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0.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the EU’s budget for 2010, the European Parliament proposed a preparatory action and
allocated a budget for it with the aim of preparing a preparatory action provisionally called
“‘ERASMUS for journalists” to “give journalists the possibility of exchange with journalists and
media from other European countries”. The present study was carried out between April and
December 2010 to analyse the feasibility of this initiative, as well as to elaborate an
implementation scheme for a preparatory action, in order to test the approach and provide key
information to feed into the development of a potential full-scale programme to be designed and
implemented at a future date.

Objectives

Based on an in-depth analysis of the proposed programme’s intervention logic, the following
objectives were identified:

General Contribute to media Contribute to the
objectives luralism in Eurone creation of a European
(outcomes) P P media sphere
Specific E . o Furtherjournalists’ Enhance journalists’
biectives urtherjournalists . : .
objec understanding of the EU understanding of professional skills and
(results) g other MS abilities
Operational - - . .
objectives Facilitate exchanges or other forms of mobility for journalists
(outputs) from different countries and media within the EU

The initiative is to pursue all objectives shown above. However, at the level of general objectives
(expected final outcomes), the emphasis should be placed on the contribution to the creation of a
European media sphere (through enhancing the quantity and quality of coverage of European
issues in the national media). Contributing to media pluralism is a secondary objective; while
exchanges between journalists can go some way towards providing citizens with access to a
variety of opinions and voices, they do not tackle the critical issue of media ownership.

At the level of specific objectives (expected intermediate results), the proposed programme’s key
added value and unique selling point should be furthering journalists’ understanding of other
Member States, their media and cultures. To the extent possible, the programme should also
further journalists’ understanding of the EU (in the more institutional sense), and enhance their
journalistic skills and abilities (through peer learning).

Feasibility

Based on the analysis carried out during the study (including the review of similar programmes,
the views and opinions of the expert panel assembled for this study, the development and testing
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of the intervention logic, and an extensive fieldwork programme), the study concludes that an
ERASMUS for journalists programme is feasible, and could potentially contribute (albeit to a
varying extent) to achieving all of the objectives that have been set.

Especially at a time of severe budgetary limitations, an initiative that allows for experience abroad
is intrinsically interesting for journalists. However, the current difficult situation of many media
outlets also brings with it significant challenges for the successful implementation of the
programme. While the fieldwork suggests that most media outlets would be interested in principle
in participating in an ERASMUS for journalists programme, the economic pressure limits the ability
and willingness of many to let staff leave their posts for any extended period of time, and/or invest
significant resources in hosting a foreign journalist.

In order to be practically feasible, a successful exchange programme aimed at working journalists
will have to take this factor into account, inter alia by ensuring that visits provide clear benefits to
all involved parties, that they serve a journalistic purpose (and not only very general learning
about other cultures), and that the duration of visits is in line with the needs of and constraints
facing all involved parties.

The mechanisms for matching journalists with appropriate host media organisations also need to
be carefully considered. Depending on his or her field of work, each journalist will tend to be
interested in visiting very specific types of media. Some media will be naturally more attractive as
host organisations, partly because of their size and prestige, partly because of the fact that they
work in languages that are spoken by a relatively higher proportion of the target audience. On the
other hand, the profile and skills (including language skills) of applicants are a key factor in
determining host organisation’s willingness to host them. These factors have the potential to lead
to a mismatch between supply and demand, and potentially a geographical imbalance in the way
programme funding is disbursed.

The exchange visits

The feasibility study identified, explored and analysed several possible types of exchange visits
(or more precisely, forms of mobility) that could be supported (including group or individual visits,
unidirectional or reciprocal visits), as well as different parameters (such as the duration, tasks and
themes, eligibility criteria, etc.). Based on the results of the analysis, and keeping in mind the
challenges that were identified, the study recommends:

e The test phase of the preparatory action should facilitate working visits of journalists to
media outlets in another Member State. The project should actively encourage, but not
require reciprocity (i.e. two-way exchanges, staged or simultaneous, between media
outlets).

o In order to ensure the programme caters to the different interests and needs of the target
audiences, the match-making should follow a de-centralised approach. Rather than
applying to the programme in general and then being placed at a specific media outlet,
journalists themselves will have to identify, contact and obtain agreement from an
appropriate host organisation before applying.

e The duration of visits should be set at between two and six weeks. This period of time
represents an appropriate balance between desirability (allowing for real learning and the
potential to have direct and indirect impacts) and feasibility (in terms of compatibility with
the economic and other realities of the journalistic profession).
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¢ The content and objectives of individual visits should be kept flexible and defined jointly by
journalists and hosts in order to cater to the differing needs and interests of both sides.
The basic premise is that visitors will be integrated to the greatest extent possible in the
work of their host media, but this does not preclude them from filing occasional articles
with their home organisation, and/or from collecting information that can be turned into a
journalistic output after they return to their posts.

¢ Both journalists who are staff members of media outlets and freelancers with a minimum of
two years of experience are eligible to participate. Whether proficiency in the language of
the host organisation is necessary depends on the requirements of the host.

Project management

In order to ensure the effective implementation of the test phase, and guarantee editorial
independence for participants, the Commission should appoint an intermediary organisation (I0)
to run the project. The 10 should ideally demonstrate in-depth knowledge of the journalism sector
and a good network of contacts among European media organisations; the ability to administer
exchange and/or scholarship programmes; and organisational, operational and financial
independence from the media corporations, national governments and the EU. Among the key
tasks of the 10 will be:

¢ Invite and review applications: Applications should be invited and reviewed every three
months. Under the de-centralised approach, journalists will have to have secured the
agreement of the media outlet they wish to visit before submitting their application. A
project database will facilitate this process. Applications will have to clearly state the
objectives of the visit, and be accompanied by a declaration signhed by both visitor and host
and an endorsement letter from the editor of (one of the) media that the applicant works for
in his or her home country.

e Select participants: Given the exploratory nature of the test phase, its limited financial
envelope and duration, and the importance of minimising administrative burdens and
reaching decisions quickly, it is proposed that participants should be selected on a first-
come, first-served basis (rather than competitively). However, in order to ensure a
minimum level of geographical balance, no more than 20% of visits should be to or from
any single country.

e Disburse funding: Similarly to other mobility / exchange programmes, the ERASMUS for
journalists programme should cover the extra costs that participants incur, namely travel
and subsistence expenses. Funding should be disbursed as an advance payment. The
level of financial support should be in line with the EU Lifelong Learning Programme, and
depend on the length of the stay and the cost of living in the country visited.

¢ Information and communication: In order to raise awareness and disseminate information
among the target audiences, a number of tools and activities should be used, including a
programme website, a press release and conference, and a promotional leaflet.

o Evaluation and monitoring: To enable effective evaluation, relevant data and information
should be collected throughout the duration of the test phase.
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Budget

The budget for the first year® of the test phase has been set at EUR 600,000. This will provide
support for approximately 180 individual visits. Based on the assumptions and estimates made in
this study, approximately two thirds of the funds will be disbursed directly to participants; the
remaining third will cover project management costs. Should the project be continued for a further
year, and/or eventually turned into a full-scale programme, the relative weight of the costs incurred
for project management is expected to decrease, to around 25% of the total available budget.

! Preparatory Actions can run for three years without a legal base, assuming funding is allocated each
successive year. This study was funded by an allocation on the 2010 EU budget. It follows that there could
be a test phase of up to two years, assuming that funding is once again allocated in 2011, with the
possibility of a full programme being proposed in 2012, subject to evaluation and political support.




Feasibility study for the preparatory action “ERASMUS for journalists”
Final report February 2011

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report is the fifth and final deliverable submitted by The Evaluation Partnership (TEP)
together with Economisti Associati (EA) and the European Journalism Centre (EJC) in the context
of the Feasibility study for the preparatory action “ERASMUS for journalists”.

The main purpose of this report is to present the complete results of the feasibility study itself (part
1 of the assignment),? and provide guidance and orientation to the European Commission and
other relevant stakeholders for the eventual implementation of the “ERASMUS for journalists”
initiative.

This report consists of the following sections:

e Section 2 briefly outlines the background and purpose of this study, and provides a
summary overview of the approach and methods that were used.

e Section 3 presents the proposed programme’s intervention logic, and analyses its context,
objectives, uncertainties, constraints and critical conditions, culminating in preliminary
conclusions regarding its feasibility.

e Section 4 presents the main results of the fieldwork that was carried out to gauge the level
of interest among the potential target audiences for an “‘ERASMUS for journalists”
programme, and to test the different hypotheses, scenarios and approaches that were
developed during the previous stage of the assignment.

e Section 5 builds on the analysis in the previous sections, and describes the proposed
implementation scheme for the test phase of the preparatory action “ERASMUS for
journalists”, including key project parameters such as the envisaged type and duration of
visits, aspects related to the implementation and management of the project, an estimate
of its costs, and a register of key risks.

e The annexes (submitted as separate documents) contain a number of supporting
materials. Annex A contains the detailed results of the research that was carried out,
including the review of similar programmes, the fieldwork, and the stakeholder workshop.
Annex B contains technical specifications and materials related to the implementation of
the test phase, including draft versions of the manual for the intermediary organisation and
the applicant’s guide.

% It should be noted that the present report only covers Part 1 of the assignment, which relates to the
feasibility study as such. The results of Part 2 of the assignment, which compiled and analysed statistical
data on the current state of journalism and the media sector in Europe, will be presented in a separate
report in early 2011.
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2.0 BACKGROUND AND APPROACH TO THE STUDY

2.1 The purpose of this study

In the EU’s budget for 2010, the European Parliament (EP) proposed a preparatory action (budget
reference line 09 06 05) and allocated a budget for it with the aim of preparing, in due course, a
preparatory action provisionally called “ERASMUS for journalists”.® In its justification, the EP noted
that the EU “should create truly European media”, and that one way to ensure this is to “give
journalists the possibility of exchange with journalists and media from other European countries”
so that they can “gain a broader understanding of the European Union and its different media and
cultures”. Furthermore, the EP stated that an “ERASMUS for journalists” could contribute to the
goal of ensuring pluralism in Europe by giving journalists “access to pluralism”.

As part of the preparatory action, the European Commission’s Directorate-General for Information
Society and Media (DG INFSO) decided to commission an exploratory study to provide critical
information to feed into the decision-making on and design of an eventual test phase of the
‘ERASMUS for journalists” preparatory action and a possible full-scale programme (to be
launched at a later date, depending on the outcomes of the preparatory action). This study is to
assess the feasibility and desirability of launching a mobility scheme, inter alia by assessing and
testing its underlying intervention logic and by consulting the envisaged target audiences.
Furthermore, provided the project is feasible, the study is to elaborate a scheme that allows the
project to be implemented in the most effective way, keeping in mind the objectives as defined by
the EP.

More specifically, the Terms of Reference defined the following six key tasks for the feasibility
study:
e Task 1: Assess and test the intervention logic of the EP’s proposal
e Task 2: Elaborate an implementation scheme for the test phase and the larger programme
e Task 3: Develop an evaluation method for the preparatory action
e Task 4: Estimate costs for the test phase and main programme
e Task 5: Elaborate communication-related issues

o Task 6: Identify and analyse risks

2.2 Study approach and methods

This study was carried out between April and December 2010 by The Evaluation Partnership in
collaboration with Economisti Associati and the European Journalism Centre. An expert panel
consisting of experienced journalists and academic experts was set up to provide expert input and

®The preparatory action has its legal base in Article 49(6) of Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No
1605/2002 of 25 June 2002 on the Financial Regulation applicable to the general budget of the European
Communities (OJ L 248, 16 September 2002, p. 1), as amended by Regulation (EC, Euratom) No
1995/2006 (OJ L 390, 30 December 2006, p. 1).
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advice to the core study team.* In order to meet its objectives and carry out the tasks listed above,
the feasibility study was divided into four main phases (see the diagram below).

Figure 1: Phases of the Feasibility study

*Task 1: Assess and test intervention logic
*Task 2a: Develop scenarios and hypotheses

+Task 2b: Fieldwork with potential participants and host organisations

*Task 2c: Elaborate implementation scheme
*Task 4. Estimate costs
*Task 6: Identify and analyse risks

*Task 3: Develop evaluation method
Phase 4 +Task 5: Elaborate communication-related issues

€€€<

Phase 1 was dedicated to primarily desk-based research with a view to a) undertaking an initial
assessment of the feasibility of the project and the likelihood of achieving its objectives, and b)
preparing for the ensuing fieldwork. During this phase, the following main activities were carried
out:

e Compile information on the proposed programme and similar_programmes: The study
team reviewed all available documentation on the proposed ERASMUS for journalists
initiative, and also met with its instigators in the EP and with the responsible officials in DG
INFSO. Furthermore, it identified a list of relevant existing programmes from which lessons
could be learned (including both journalistic exchange programmes and mobility
programmes in other sectors), and undertook an analysis of a sample of such programmes
based on the review of programme documentation and a series of interviews with
programme managers.

o Develop and test the intervention logic: As a basis for the initial analysis of the proposed
programme’s feasibility, the study team analysed its intervention logic, including its
context, the envisaged objectives, their interlinkages and the causality chain between
them, and the activities and inputs necessary to achieve these objectives. This analysis
built on the experiences of similar programmes, and the testing of their applicability to the

*The expert panel consisted of Mr Richard E. Collins, Professor of Media Studies, Department of Sociology,
Open University, UK; Mr Grzegorz Piechota, senior journalist and Head of Public Awareness & Social
Campaigns, Gazeta Wyborcza, Poland; and Mr Mark Rogerson, Executive Director of CONSILIA Ltd, and
former TV journalist with the BBC, UK.

10
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specific context. For this purpose, a full-day workshop with the expert panel was held. This
allowed the study team to draw preliminary conclusions as to the project’s feasibility and its
key uncertainties and challenges, and led to the formulation of a series of working
hypotheses that were further explored and tested during the remainder of the study.

Prepare for the fieldwork: Based on the results of the intervention logic analysis, a series of
scenarios and tools were developed to gauge the target audiences’ level of interest, views
and reactions during the ensuing fieldwork.

First interim report: The results of the first phase were presented in a report and discussed
with the steering group consisting of officials from DG INFSO and DG COMM.

Phase 2 of the study was dedicated to conducting fieldwork to consult potential project
beneficiaries and stakeholders, to test the initial hypotheses and gather further information on the
target audiences’ preferences, concerns, level of interest, etc. During this phase, the following
main activities were carried out:

Focus groups with journalists: In order to gather input and feedback from the programme’s
main intended beneficiaries, a series of structured group discussions were held. A total of
17 such groups were carried out in eight EU Member States (Belgium, Denmark, Estonia,
Germany, Poland, Romania, Spain, and the UK). Each focus group lasted for
approximately two hours, and sought participants’ feedback on the proposed programme
and its objectives in general, as well as their reactions to five concrete scenarios that had
previously been developed to illustrate how the programme could be implemented in
practice. A total of 120 journalists participated in the focus groups. They were recruited to
represent a good mix of nationalities, levels of professional experience, gender, types of
media, and contractual status (employed or free-lance).

Interviews with editors: To gauge the views of media outlets, a series of telephone
interviews were conducted with editors of media outlets from across the EU. During these
interviews, editors were questioned about the willingness of the media they represent to
participate in the programme, by hosting a journalist from another Member State and/or by
allowing their own staff to participate by spending time at a media outlet abroad. A total of
28 interviews were carried out with editors from 19 different Member States, representing a
broadly representative mix of nationalities, types and sizes of media outlets.

Phase 3 of the study was dedicated to analysing and triangulating the data gathered during the
previous phases, and developing a proposal for an implementation scheme for the test phase.
The following main activities were carried out:

Elaborate implementation scheme: Taking into account the initial hypotheses and the
results of the fieldwork, the study team developed a proposal for the concrete
implementation of the test phase, including the types of visits that should be facilitated, the
envisaged application and selection process, and key elements related to the management
of the project.

Estimate costs: The costs of the different elements (including funding to be disbursed to
programme participants and associated programme management costs) were estimated
based on available data for comparable initiatives, the contractors’ own experience, and
indicative quotes from specialised service providers.

Identify and analyse risks: The uncertainties and challenges identified during phase 1 were
reviewed and re-considered in light of the fieldwork results, and a comprehensive risk

11
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register developed. The key risks were taken into account in the development of the
implementation scheme, and mitigation strategies identified.

Second interim report: The results of the fieldwork and the proposed implementation

scheme were summarised in a report and discussed with the steering group. Relevant
elements were subsequently clarified, expanded or revised in response to the steering
group’s questions and comments.

Phase 4 of the study was dedicated to finalising the proposed implementation scheme, and
developing further materials in support of the eventual implementation of the test phase. The
following main activities were carried out:

Develop evaluation method: The study team developed a framework for the evaluation of
the results of the test phase of the preparatory action after its finalisation, the results of
which should feed into the decision making process about the possible creation of a full-
scale programme.

Elaborate _communication-related issues: A set of activities and tools is proposed for
raising awareness of the preparatory action among the relevant target audiences and
providing key information about the initiative. Guidelines were developed to summarise the
main requirements for each of these activities or tools.

Stakeholder workshop: A workshop with interested organisations and individuals was held
on 1 December 2010 in Brussels. This gave stakeholders an opportunity to discuss and
comment on the draft results of this study. The feedback and inputs received were taken
into account for the final report.

Develop manual and applicants’ guide: After the implementation scheme of the test phase
had been finalised, the study team developed a manual for the intermediary organisation
that is eventually chosen, and guidelines that contain all relevant information for journalists
wishing to apply to the project.
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3.0 ANALYSIS OF THE PROGRAMME INTERVENTION LOGIC

The development, analysis and testing of the proposed programme’s intervention logic is a key
element of this study. It systematically clarifies the objectives of the programme, and highlights
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats to its successful implementation. As such, the
analysis presented in this section, which was developed during phase 1 of the study, prepared the
ground for the ensuing data collection and analysis, and was one key factor in ascertaining the
programme’s feasibility and optimal implementation mode.

The intervention logic of a programme or project is normally depicted as a series of layers, or
levels, of components or objectives (see the diagram below). By analysing the linkages between
the different levels, the assumptions underlying them, and the risks and uncertainties to their
fulfilment, one can draw important conclusions as to the solidity of an intervention’s design, the
likelihood that its different objectives can be achieved, and the critical conditions that must be met
in order to enhance the intervention’s chances of success.

Section 3.1 below analyses the context of the proposed ERASMUS for journalists programme,
and thereby lays the foundation for developing and testing its intervention logic. Section 3.2 then
constructs the intervention logic and introduces the different basic elements. Section 3.3 tests and
assesses this intervention logic by analysing uncertainties, constraints and risks. Section 3.4
draws preliminary conclusions as to the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats to the
programme, and explores its overall feasibility.

Figure 2: Elements of the intervention logic
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3.1 Context analysis

3.1.1 Political and institutional context

Two principal elements define the political and institutional context of a possible ERASMUS for
journalists programme, namely (1) the Commission’s longstanding commitment to sponsoring
mobility across a wide variety of subject areas ranging from education to research through to
professional development and skills; and (2) the EU’s policies related to the media sector
specifically (primarily with a view to advancing the internal market, and to ensuring media
pluralism).

The idea of facilitating mobility stems from the fact that, at a basic level, the free movement of
persons between Member States is one of the fundamental freedoms of the EU. But even in the
absence of legal and administrative hurdles to impede this freedom, cultural and linguistic
obstacles can prevent its realisation. This points to the need for Europeans to build language and
interpersonal skills and networks to enable them to take advantage of the internal market.

In recent years the Commission has released two Action Plans on this subject. In February 2002 it
published a Communication on the Commission’s Action Plan for skills and mobility.> The Action
Plan addresses the need to increase occupational mobility of workers among the Member States,
noting that in 2000 only 0.1% of the European population had established their official residence in
another EU country. The priorities of the Action Plan were to expand occupational mobility and
skills development; improving information and transparency of job opportunities; and facilitating
geographical mobility. Later, in July 2003, the Commission adopted the Action Plan for the
promotion of language learning and linguistic diversity.® This called for action across three broad
areas: extending the benefits of language learning to all citizens as a lifelong activity; improving
the quality of language teaching at all levels; and building in Europe an environment which is
really favourable to languages.

In practical terms, the Commission has pursued mobility priorities through a series of expenditure
programmes run by several Directorates General (DGs) working towards separate but overlapping
aims. Some of the more relevant policies include:

o Lifelong Learning Programme (DG EAC): with a budget of nearly EUR 7 billion for the
2007-2013 period, this programme funds a range of actions including exchanges, study
visits and networking activities intended for students, those in vocational education,
teachers, trainers and other involved in education and training. This includes the ‘flagship’
Erasmus programme for exchanges at higher education level, the Comenius programme
for schools, the Leonardo da Vinci programme for vocational education and training and
the Grundtvig programme for adult education.

e European Research Area (DG RTD): in 2000, the EU decided to create a European
Research Area. Among its goals are to enable researchers to move and interact
seamlessly, benefit from world-class institutions and work with excellent networks of
research institutions; and to share, teach, value and use knowledge effectively for social,
business and policy purposes. Mobility for researchers is also addressed in the 2008
Commission Communication ‘Better careers and more mobility: a European Partnership
for Researchers’, which specifically seeks to create a single market for researchers. The

° http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/education_training_youth/lifelong_learning/c11056_en.htm
e http://ec.europa.eu/education/languages/archive/policy/index_en.html
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EURAXESS initiative is a key tool to achieving this; inter alia, it funds a network of more
than 200 service centres to help researchers and their families relocate to another
country.

o ‘Erasmus-like’ programmes: against this backdrop of mobility as a high priority (and the
well known success of the Erasmus programme for university students), there have been
recent overtures to create similar programmes into other areas. This includes:

o Erasmus for young entrepreneurs programme, managed by DG ENTR, currently in
its pilot phase, which allows young entrepreneurs to spend time with an
established entrepreneur in another Member State.

o Erasmus for local and regional elected officials, managed by DG REGIO, currently
in the early phases of preparatory action.

o Erasmus for public administration, managed by DG ADMIN, which involves the
exchange of civil servants between authorities in different Member States.

As regards specific EU policies for the media sector, one key element is media pluralism. The
EU’s commitment to protecting media pluralism can be traced back to Article 11 of the Charter on
Fundamental Rights, while current policy is embodied in the ‘monitoring approach’ set out in 2007
by Commissioner Reding (then Commissioner for Information Society and Media) and Vice-
President Wallstrom. Their approach consists of three steps and uses a definition of media
pluralism that is much broader than media ownership, covering access to varied information so
that citizens’ can form opinions without being influenced by a dominant source. It also includes
citizens’ need for transparent mechanisms that guarantee that the media are seen as genuinely
independent.

A Task Force for Co-ordination of Media Affairs was set up to implement the three steps. First, a
Commission Staff Working Paper on Media Pluralism’ was presented in January 2007. This
outlined efforts to promote pluralism by third parties such as the Council of Europe, and presented
a brief survey of Member States’ audiovisual and print-media markets, including indicative data on
media ownership regulations and regulatory models across the EU. The Staff Working Paper set
the stage for the second step of the approach, which was an independent study on media
pluralism in the EU Member States, carried out by a consortium of academic institutes and a
consultancy firm,? released in July 2009. The main output of the study was a tool, the Media
Pluralism Monitor, designed to diagnose potential risks to media pluralism in Member States. To
follow will be a Commission Communication on indicators for media pluralism in EU Member
States, which will enable progress or other changes in media pluralism to be better recorded and
assessed.

Another EU policy objective is the creation of a ‘European media area’. This is part of the wider
objective of creating a European single market; the objective is to “contribute towards a genuine
‘European media area’ that guarantees and reinforces citizens’ choices (...) by ensuring freedom
of establishment for companies in the media sector and the free movement of the services they
offer’.’ The creation of a European media area is thus primarily an economic objective, and
should not be confounded with the concept of a European media sphere, which is not a formal

policy objective of the EU, but is nonetheless frequently mentioned by representatives of the EU

! http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/media_taskforce/doc/pluralism/media_pluralism_swp_en.pdf

® The consortium included Katholieke Universiteit Leuven — ICRI, Central European University — CMCS and
Jonkdping Business School — MMTC along with Ernst & Young Belgium and the study can be found at
http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/media_taskforce/pluralism/study/index_en.htm.

° http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/media/overview en.htm
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institutions. It refers primarily to the idea of strengthening the pan-European dimension of
reporting in the national media of the Member States, and thereby helping to create a European
public sphere.

3.1.2 Economic context

The most striking change in the economic situation of ‘legacy’ European journalistic media (i.e.
newspapers and radio and television broadcasting) is the adverse impact of the internet on their
business models. The internet has reduced consumption of legacy media (people have a finite
time budget and time spent using the internet tends, though not invariably, to reduce time spent
using legacy media)™ and reduced legacy media’s advertising revenues.

For more than 100 years, the price paid by consumers and citizens for European public media has
been subsidised by advertising revenues (with the qualified exception of a few countries where
public service broadcasters have not been advertising financed). But recently, in varying degrees
and with significant differences among EU Member States, advertising revenue has migrated to
the internet. The auction portal eBay has, to a significant extent, replaced classified advertising in
newspapers, while recruitment websites have supplanted job advertising in newspapers, and
‘search’ (Google, Yahoo etc) advertising has displaced display advertising in the press and
broadcasting. Between 2007 and 2008, European newspapers’ advertising revenues generally fell
in nearly all Member States (except the Czech Republic, Hungary, Ireland and Romania); the
scale of the decrease ranged from just over 20% in Spain to less than 1% in France.™

Of course, these trends are experienced unevenly. For example, the UK is estimated to have
twice the global average proportion of its total advertising spend online and the shift from offline to
online seems to be accelerating. Of the 2007 UK advertising market of circa GBP 18.4bn, online
advertising accounted for around 15% (whereas television accounted for 21%, newspaper display
advertising for 20%, and newspaper classified for approximately 15%). Online advertising in the
UK grew by 41% between 2005 and 2007 and has now overtaken national press advertising (i.e.
not including regional and local papers).*?

This structural change has been amplified by the cyclical decline in European economies, which
has reduced both consumers’ incomes and overall advertising revenues, with both direct and
indirect effects on media consumption. World Press Trends 2009 shows declining circulation,
2007-8, of paid-for-dailies in every European country (except Ireland and Ukraine) for which data
is available: falls range from 17.3% in Portugal to 0.21% in France.™ In the UK, in 1992, 59% of
UK adults read a national daily; by 2006 the total had fallen to 45%.*

1% |n this context, it is important to note that while the print circulation and readership of newspapers is falling
nearly everywhere, the increasing online consumption of content provided by newspapers often more than
makes up for this. However, online consumption is much harder for media to turn into revenues, as the
average revenue per user of content on the internet is much lower than the one in print.

X World Association of Newspapers 2009: 55

2 Source IAB/PWC survey 2007. See also Ofcom (2008) Communications Market Report 2007. London.

'3 World Association of Newspapers 2009: 52

4 National Readership Survey in House of Lords 2008: 582
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We are seeing all the expected responses to such pressures: price rises, mergers and closures,*
declining standards in content, job losses and worsening working conditions for journalists and
media production workers. Again taking a UK example, the share price of Trinity Mirror, a leading
newspaper company with interests in both local and national newspaper publishing, fell from
GBP 4.77 per share in January 2007 to GBP 3.45 in January 2008 and GBP 0.42 per share in mid
October 2008. Not surprisingly, a financial analyst, commenting on the prospects and valuation of
Trinity Mirror, stated that “These are desperate times and they call for desperate measures”.*® Roy
Greenslade, formerly editor of the Daily Mirror and latterly a highly reputed media expert, has
claimed: “media outlets will never generate the kind of income enjoyed by printed newspapers:
circulation revenue will vanish and advertising revenue will be much smaller than today. There just
won't be the money to afford a large staff’.'’

This intra-media crisis resonates beyond the media economic sector by actually, or potentially,
reducing the range and/or quality of media content available at affordable prices to Europeans.
Even where public support is established (e.g. through press subsidies and/or publicly funded
broadcasting) the worsening commercial media economy has an adverse impact on publicly
funded media which tend to experience increasing criticism as “unfair” competitors and as
enemies of media pluralism and diversity.

There are striking differences between Member States and between media. The structure of
national media varies: the newspaper sector may be highly centralised (a ‘national’ press as in,
e.g., the UK) or localised (a ‘regional’ press as in, e.g., Germany); internet penetration varies
considerably; some countries (for reasons of size, language and history) are less vulnerable to
competition from neighbours (and/or from outside the EU) than others. And various ‘cultural
and/or developmental differences between Member States may constrain or facilitate the move to
the internet (e.g. use of credit cards, efficiency of postal and other delivery services).
Generalisation on these matters is dangerous, and data across all Member States is uneven and
sometimes missing.

Nonetheless, the overall trends are clear. Essentially, what we are seeing is the effect of the long
anticipated convergence of electronic communication media. The UK regulator, Ofcom,
exemplifies convergence by claiming “operators are providing services which cross the traditional
boundaries of communications”.’® But the metaphor ‘convergence’ conceals more than it reveals.
It suggests everything becoming similar. Although technology and markets may be converging,
products and services are becoming highly differentiated: new entrants abound; news aggregators
are changing consumption patterns and may (though evidence is, thus far, insufficient to make
any judgement definitive) be ‘cannibalising’ their sources’ by diverting readership away from the
source (with a negative impact on its advertising and other revenues) though using the sources’
content; ‘legacy’ services hybridise and proliferate; and consumers and providers metamorphose
into ‘prosumers’.*®

And here there are opportunities as well as threats. The internet has enabled Europeans to have
access to an enormous increase in sources of information: of course linguistic competencies and
affordable access to the internet constrain this augmented accessibility but intra-European

' World Press Trends (World Association of Newspapers 2009: 95) tracks a general decline (though most
countries showed no change and a few, e.g. Albania, Russia, Slovenia and Sweden, showing small
increases) in European paid-for-non-daily titles in 2007-8 with Austria, showing a fall of 26.27%, Greece a
fall of 13.33% and Portugal a fall of 12.12% showing particularly marked declines.

'® ABN Amro on 1.7.2008

17'25.10.2007 at http://blogs.quardian.co.uk/greenslade/2007/10/why _im_saying_farewell to_the.html

% Ofcom (2008) Communications Market Report 2007. London. 2008: 13

!9 providers and consumers.
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sources (such as Le Monde Diplomatique, the BBC and the Deutsche Welle); services for intra-
European migrants, enabling them to access home country media (Poles in Ireland can read
Gazeta Wyborcza etc); and extra-European services (such as internet radio stations like
BlackMusic FM from Johannesburg and RadioWave Namibia) are now widely accessible across
Europe.

Moreover, the internet has enabled a new journalism to flourish. New sources are available,
ranging from e-zines (such as www.openDemocracy.net and www.cafebabel.com ) to blogs, as is
a new “citizen”, “networked” or “user-generated” journalism. Web 2.0 applications, such as
Wikipedia and “citizen” journalism, employ and foster collaboration and dialogue and, at their best
accelerate and make more extensive and inclusive the collaborative processes of peer review,
critique, factual correction and consensus building that underpin offline scholarship. Citizen, Web
2.0, journalism has at its best an intrinsic self-correcting capacity. But at its worst falls prey to
systematic falsification and bias.

Nonetheless, the internet, both as a bearer of new journalistic practices, as a source of new
sources of information and a vehicle for established, offline, media to extend their reach has
engendered innovative and constructive hybridisation in and with ‘legacy’ media to the extent that
it is sometimes hard to distinguish clearly between online and offline journalism and media
institutions.

At present, therefore, the European media landscape presents a rich ensemble of threats and
opportunities. There is an unprecedented opportunity to encourage, foster and develop an
extension of national media to new audiences (www.presseurop.eu is a striking case in point) and
to meld the best elements of traditional journalistic practice (ex ante authority procedures of fact
checking, multiple sourcing of data, peer review) with those of the new, networked journalism
(“wiki” type collaboration and expert consensus building, collective deliberation and dialogue,
‘deep’ presentation of content — e.g. hyperlinks to sources, corrections, and authorial biographies).
The threats are no less apparent — despite the growth of web based ‘new’ media it is ‘legacy’
media that provide media content — notably news and current affairs — of a range and authority
that still make Europe’s flagship media indispensible.

3.1.3 Social context

As a result of these economic factors, and of globalisation in general, there has been a
considerable change of ownership in the media from strategic to financial investors. In Western
Europe, many long-established, incumbent publishing dynasties with a genuine interest in
providing public value (even if often out of partisan political motivations) were forced to yield to
private equity and hedge funds. The new owners applied their typical management toolboxes to
media companies in a similar fashion as they would have to any other business, thus effectively
reducing journalistic content to a mere marketing factor even at outlets which previously were
known to be quality-conscious.

In Central and Eastern Europe, many ‘legacy’ media did not even reach maturity before they were
hit by these changes and/or taken over by international conglomerates or financial investors. Plus,
the independence and impartiality of public service broadcasting is very diverse within the entire
European Union. While some countries hold public television and radio at arm’s length from the
state, other governments exert different degrees of influence over ‘pubcasters’.

This is all leading to a major change in the appreciation of journalism as such, the self esteem of
active journalists, and career prospects in the sector. These developments affect even the biggest
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media organisations, albeit usually to a lesser extent than smaller, regional, or otherwise
precarious organisations. Somewhat incongruously, however, journalism schools continue to
witness ever-increasing interest in their programmes, leading them to train a growing number of
journalists.

The immediate consequence of these twin factors is that an increasing proportion of journalists
and journalism graduates find employment not at traditional media but in corporate
communications or press offices, where working conditions are better and salaries higher. Indeed,
demand for positions such as press officers is rising, as even smaller companies and NGOs
consider professional PR management indispensable for effective communication. Often those
taking up such positions are lost for journalism, because their move into corporate
communications results in a loss of credibility; ironically, their work increasingly shapes the
reporting of ostensibly independent media outlets, since pre-fabricated content (e.g. press
releases or media briefings) is much more cheaply obtained than genuine journalistic work and
usually delivers good production value.

To maintain living standards, those journalists who stay with traditional media are with growing
frequency forced to work on fixed-term contracts or as freelancers, to cover larger geographical
areas than was previously the norm, or to take on more technical duties including web
development, translation and media monitoring. Others simply face pressure to produce more, for
multiple platforms at low cost. Journalists must also take on a marketing role, assessing before
producing a story whether it is sellable to an audience and / or advertisers.

With a growing proportion of work outsourced to freelancers, newsrooms are emptying out or are
being converted into multimedia control centres. Foreign desks, if they are able to be maintained
at all, see ever less travel to cover topics in the field. Instead, journalists rely on desk research;
networks of foreign correspondents are being scaled back or shut down. Many freelancers do not
receive travel reimbursement even when on assignment. Moreover, some legacy media are now
adopting the operating methods of the blogosphere, where instead of actual remuneration, being
published tends to be seen as its own reward.

Overall, it can be said that the social situation of journalists as a group is becoming increasingly
precarious. The numbers of those in adequate permanent employment are shrinking, and low fees
earned by freelancers are rendering the job of a journalist unattractive for all but those at the
beginning of their careers. Few are able to make a living off journalism alone and are in turn
forced to take on additional employment.

In this context, stakeholder journalism continues to gain traction and thus presents yet another
challenge to conventional full-time journalists. This stakeholder journalism comes in many shapes,
ranging from commercial or interest-driven PR to genuine material submitted by deeply committed
experts on specific subject matter to citizen contributors. It finds an outlet primarily in, yet not
limited to, blogs.

What members of this disparate group of stakeholder journalists have in common is that
publishing is neither their main profession nor a substantial source of income. As more
conventional journalists begin to blog on the side, while legacy media begin to draw on
stakeholder or citizen sources, the boundaries are blurring to a significant extent.
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3.1.4 Problem analysis

Leading on from the political, economic and social situation outlined above, the main problems the
ERASMUS for journalists programme is intended to address can be summarised as follows: In the
view of the European institutions, there continues to be a relative lack of reporting on ‘European’
affairs (i.e. issues related to the EU and/or its Member States) in the media in the EU Member
States, which continues to focus primarily on topics that are of national (and/or regional / local)
interest. In addition, there are concerns regarding media pluralism in Europe, which may mean
that citizens’ ability to form opinions without being influenced by a dominant source is
compromised. The lack of a pan-European perspective in the media is confirmed by a recent
research paper, which found that:

“Empirically, we observe that citizens today can find more discussion of EU matters in
guality newspapers than 20 years ago following the increase of competencies of the
EU. Even in the quality press, however, people will not learn more about what is going
on in other European countries. Their opinions cannot be founded in listening more
closely to ideas and arguments from speakers from other European countries, as
mutual observation and exchange are not increasing. They are not much more likely to
read an explicitly European perspective in media.”*

The causes of these problems are likely to be manifold, and include cultural, economic, editorial
and other factors. In some cases, the focus of coverage on national issues and topics may well
correspond to the (explicit or implicit) preferences of the media’s target audiences. However, what
seems clear is that the current and likely future economic difficulties facing media in Europe, and
the resulting social situation of journalists, mean that the fledgling European media sphere is
under ever greater pressure. As media outlets are forced to cut budgets in general, the
opportunities for international travel are reduced drastically, with obvious negative impacts for the
guantity and quality of reporting on international (including European) affairs.

By funding exchanges or other forms of mobility, an ERASMUS for journalists programme could
contribute to reducing the pressure on media to allow its journalists to experience the situation in
other European countries directly, and thereby potentially halting or reversing the trend of
stagnating or even declining coverage of European affairs in the national, regional and local media
in Europe.

3.1.5 Other programmes

Already existing Commission programmes have been examined in order to assess whether there
are potential synergies that could be exploited when setting up a future ERASMUS for journalists
programme.

e Leonardo da Vinci: managed by DG EAC under its Lifelong Learning umbrella programme,
Leonardo was set up in 1995 to support participants in vocational education and training
by facilitating exchange at an enterprise or vocational education institution in another
Member State. Although this programme would potentially be open to journalists who are

20 "Segmented Europeanization. The Transnationalization of Public Spheres in Europe: Trends and
Patterns”, TranState Working Paper, Bremen, 2006.
http://www.bruegge.net/index.php?option=com_phocadownload&view=category&id=1:publikationen&downl
oad=18:segmeurop_transtatewp&ltemid=1
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in or have just finished their professional education, they do not form a specific target
audience and journalists in employment (the likely target group of any new programme)
would be ineligible.

Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs: managed by DG ENTR as a form of SME support, the
programme began its pilot phase in 2008 and facilitates placements for young
entrepreneurs with host entrepreneurs in another Member State. The aim is for the young
entrepreneur to build skills and make contacts that would be useful for the entrepreneur
when starting or building his/ her own business in the home Member State. There does not
appear to be any scope for this programme to involve journalists.

EJC seminars: the EJC holds a framework contract with DG COMM to organise seminars
for journalists, whereby groups of journalists from across the EU are invited to Brussels
and/or to other relevant locations within and beyond Europe to experience EU politics first-
hand. The seminar programme presents potential synergies for any new exchange
programme for journalists (inter alia since they seek to further participants’ understanding
of the EU, and represent a forum for journalists from different Member States to meet and
network). One could explore whether a new programme might include a seminar
component.

In addition to programmes run by or in co-operation with the Commission, a series of other
programmes for journalists were identified and considered in order to avoid risks of duplication
and uncover best practices that could be emulated.

International Journalism Exchange: run by the American Society of Newspaper Editors
bringing a small number of journalists from developing countries to the US for a one-month
period of training at host newspapers.

Asian fellowship programme: programme run by the EJC whereby a small number of
journalists from Japan and Korea are brought to Brussels for a period of three months in
order to learn about European policy and culture. During the fellowship participants attend
EU institution meetings, visit EU institutions and visit other European cities, while
continuing to contribute to their home publications. In addition, European journalists take
part in a shorter (two week) exchange in Japan or Korea during which they visit relevant
media outlets and institutions and attend seminars.

Nahaufnahme: one-to-one exchange for a small number of German and developing-
country journalists to spend one month at each others’ media outlets, with a view towards
supporting cultural exchange. During the exchange participants contribute to both their
home and host organisations.

German-Dutch journalists’ bursary: run by International Journalists’ Programmes (IJP), the
bursary gives up to eight Dutch and eight German journalists a year the opportunity for a
working visit in the other country. The delegates work for six to eight weeks in Dutch or
German newsrooms of their choice while also researching stories for their home
organisation.

Reuters Institute: programme at Oxford University accepting 25 mid-career journalists per
year to tackle subjects of their choice in greater depth than possible under normal deadline
pressure, lasting from three to nine months.
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¢ Programa Balboa: programme offering 20 Latin-American journalists per year the chance
to spend approximately six months in Madrid, Spain, where they work for a media outlet for
four days per week, and undergo academic training on the remaining day.

In addition to these programmes, an exchange between the U.S., Canada and Mexico was run
during the 1990s, giving print journalists the opportunity to spend ten weeks at a host newspaper
in one of the other countries, with the aim of increasing mutual news coverage and providing a
forum for cultural exchange.

For more information on some of the programmes listed above, please refer to annex Al. While
the programmes examined do present potential best practices, it is evident that no pan-European
programme for the exchange of journalists between different Member States currently exists.
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3.2 Programme objectives, activities and inputs

3.2.1 General and specific objectives

The European Parliament’s decision on the preparatory action for an “ERASMUS for journalists”
programme stated the following objectives:

Ensuring pluralism in Europe is one of the most important goals of EU media policies. An effective
way to enhance pluralism is to give journalists access to pluralism. This could be achieved by
financing exchanges of journalists between different countries and media within the European
Union. The goal is to enable journalists to gain a broader and more comprehensive understanding
of the European Union and its different media and cultures.

From this text, one can draw out two main aspects / goals for the programme:
e Ensure / enhance media pluralism in Europe;

¢ Enable journalists to gain a better understanding of the EU and its different media and
cultures.

Media pluralism (the first of these objectives) is the subject of the Commission’s 2007 staff
working paper,?* which clarifies that media pluralism is not only about plurality or concentration of
ownership. Instead, ensuring media pluralism “implies all measures that ensure citizens' access to
a variety of information sources, opinion, voices etc. in order to form their opinion without the
undue influence of one dominant opinion forming power.”

A better_understanding of the EU (the second objective stated above) could potentially be
interpreted to mean at least two related but conceptually different things. It could refer to the EU
as a supranational organisation, meaning primarily its institutions, policies, rules and procedures.
But “understanding of the EU” could also be taken to mean its Member States, their cultures,
societies, economies, politics etc. This second element is clearly also present in the EP’s text,
which makes explicit reference to the EU’s different “media and cultures”.

The documents drafted by the European Commission’s DG INFSO on the potential new
programme? reiterate the objectives listed above, but also spell out or expand on a number of
elements that are possibly implicit in the Parliament’s decision. An internal reflection paper
mentions a number of aspects that confirm the potential trans-national learning element of the
programme, stating that among its objectives would be to:

e Allow journalists to work for a limited time in editorial staffs in other EU countries;

e Allow journalists to discover the political, economic and social situation in other Member
States and to write about it;

o Allow journalists and readers to compare the situation across Europe — including the
situation with regard to freedom of the press.

' Media pluralism in the Member States of the European Union. SEC(2007) 32. URL:
http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/media_taskforce/doc/pluralism/media_pluralism_swp_en.pdf

2 DG INFSO Reflection paper on “ERASMUS for journalists”; Terms of Reference for the Feasibility study
for the pilot project “ERASMUS for journalists”
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The Terms of Reference for this study mention another element, namely that of enhancing
participants’ journalistic skills and knowledge (which is different from their understanding of the EU
and/or its Member States) through peer learning and exchange of experience. According to the
Terms of Reference, the programme should also:

e Foster peer learning of journalism in other Member States of the EU;

e Exchange experience with journalists of other nationalities who face similar obstacles and
challenges;

¢ Facilitate the search for potential partners for European collaboration;

e Provide the possibility to learn how to manage and address various issues of journalism
and media pluralism;

e Ensure that journalists improve their abilities in the domain of journalism.

There is one additional objective that is not explicitly stated in any of the above, but emerged as
an important objective of the proposed new programme during the study team’s conversations
with both the European Parliament and the European Commission. This is the objective of
fostering the emergence of a “European media sphere”, understood as a sphere where, although
the media will almost certainly continue to be primarily national, it increasingly covers and reports
on issues that concern more than one country, or even Europe as a whole. A stronger European
media sphere would favour the emergence of a genuinely European public sphere, i.e. a situation
where citizens increasingly consider and discuss societal issues and problems at the level of the
EU (rather than only their respective nation states).

Summing up and synthesising, one can thus identify five conceptually different key objectives of
the proposed new “ERASMUS for journalists” programme:

1. Contribute to media pluralism in Europe (i.e. ensure citizens' access to a variety of
information sources, opinions, voices etc.)

2. Further journalists’ understanding of the EU (i.e. its policies and institutions, and their
impact)

3. Further journalists’ understanding of other EU Member States (i.e. their cultures, societies,
economies, politics and media)

4. Enhance journalists’ professional skills and abilities (i.e. their knowledge and command of
journalistic tools and techniques, media management, etc.)

5. Contribute to the creation of a European media sphere (i.e. enhance the quantity and
quality of coverage of European issues and topics in the media in EU Member States)

The hierarchical order of these objectives appears fairly obvious: While the first and the fifth
objectives refer to desired ultimate outcomes, the other three objectives are about intermediate
results that should help to achieve these outcomes. Thus, the general and specific objectives of
the programme can be depicted as follows:
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3.2.2 Operational objectives / outputs

The European Parliament’s decision clearly specifies the foreseen outputs: the programme is to
finance “exchanges of journalists between different countries and media within the European
Union.” However, this text is less clear than it may appear at first, mainly because the term
“‘exchanges” can be used and understood in a number of different ways, which can lead to

ambiguities.

The word “exchange” implies an element of reciprocity. In the strictest sense, an exchange is the
act of giving something in return for something received. In the educational context, the concept of
an exchange student originally implied two students swapping their places at their respective
schools or universities for a certain period of time. Such a direct exchange is therefore a mutual
and simultaneous trade between two individuals, as illustrated in the diagram below.

Figure 3: The concept of “exchange”

Exchange in the strict sense

Organisation

1

Organisation

2

However, the term “exchange” has come to be used in different ways. Today, most student
exchange programmes are programmes in which a student, typically in secondary or higher
education