Exacerbating this trend is the growing dominance@fs aggregator sites that present
internet users with news gathered from other sitiés the main aim of ensuring that the
audience stays on that site, and thereby with ithés sadvertising (ibid). Such sites are
amongst the most trusted sources of news on temgett (see Section 3), including MSN,
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Google and Yahoo. However, it is important to nbere that trends towards the
deregulation of mass media markets do not necéssgply to all forms of internet
content, and many governments are increasing regulaf internet content and use in
the name of national security and the war on te(fnvacy International, 2003).
Countries identified by the Open Net Initiative agively filtering internet content are
illustrated in Figure 10. Most countries havelfagpen and competitive markets for the
provision of internet services (Figure 11), but snéave introduced legislation requiring
internet service providers (ISPs) to act in a eemaanner, for example building in user-
surveillance capabilities into internet servicesi@&y International, 2003). Where
governments still maintain a monopoly over the dbt@e telecommunications sector,
they are able to exert more direct control over I®Rs that depend on the use of their
infrastructure to operate (see section 4.7).

Filtering: B Feriasive B substantial Morminal - Indirect W atchlist

Figure 10 — Countries engaging in internet conteriltering

(Source: Open Net Initiative. An interactive versim of the map can be viewed at www.opennet.net)

Whilst state control over the internet is possililee complex nature of the global
regulation and control of the infrastructure andtpcols upon which internet content
rests can make national regulation of interneteaatrénd access difficult. Global internet
governance is dispersed across a wide range ohattenal and national actors, largely
taking the form of international agreements andnsoaccepted by agents involved in
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different aspects of running and controlling théeinet. For more information about
global internet governance, see IGP, 2004.

[ Mo deta
[ | monogpaly
- Partial competition -
- Full competition

Competition in Internet Services (Source: [TU Wolrd Telecommunication Regulatory Database, 2005)

Figure 11

Whilst the deregulation of media markets and natiand global concentrations in media
ownership are discernable trends, it is importargdnsider whether they actually matter
(Curran, 2002; Meier, 2002) or, in other words, tdr& their implications for freedom of
expression? As already noted, this will dependtlan politics underlying the media
structures and will vary nationally and regionallfor example, the deregulation of the
Indian television sector increased the vibrancBolfywood production, but has resulted
in the domination of local news channels by newed$efrom international agencies
(Bennet, 2004). Similarly, relaxation of rules iirmg foreign ownership of the media in
Brazil led to increased diversity within the musiector and facilitated the increased
export of Brazilian music to foreign markets (Waisth 2002). However, the lack of
unbiased television news in the USA has been atgthto ownership concentration and
a lack of regulation (McChesney, 2003), and Jo2683) shows how Murdoch’s News
Corporation produces higher quality news in the thkough Sky News than it does in
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the USA through Fox as a result of the differergutatory environments in the two
countries. Whilst it is beyond the scope of thep@r to provided detailed regional and
national analyses, dominant regional trends in $esmmedia ownership and regulation
will now be examined to provide some insight intee tdegree of penetration of the
transnational media regime into different areasl, #fwe implications this has for freedom

of expression.

4.2) Asia-Pacifi¢

Ow nership of the top five television stations Ow nership of the top five newspapers
- Asia Pacific - Asia Pacific

Average Average
Thailand | Thailand
Taiwan ] Taiwan
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North Korea ] NorthKorea [ ]

Japan Japan
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India India

China ] China [ ]

Australia :— Australia *—

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%

Whilst the press in most countries in Asia are aivpevately, there is still a high degree
of state ownership of broadcast media. Asia is éadm some of the worst-ranked
countries in terms of media freedom by Freedom Hpineluding Burma, North Korea

and China (Freedom House, 2006). In most cowtpelitical control over state-owned

media is the norm, and in countries such as Srkdahhailand, Cambodia and Indonesia
state intervention in both state and privately-osvmeedia are increasing (IFJ, 2006;
Freedom House, 2006). This is particularly truéhwegards to political content, and

* Data presented in the graphs of media ownerskip@wn from Djankov et al. (2001). Information
about internet control and regulation in sectiof2s48 is drawn from Privacy International (2008)ass
otherwise stated.
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general trends have pointed towards increased fptea of content, induced self-

censorship and increased exercise of state infugémough media ownership (Gomez,
2004; Agrawal, 2002). However, these trends olshowuary across the region. Where
countries are undergoing deregulation, the conoérgovernments is often to increase
public access to media platforms rather than tosidem how changing ownership
structures will impact on freedom of expression rGAgal, 2002). The increasing

commercialisation of media in the region has lexdlAkia Media Forum (2006) to express
concern about the breakdown of boundaries betweditorial and advertising functions
(Asia Media Forum, 2006).

Most countries in Asia have pushed for increasecdess to the internet for their
populations, recognising its potential for econonaind social progress. Notable
exceptions are the authoritarian states of NorthreKpwhere there are no ISPs and only
selected individuals are allowed to go online, &wtma, where even possession of a
personal computer is frowned upon and it is illegatreate a link to an unauthorised
website. However, whilst internet use is spreadeqgdly across much of the region,
government regulation of use and content is inangais the name of anti-terrorism and
national security. For example, the Indian governimis authorised to monitor all
electronic communications, South Korea has closednd ‘political’ websites and
includes euthanasia and homosexuality as harmfitdahat should be censored and
Australia and New Zealand have passed laws reguinternet users to hand over
encryption keys. The elaborate internet monitoang censorship system created by the
Chinese government is well-documented (see for pl@rm®pen Net Initiative and

Human Rights Watch websites).
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4.3) Central and Eastern Europe and Central Asia

Owenership of the top five television stations - Ownership of the top five newspapers -
Eastern and Central Europe and Central Asia Eastern and Central Europe and Central Asia

Average [ — |
— . —

Average Uzbekistan
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Following the collapse of the Soviet Empire, matgtesowned media in Eastern and
Central Europe and Central Asia started to makeraasition to public service

broadcasting (Article19, 2005; EUMAP, 2005). Twias accompanied by the promotion
of a commercial media sector, yet a lack of regutadf the liberalisation process led to
a media free-for-all in many countries, with foreigompanies rushing to acquire
lucrative media outlets at low prices. Levelsarieign ownership of media in the region
are therefore high, for example with seven outeof @f the national daily newspapers in
Hungary being owned by Western companies, and it peof the market share in print
media in Bulgaria owned by the German WAZ grouptithe19, 2005). A lack of

transparency in media ownership in the region amdpdex ownership structures make it
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difficult to tease out who has control over medimtent and the implications of this for

democracy and freedom of speech (Article 19, 2@¥F=}, 2003). In many countries, the
state exerts control over the media through oldslagon that prohibits defamation of

politicians, for example with high profile figures Albania using such laws to avoid

investigation into allegations of corruption (Atdcl9, 2005). State control in some
countries is increasing as government actors aequoivnership stakes in media
companies, for example with the Russian governnbeming shares in media outlets
through the state gas giant Gazprom (BBC, 2006).sdme of the more authoritarian
regimes in the region, such as Belarus and Turksteemi the state exerts more direct
control over the media, and Freedom House (200§)rdes the situation for the press in

Central Asia and in some of the Caucasus courdgedeeply troubled’.

Trends concerning internet regulation in the regiomdiscussed in section 4.4.

4.4) Latin America

Ow nership of the top five television stations Ow nership of the top five newspapers
- Latin America - Latin America

Average Average
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Mexico Mexico
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Brazil | ——— ] Brazil
Argentina

e NYN———, Argentina
9 o 9

Across Latin America, government censorship wasnitven under the populist leaders
and military dictators of the post-World War erad@roadcasting was seen as a means
through which marginalised communities could begnated into the national economy
and culture (Fox and Waisbord, 2002). Howeverhwlte adoption of free market
economics from the late 1970s, the developmentoofincercial media began to be
prioritised over public broadcasting. The auctignof television and radio frequencies
to the highest bidders under privatisation scherasslted in the consolidation of media

duopolies in many countries, most notably in thgda economies of Brazil, Mexico and

22



Venezuela. For example, in Venezuela the medigkehdas dominated by two large

family-owned multimedia companies, Grupo Phelps @ndgpo Cisneros (UNDP, 2002).

The penetration of global media corporations ing&tiamal and regional markets has
occurred with the relaxation of ownership regulatibut rather than taking over local
markets, global media companies tend to partndr v¢al giants. Rather than quashing
local content, foreign investment has given itsdpiiion a boost and the airing of local
content generally attracts larger audiences thaaign content (Fox and Waisbord,
2002). The overall trend in Latin America has beegradual transition from family-

owned to more global corporations driven by praigportunities rather than politics

(Waisbord, 2002). This has not created a more deatio media environment as
proponents of free-market economics might expecthasmedia market serves some
audience more than others, governed by the perteigsires of ‘consumers’ rather than
‘citizens’. However, Waisbord (2002) emphasiseat tihis scenario is not necessarily
worse than it was when the government exercisedtgreontrol over the media, with

television continuing to be sensationalistic anavsEapers generally serving wealthier
members of society.

The internet is not as heavily regulated in Latmekica as in other regions. Whilst it is
becoming more common for countries to pass legoslatequiring ISPs to build in
surveillance capabilities, it is usually necesdarhave a judge’s order before personal
data can be passed on. Content restrictions #adrfg requirements, largely relating to
preventing children from accessing pornographyublis places, have been introduced
in some countries including Argentina, Colombia &walu.
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4.5) Middle East and Northern Africa
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Print and broadcast media in the Middle East andh¢on Africa are generally owned
and heavily controlled by the state (Stanley Fotinda2006). Before the establishment
of MBC and Al Jazeera, television news in the ragias produced in closed, national
markets. The establishment of Al Jazeera, and memently Al Arabiya, have given the
approximately 70 percent of Arabs who choose teivecnews via the television access
to transnational, largely independent news (Wirechghkine 12/07/04; Stanley
Foundation, 2006). Despite being partly owned ayds Arabia and Qatar respectively,
Al Arabiya and Al Jazeera are largely independemti @aroduce politically neutral
content. However, they tend to avoid reporting @mtroversial domestic issues,
focussing more on regional and transnational caeeréStanley Foundation, 2006).
Moreover, they are not above state censorshipeateiteiving end as illustrated by recent
reactions of the Egyptian and Syrian governmentsoerage of their internal affairs
(ibid).

24



The approaches taken by Middle Eastern and Nortitakf states to the internet have
varied across the region. Many, such as Saudiidratd Iran, regard the medium with
suspicion and have promoted the diffusion of irdértechnology less than other
countries such as the UAE, Bahrain and Jordan whave adopted it to promote
economic growth. In most countries, internet use eontent are heavily controlled by
the state in a similar way to the mass media. Hewesome countries such as Kuwait,
Morocco, Algeria, Egypt and Jordan have taken aentiberal approach to the internet
than to traditional mass media, and content has aeailable on internet sites that would
not be permitted to be printed or broadcast. Hawethis is likely to be because of
relatively low levels of internet penetration irethegion, and increasing access may be

accompanied by increased control.

4.6) North America
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All of the print and broadcast media in the USA arevately owned, and legislation
passed over the past two decades have entrenchgurithacy of private control over
government regulation (McChesney, 2003). Bagdik{@006) describes how five
corporations own most of the newspapers, radigosatand television stations in the
USA, along with other media platforms such as boakd film studios. Whilst it is
widely agreed that the result has been media cortet is skewed towards the
conservative-right of the political spectrum (see éxample McChesney, 2003), Meier
(2002) stresses that the effects of media ownerdliipmamics on media content and
freedom of expression have not been adequatelgnadssd. Concern is often expressed
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about the excessive control exerted by private aate interests over the media in the
USA (see for example FreePress.com and StopBightedig, but evidence also

suggests that the government exerts control ovedianeontent, for example with

political commentators receiving grants from fedleegencies and the increased
distribution of news feeds from the government urile Bush administration (Freedom
House, 2006).

In Canada, concentration of media ownership amoriggie commercial media

corporations has also been occurring, resultinguitbacks in local news programming
(see for example www.yourmedia.ca). However, theddian broadcast regulator does
tend to favour local broadcasters in the issuingicehses, and the foreign ownership of

media companies is strictly limited by law.

Following the September 11 2001 attacks in the USAch public discourse in North
America has drawn direct links between terrorisd aew communications and privacy
technology. As a result, the promotion of openrseuinformation and encryption
technologies is being increasingly restricted aimd tUS government now has
unprecedented powers of surveillance over the poipal For example, the USA
PATRIOT Act allowed for increased electronic intefrnsurveillance and the 2002
Homeland Security Act allows ISPs to provide pesdomata and details of
communications to the government if they believerehis an emergency. In Canada,
anti-terrorism legislation has facilitated greatelectronic surveillance of terrorist
suspects and the disclosure of information relébetrrorism. The Canadian state does
not require the filtering out of pornography in fpickaccess internet, unlike the USA
where this became law in 2003.
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4.7) Sub Saharan Africa
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Media in Sub Saharan Africa have traditionally b&eavily controlled by the state, yet
donor pressure led to a degree of liberalisatiahén1990s, spurred on by the 1997 WTO
agreement on basic telecommunications (Hills, 200Bje effects of this liberalisation
are easily discernible in many African countriefor example, there were only 10
independent radio stations in all of Africa in 19865mpared to 80 in South Africa alone
by 2003 (Moehler, 2006). However, state ownersffighe media in Africa is still
significant and media environments have often raethembedded in thecien regime

of state control despite official changes in legfisin and regulation (Wilson and Wong,
2003). For example, six members of the Southemic#&fi Development Community
(SADC) still have laws surviving from colonial timeéhat prohibit the criticism of the
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state in the media (Hills, 2003). South Africa ¢tensaid to be leading regulatory reform
in Africa, building on a Public Service Broadcagti(PSB) model to forge a new
‘African way’, with Malawi, Namibia and Botswana llfmwing in its footsteps (Hills,
2003).

In broadcasting, one tendency has been for pubbadrzasters to pool resources for
commercial reasons, for example with the formatbthe African Broadcast Network in
2001 to link broadcasters in Ghana, Nigeria, Ke@ganbia and Zimbabwe through the
provision of common content and programming. Triesents the danger of limited
diversity in terms of media content and, whilsetédion networks are expanding across
the continent, of the three free-to-air network#\nca, two buy predominantly foreign
content (Honeyman, 2003). Whilst regulatory bodi#en set quotas for local content,
the implementation of these varies, and increaldggalisation means that high levels of
foreign content in African television services ast to continue. This is exacerbated by
the lack of financial resources available for inwesnt in the media as it is cheaper for
public broadcasters and local firms to buy in cahfeom abroad rather than produce it
locally.

Internet service provision in many African courgrie competitive, but many states still
have a monopoly over the telecommunications sdotuding control over the fixed
telephone lines through which the internet is tnaitted. Where this is the case, states
still maintain effective control over the interneid have in some cases exercised this
control, for example through raiding ISP officedashutting off internet connections
when VOIP and VSAT threaten the revenues they faim their telecommunications
monopoly. State regulation of internet content basen increasing during the US-led
‘war on terror’, with countries including South Afa, Kenya and Tanzania introducing
restrictive legislation. For example, South Affec2003 Regulation of Interception of
Communications Act requires service providers ttefitely retain the personal data of
customers and make it available to law enforcenageincies when requested to do so.
Self-regulation of content by ISPs in countrieshwgoor human rights records is also
common, for example with ISPs in Zimbabwe refusitog host certain ‘political
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websites, including that of the Movement for Denadicr Change. In some countries
such as Tunisia, ISPS are liable for any conteat ih deemed offensive or harmful.
Focus In Africa has tended to be on increasingssct® ICTs rather than to safeguarding
freedom of expression on the internet, and tremsatds increasing regulation of
internet content are exacerbated by the fact tQ&t policies are often developed
separately from those governing the media, oftawitg the former more stifled in terms
of political debate than the latter.

4.8) Western Europe
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Whilst members of the EU are subject to certain-lparopean media standards, for
example through the EUBelevision without Frontiers initiative, the implementation of
these standards varies across countries and tloep&nm Commission recommends that
rules concerning media ownership should be decaddte national level by individual
member states (EUMAP, 2005). In many countriesyspapers have generally been
privately owned and subject to less regulation thmoadcasting in which a state
monopoly existed in most countries well into thes® half of the twentieth century.
There is a strong tradition of PSB in the regiord a&his model is defended in
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international negotiating arenas such as the WT@reviit is often considered to distort
media markets (Bennett, 2004). Whilst many attetihese differences in regulation to
the ubiquity of broadcast media and the fact thataticast spectrum was a finite
resource, Vick (2006) points out that they are aislated to changes in prevailing
political-economic ideology. The modern press ioated in the mid-nineteenth century
when laissez-faire economics were dominant, whilsadcast technologies increased in
importance during the social-liberal backlash agfathe market-liberal ideology of the
early twentieth century. Whilst the PSB model aathtively high state ownership of
broadcast media remain the norm in Western Eurtpetrends of deregulation and
commercialisation of media associated with the simational media regime can be
discerned in the region. Concentration of owngrstrioss-ownership of different media
outlets and opaque ownership structures are omtnease (EUMAP, 2005). EUMAP
(2005) warns that the PSB model will come underdasing threat as a result of
technological changes in media platforms, and fdaet this may have negative
implications for media diversity and freedom of egsion.

Regional variation in the regulation of internetrkes across Europe has resulted in
varying levels of access to internet technologies,example with the UK broadband
market being restricted until very recently by timenopoly of DSL in comparison to
much larger market in Germany facilitated by lowaniffs. In terms of the regulation
and control of internet content, Europe is follogvithe global trend of increased
monitoring and regulation in the name of counteretgsm. The EU directive on
telecommunications privacy of 2002 allowed membites to adopt laws on data
retention, and many countries including Belgium, nBPark, France, Spain and
Switzerland have rapidly pushed forwards in thisaar Many countries, including, the
UK, Switzerland, the Netherlands, Russia and Befgiall have laws requiring ISPs to
take measures to enable surveillance of internetsusCryptography is legal in most
European countries apart from Belarus and Russid, i@ the UK police are able to
demand copies of encryption keys. Belarus has deemed by the Open Net Initiative
to have a restrictive online media environment, dadng the 2006 elections a number

of political websites were reportedly filtered. dfaft bill introduces measures such as the
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obligatory registration of websites, with any sitdmt violate content of licensing
requirements liable to being shut down (Open Nigialive website).

5) Conclusion

The aim of this report was to provide insight inte contemporary communications
environment through assessing how people acrossvohiel access information, what
sources of information they trust and how thesewasuare controlled. It has shown that
the dominant and most trusted news medium acress/thld is television, followed by
newspapers and the radio. Whilst the internebtscarrently used as a main source of
news information, internet use across the worlthiseasing and the impact this will

have on general access to information and usaditional mass media is not yet clear.

A transnational media regime is emerging, char&aaerby the deregulation of media
markets and the increasing concentration of mediaecship amongst global, regional
and national media conglomerates. However, injgartant to recognise that this regime
is underlain by a patchwork of regional and natiovaxiations in media preferences,
ownership and regulation. The same is true forimnbernet which, whilst acting as a
global resource that has less regard for natiomah@aries than traditional mass media, is
still subject to national control measures. Change communication technologies,
markets and regulation are therefore likely to takiéerent forms and have varying
effects in different countries according to undedy politics and communications
infrastructure. The information in this report danused as a baseline from which these
changes and their implications for freedom of egpie@n can be explored in more detail.
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