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INTRODUCTION

This book examines a complex process: the impact of political transitions on
media structures and the impact of changing media structures on political
reform. In particular, the effort was to study the diflicult moves toward more
democratic institutions in a widely varied set of contexts. The study introduces
hypotheses concerning forms of intervention in media law and policy that might
assist scholars, government officials, and society in general to render media more
plural and diverse. The chapters explore the timing or stages within the overall
media reform process. International organizations, entities committed to the
building of civil society, regional aggregations, and private corporations are
struggling in regard to the shape of media space and its impact on individuals
and society. The purpose here is to search for common themes, common
approaches, and a greater understanding of the relationship between public
actions and social results.

To achieve this goal, the editors and authors sought comparative perspectives.
In this book, we have experimented with a relatively novel approach to
comparative analysis in the field of media reform, as we shall set forth below. The
introduction of competition from the private sector in Poland, the passing of a
new press law in Indonesia, and the persecution of journalists for libel and
sedition in Uganda seem wholly disconnected from each other and from theories
of democratic transformation. But it is the task of a comparativist to try to
integrate such phenomena to the greatest extent possible. Here, we believe we
have made a start.

Individual cases, while consequential within their societies, must be placed in
a context from which they can later be analyzed. One function of such analysis
would be to provide guidance to those involved in transitions in overarching
processes of media reform and democratization. It is only in comparison with
other similar occurrences that change in structure and modifications of law and
policy become generally illustrative or informative.

The very concepts of “media reform” and “democratization” have a relative
quality. Comparison is integral to building criteria by which to gauge
democratization or reform. A comparative [ramework assists in developing a
reasonable assessment ol the conditions that represent reform and how these
reform processes promote or hinder the development and stabilization of
democratic practices. But to say that a comparative approach is desirable leads
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only to a more complicated set of issues: namely how to select cases to ensure an
appropriate comparison.

Numerous strategies exist, each with a concomitant set of strengths and
weaknesses. Some scholars have examined individual countries in comparison to
previous historical periods or levels ol development. Others have undertaken
binary assessments in order to underscore similarities and diflerences at the
structural level of comparability. Still others have looked at regional studies that
address cases with similar historical and developmental backgrounds to control
for these “independent variables” and determine the causal [actors influencing
the chosen “dependent variable” or question of interest.

In this study, however, the editors and authors have chosen to follow the
method ol “greatest diflerence” comparison, which has generally yielded both
robust findings and uselul levels of generalization. Employing such a framework,
the comparativist gains the “optimal view that will permit him to draw reliable
and rigorous conclusions” (Dogan and Pelassy 1990: 111). A study structured
around the principle of greatest difference allows for meaninglul examination
among cases with vastly divergent historical backgrounds, levels of development,
political institutionalizations, and social, cultural, and ethnic structures. As a
result, any commonality found among cases may reasonably be assumed to hold
generally. Moreover, assuming that the cases examined are representative of
larger conceptual categories, such lindings may lead to the development and
specification of a general model or theory.

The comparativist, nonetheless, must be careful to ensure the
representativeness of the chosen sample groups since national conditions vary
widely, making “the hurdle of internationalization ... arduous to cross” (Dogan
and Pelassy 1990: 48). In order to avoid spurious conclusions, the analyst must
design the comparative framework for application to a selection of cases that are
more widely representative ol a particular conceptualized group of nations. The
utilization of typologies or heuristic categories is often indispensable to a solid
research design. The case selection process, outlined in further detail below,
rellects extensive use of such categorizations.

The present study has been developed with such considerations in mind. It
brings together analyses of vastly divergent nations, each of which has been
undergoing political transition and media reform. The country expert
investigations presented in Chapters 2 through 11 endeavor to uncover the
development of the dual process of transition and reform while exploring the
causal link between them. Authors have asked whether media relorm promotes
democratization and whether democratic rule is a necessary precondition for the
development ol media, or whether the two processes are mutually exclusive with
little to no eflect of one upon the other. In addition, the chapters highlight the
main aspects ol media reform in each case and underscore the individual media
sectors that have played key roles within the larger process of transition.

The criteria for case selection

In selecting cases for this study, the editors sought to establish a wide
geographical spread along the lines of the “greatest difference” methodology. At
the same time, they have ensured comparability by selecting cases based on their
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relative stage within the political transition process. As a result, patterns (ound
across a variety ol disparate nations will be more “generalizable.”

The editors realize that placing societies into categories based on their stage of
transition is a highly subjective process. Normative, political, and otherwise
prejudiced rationales often creep into such assessments and skew the
interpretations that follow. Therefore, the editors evaluated transition stages
through a series ol continuous political dimensions that are relevant to
democratic transitions. In each case, the poles represent logical extremes and
countries have been arrayed across these political dimensions to determine their
relative placement. The editors place those countries that [all on either extreme
across most dimensions into either the “pre-transition” or “mature transition”
category as indicated. Those in between have been placed into the “primary” or
“secondary” stage categories based on the preponderance of the dimensional
placements. Table I.1 gives the attributes of a political transition at the two
extremes: “pre-transition” and “mature transition.”

In making the case selections, the editors also took into account the possibility
of the variable impact of [actors based on previous regime experience (Linz and
Stepan 1996). As Linz and Stepan have argued, the previous regime type has a
determinative influence both on the paths open for a transition country and on
the tasks that need to be addressed in order to reach democratic consolidation. It
is therelore reasonable to assume that the tasks and paths open for the
establishment of [ree and independent media could also be highly dependent
upon the previous regime of a country in transition.

As a result, countries have been chosen [rom each of the theorized non-
democratic regimes as well as from each regime subset. Countries that
experienced previous authoritarian, totalitarian, post-totalitarian, mature post-
totalitarian, or sultanistic regimes are, therelore, represented.! Additionally, the
editors include three categories important to the structuring of reform processes.
The first category included “areas undergoing transformation under the
supervision of an international authority” whose transition has included military
strile. The second category included “post-colonial” countries that embarked
directly on the course ol democratization alter gaining independence without an
interim period ol non-democratic rule. The third category included countries
under “ethnically segmented authoritarian regimes” that granted access to
various resources based upon ethnic divisions.

Lach of the cases in the study was selected by the editors both by its previous
regime type and by its placement within the larger context of the four stages of
political transition.

Pre-transition stage

Irom the category ol pre-transition countries, the editors chose the cases of
China and Uzbekistan, two countries that experienced different previous regime
types. China has been considered a prime example of a “totalitarian” regime.
Uzbekistan has been optimistically described as post-totalitarian but has elements
that, as with China, bring it within the borders of transition. It is certainly true,
in each case, that transitional elements are strongly present, but this
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Table 1.1 Political dimensions of democratic transition

Pre-transilion

Mature lransition

Executive appointed

Legislature appointed

No judiciary or judiciary politically
controlled

Burcaucratic posts allocated by
association

No changeover of power between
government and opposition

Restrictions placed on travel
No freedom of expression

Certain ethnic groups banned from
political participation

Military domination over state

Constant threat to citizens of state
violence

Right to assembly prohibited

No clections take place

No former democratic experience
Rule by decree

State control over information

Class of ruling elites

No party competition (anti-regime partics

banned)
No civil liberties

Political participation organized by state

No [reedom of religious expression

Executive elected and has eftective power
to rule

Legislature clected and has eflective
power to rule

Full judicial autonomy

Bureaucratic posts allocated by merit
Changeover ol power between
government and opposition

No restrictions placed on travel
Freedom of expression

All ethnic groups legally and effectively
granted [ull political participation

Complete civilian control over military
No threat to citizens of state violence
Right to assembly legally and effectively
granted

Elections take place regularly

Minimum of 10 years of democratic rule
Rule of law

No state control over information
Change of ruling clite classes

No limits placed on party competition (no
partics banned)

Full civil liberties

High levels of spontaneous political
participation

Freedom of religious expression
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demonstrates that our categories, just like most categories, are useful only as a
beginning point. Both countries exhibit characteristics that place them within this
pre-transition stage of political reform. As a result, these cases provide important
insight into the aspects of media reform that come into play during the pre-
transition stage.

Primary transition

The editors chose three countries for analysis within the category of the primary
transition stage. Again, each case typifies a different previous regime type. The
first is Indonesia, which was selected as a country undergoing transition from a
“sultanistic” regime type, though not by the chapter authors, Sen and Hill. We
include Bosnia-Herzegovina as an area that, at the time of writing, was
“undergoing transformation under the supervision of an international
authority.” Finally, Jordan represents a former “authoritarian” regime and may
illuminate important aspects ol transition within a country in which religion
strongly influences policy.

Secondary stage

Among cases at the secondary stage of transition, the study examines Ukraine, a
second example of a “post-totalitarian” regime. We include Uganda as a country
that has made the political transition from a previously “authoritarian” regime,
and where elements of a colonial past continue to influence the reform process.

Late or mature stage

From the category of a late or mature transition stage, the editors selected three
countries. The first is Poland, which made the transition from a “mature post-
totalitarian” system. Uruguay is the second case, having emerged from a
previously “authoritarian” system of rule. Finally, India represents a purely
“post-colonial” transition.

A Freedom House assessment found in Table 1.2 categorizes these ten nations
and supports our divisions according to transition stage.?

Table 1.2 Freedom House criteria

Country Political rights Cioil liberties Freedom ranking
Poland 1 2 Free
Uruguay 1 2 Free

India 2 3 Free
Ukraine 3 4 Partly free
Uganda 4 4 Partly free
Jordan 4 5 Partly free
Bosnia-Herzegovina 5 5 Partly free
Indonesia 6 4 Partly free
China 7 6 Not free
Uzbekistan 7 6 Not free




INTRODUCTION

In summary, the selection of Bosnia-Herzegovina, China, India, Indonesia,
Jordan, Poland, Uganda, Ukraine, Uruguay, and Uzbekistan represents a wide
geographical spread. They include the regions ol Asia, Central Asia, the Former
Soviet Union, Central and FEastern Europe, the Balkans, Alrica, and Latin
America. They also adequately cover previous regime types and points ol
transition so that this study may allow for robust levels of generalization.

Other typologies are possible, ol course. In September 2000, the United States
Agency lor International Development (USAID) Office of Democracy and
Governance, Bureau ol Europe and Central Asia prepared a document that
developed a typology, in which categories were assigned to countries. As the
paper pointed out, its typologies were “not rigid, nor do they exist on a
continuum that leads one to another in a transition to democracy. In a number
ol instances, there are substantial areas ol overlap, where one country may
arguably (it into more than one typology.” Rather than the four stages used in
this book, the USAID model posits live:

*  Consolidating democracies (Estonia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Latvia,
Lithuania, Slovenia): A strong political and social consensus exists. There is a
relatively high level of government decentralization. Government has passed
acceptable media laws; private media (lourish; citizens gain access to a variety
ol diflerent sources of information from both broadcast and print media.
Associations lobby on behalf of journalists.

*  Unstable states/divided states (Albania, Armenia, Bulgaria, ( roatia,? Georgia,
Macedonia, Montenegro, Romania): Powerlul ethnic/clan divisions and loyalties
sharply impede nation building and divide citizens at the local level.
“Liberal” media laws may exist, but politics still control media regulation.
State media are not independent from the governing political party,
although relorm efforts may have started. Print media are generally
plentilul.

. Weak states/weak societies (Moldova, Russia, Ukraine): A stagnant or contracting
economy, a lack of proactive support from a generally passive and/or
disinterested government, and an increasingly cynical public hamper
democratic transition.

e Consolidating authoritavian states (Azerbaijan, Belarus, Kazakhstan, imcreasingly
Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan): Flections are used, but increasingly
represent little more than plel)isci[ary endorsements ol state power; society
remains almost completely state-dependent, with mono-culture economic
development (oil, cotton, and so on) and prime businesses in the hands of a
political/business clite. National broadcast media are completely controlled
by the state; local broadcast media are in the pocket of local politicians.
Media laws, even il on the statute books, are not followed, as the government
takes extreme measures to control, censure, and even shut down any
independent voices.

*  [Failed states (Sevbia, Tajikistan, international protectorates of Bosnia and Kosovo):
Economic stagnation and weak governance, civil war and ethnic conflict have
interrupted transitions. Basic questions ol identity, community, and control
of boundaries remain unresolved. Government's capacity to control policy
and provide services is limited. The media are either in an embryonic state,



