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1. Introduction

The level of democracy in each society is defined by the correspondence of the
democratic principles of functioning institutions. Among these institutions media has
its unique place as a guarantor for democracy. The necesary conditions for democratic
media to function are the accuracy of the published information, news actuality,
transparency and efficacy.

In the Republic of Armenia media functioning under independence period has its
peculiarities, conditioned by the hist orical fundamentals of formation and by the
determinants of the consuming audience.

According to the results of sociological surveys, today the main source of
information is TV for the majority of population in Armenia (83%), radio - for 12-15%,
press— for only 109%™

These indicators put quite serious questions towards the experts in regard to the
quantitative and moreover the qualitative aspects of media. This concerns the work
estimation of Armenian media.

Within the framewor k oitoringh“e p‘rMejde cat qausa |
joint efforts of the specialists of Zurich University of Applied Sciences (ZHW) 3, Media
Institute of Applied Sciences and Yerevan based Caucasus Media Institute a tool of
media monitoring and quantitative estimation of qu ality of reporting was developed,
which through detailed observation was firstly tested on print and then on broadcast
media in Armenia.

This report summarizes the results of the third phase, including data analysis of
radio and TV news monitoring on May -June 2006. The data were analyzed through
SPSS software.

The survey mythology, the detailed description of the tool and the criteria of the
guality estimation are depicted within the
media on second round of coding.

Results of the third phase were analyzed on the basis of the logic and structure of
the report on the second round of coding *
which affords an opportunity to carry out comparative analysis, comparing the results of
different phases of the survey>

181 801 CEIl OUAT h o&! Oi AT EAT O1 AEAOGU ET OOAT O& Oi AOGE
2 Monitorin g the Quality of Journalistic Reporting

3 Zurich University of Applied Sciences Winterthur ZHW

1+ #EOEOOI PE 3DOOE AT A ' OEAT +AAi h O10AITEOQOU 1T &£ ! 01 A
I £ AT AET C j/AOI AAO ¢nmnmuvqgqoh 7ET OAOOEOOR c¢nmneh
http://www.iam.zhwin.ch/download/finalreport_Armenia_I.pdf

5 We consider the comparability of two phases possible, although the monitored periods for two phases

were different: one week during hie second phase and two weeks during the third one were monitored.

5
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l't’s due of mentioning that data anal ysi
the specialists of the Caucasus Media Institute.



2. Sample

The selection of the information speurce
taking into consideration the principle of whether the channels are private or public; TV
channels and radio stations were chosen by divesity of angles they represent$ The
selection includes public TV and radio channels, as well as one TV and one priate radio
channel, which, according to experts, mostly provide the angles of opposition for the
society.

On May and June 2006 (29.05.06-7.07.06) the newscasts of the following
channels were monitored:

Table TVR -017 Monitored Radio and TV newscasts

Medium News program
TV H1 Hayl ur ,
Shant Horizon
Radio | Public Radio Radiolur
Liberty Lurer

On the whole 14 TV and 14 Radio newscasts, i.e. sunday analytical news
programs and daily newscasts have been monitored. The ratio of the daily monitored
news in each program is given in the below mentioned table 8

Table TVR -02 Number of monitored news on each channel according to
days

Dateedi”m H1 |Shant th\gl PR |Liberty F:sglo

10606 19| 10| 29| 24 26| 50
10706 16| o 18] 29 50| 79
20706 0 4 0 i : i
40606 71 18] 20 7 17| 24
40706 18] 8| 26| 27 33 60
70606 14 o 23] 24 26| 60
70706 23 of 32| =20 23] 53

6Itis considered that the standpoints of Public TV and Radio are more pgovernmental, compared

xEOE OEA DPOEOAOA AEATTAI O O3EAT 06 AT A O, EAAOOUOGS
7 Henceforth the tables referring to Rudio will be indicated with R, TV tables with TV, and the integral

ones- TVR.

8 All the news, except of sport ones were monitored in each newscast.
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100606 0 9 9 28 17 45
110606 6 0 6 - - -
130606 16 9 25 27 28 55
160606 21 10 31 32 30 62
190606 18 10 28 27 36 63
220606 20 8 28 0 20 20
250606 5 18 23 6 1 17
280606 18 12 30 32 26 58
290506 22 14 36 27 20 47
Total N 223 148 371} 330 363 693

H1= Armenian Public TV Channel; PR=Armenian Public Radio
Results are given by counts (N).




3. Facts and Remarks: Common indicators of TV
and Radio news

3.1 Techni cal aspects of TV and Radio news

A range of statistical data revealed in regard to news, make possible to examine
the overall technical picture of the programs (length, presence/absence of opener), to
compare and confront the differences of organizing technical aspects of different media.

3.1.1 Duration of TV and Radio news

The duration of TV and Radio news was measured by seconds. To measure the
proportion of relatively short, mid -length and long programs the data of radio and TV
news were grouped within different intervals taking into consideration their
peculiarities .

From the table TV-01 it is obvious, that 90 seconds news is mostly characteristic
to Armenian media. Short and mid -length news are balanced on Shant.

Short news are characteristic mostly to radio news, then 91 second news,
considered as long ones (Table R02).

Table TV -01 Percentage of different TV news lengths on each channel

Medium TV
Length in seconds H1 S total
Short (0 -90 seconds) 58.3% 35.8% | 49.3%
Medium (91 -180 seconds) 23.3% 35.8% | 28.3%
Long (181 and more seconds) 18.4% | 28.4% 22.4%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 223 148 371
Table R -02 Percentage of different Radio news lengths on each channel

Medium : Radio
Length in seconds PR Liberty total
Short (0O -30 seconds) 40.0% 36.6% 38.2%
Medium (31 -90 seconds) 23.0% 25.9% 24.5%
Long (91 and more seconds) 37.0% 37.5% 37.2%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 330 363 693

3.1.2 Openers

32.3% of TV news has openers, 27.1%Radio
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Table TVR1 Percentage of openers on each ch annel

Medium TV . Radio
Opener H1 | Shant total PR | Liberty total
Yes 36.8% | 25.7% | 32.3% | 32.4% 22.3% | 27.1%
Total N 330 363 693 330 363 693

Viewing the presence of opener by topics, it becomes obvious, that among all the

topics of TV and Radio news the highest percentage is for political news (TViotai -2 1 . 7 %

Radiowtal - 34.0%), then for the topics related to crime (TV total - 20.8, Radiottal 22.9%).
News about economy have 10.8% opener. And the smallest percentage of openers is for
science and religion. It is worth to mention, that during two -week monitoring the topic

“war * as an opener has not been remar ked
Table TVR2 Percentage of openers for each topic by channels
TV Radio
Topic Groups Opener Opener
Yes No Yes No

Science 0.8%| 0.8% .5% 1.2%
Culture 2.5%| 5.6%| 6.4% 4.4%
Religion 1.7% 3.2% 1.1% 0.2%
Sports 5.8%| 2.8%| 1.6% 2.8%
Other 2.5%| 6.8%| 1.6% 1.6%
High Politics 21.7%| 24.7%]| 34.0%( 24.2%
History 58%| 1.6%| 2.1% 2.0%
War 3.3%| 2.0%| 0.0% 8.3%
Foreign affairs 7.5%| 12.0%| 8.5%| 23.0%
Crime and events 20.8% | 12.7%| 22.9%| 15.4%
Social development issues 9.2%| 8.4%| 11.2% 6.7%
Economics 10.8%| 16.7%| 9.6% 8.7%
National security 7.5%| 2.8%| 0.5% 1.6%
Total % 100.0%|100.0% | 100.0%| 100.0%

3.1.3 Actual time context

Reference to different time dimensions is one of the most important criteria of
quality estimation 9 of reporting. The monitoring of Armenian media shows, that news

9 (o report the recent developments and events in time is one of the main features of news reporting.

10
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with no any time dimension is a usual case. The calculation of absence of time reference
is given in the Table TVR3. It makes dear, that the percentages of news with no
reference to time di mensions both on TV
an exception, in the case of which the percentage ofndefinable cases is the smallest (H1
— 27,2%, Shant- 16,7%, Public radio— 23,3%, Liberty — 24,1%):

an

Table TVR3 Percentage of undefinable time reference on each channel

Radio
total

Medium

H1 | Shant | TV total PR | Liberty

Indefinable 27.2%| 16.7% 23.2% | 23.3% 24.1% 23.7%

N 58 22 80 64 79 143

Mi ssed and “none” cases are excluded.

Results close to each other with these technical indicators, that is form of
provision and peculiarities, are observed on one hand between the public media-Public
TV and Public Radio, on the other hand between the private ones— Shant and Liberty.

Table TVR4 shows that all the types of media cover mainly the most recent
developments. During the monitored period, radio news covered different current
events more often: yesterday’ s events on r a

Table TVR4 Referencetot ime dimensions/the most recent developments

Radio

Medium
Timeliness

H1l

Shant

TV
total

PR

Liberty

total

Yesterday

66.5%

68.2%

67.2%

77.7%

71.9%

74.6%

last week

14.8%

11.8%

13.6%

12.8%

16.1%

14.6%

Last month

3.2%

2.7%

3.0%

4.3%

0.8%

2.4%

Less than last m onth

15.5%

17.3%

16.2%

5.2%

11.2%

8.5%

Total %

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

155

110

265

211

249

460

Total N

“ No n éndefinadle” and mi ssing cases are excluded.

3.1.4 Reference to former time (Time backwards) 10

We separated 6 main points, each of them showing the percentage of reference to
different time dimensions both in the past, and in the future for any monitored media.

However, the information should often be put into the context and greater time frames to make it more
meaningful and adding to orientation. Therefore the points of time in the articles and TV news were
AOOCEI ABAE®HI DE 3DPOOE Al Al OIOKIAE AT+ ARA AE 10 10AA ED))
second round of coding (Octoberg v Qo h 7ET OAOOEDOh ¢nmoh PC8p1

'''' i AEAO Al 01T A OAEAOAT AA O &I OiI A0 £
to historical dimensions. It can be consideras a contribution to comprehensiveness when there are
OAZEAOAT AAOG O1 AEEAZAZAOAT O bl ET Ode ClhirigbptoIpirkiandeGuidodkEel, D A (
O10AT EOU 1T &£ ' 01 AT EAT 2AAET AT A 46 1 AAEAG6H O2API OC
Winterthur, 2006, page 15

il AdA

11
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The below mentioned table shows, that all the five points of time were referred to at
once only by Liberty in very rare cases. But generally there were no time dimensions at
all both on TV and on radio (TVwta=51,8%, Radiaoa=54,9%), and in the case of
reference there was only one point of time mentioned (T Viota =34%, RadioOtotal=26,6%).

Table TVR5 Reference to diff erent time dimensions

Medium :

Time H1 Shant v PR Liberty Radio
total total

References
0 time points 54.7% | 47.3%| 51.8%| 56.1%| 53.9% | 54.9%
1 time points 33.2% | 35.1%| 34.0% | 28.8% 24.6% | 26.6%
2 time points 9.0% | 12.2%| 10.2%| 11.5%| 12.7%| 12.1%
3 time points 2.2% 4.7% 3.2% 3.0% 7.5% 5.3%
4 time points 0.9% 0.7% 0.8% 0.6% 1.1%| 0.9%
5 time points 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.1%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 223 148 371 330 362 692
A nindefinable” radi o case is excluded.

3.1.5 Future points of time

Another characteristic feature of journalism reporting is the presence of forward -
looking statement!l Almost half of all the programs refer to the possible developments
of the events in the future (Table TVR6).

Table TVR -6 Referenc e to future

Medium
TV : Radio

References Hi ST total PR Hlz=y total
To future points
Yes 56.1%| 50.7% | 53.9%| 41.5% 41.0%| 41.3%
No 43.9% | 49.3% | 46.1%| 58.5% 59.0% | 58.7%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 223 148 371 330 363 693
3.2 Topics

Topics too were analyzed during this monitoring. There were 35 possible topics
chosen. The coders selected the topic according to the given news. Afterwards some
topics were grouped within bigger topic groups for further analysis.

11 Does the article make any statement about the meaning of the issue/problem in the

AOA8Qq #EOEOOI PE 3DPOOE AT A ' OEAT +AAI N
1T OARIO A nGiv@ick 174&1 DIAODIED Ojh/ A Grinkp
12

future’?(conseguen_cesﬁ
i AREA6h O2ADPI 00
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Both TV and r adi o refer mo s tHigy politic s (T\Vhoe=23{7% pandc “
Radiowta=26,8%), whereas such topics like culture and science rarely deserve the
reporters attention.

Comparison

Comparing the data of “Quality of Armenian Radio and TV media: Report on
second round oJwithctlwoskiofrthgs phageQitdstoticeable, that the results
of the topics on broadcast are almost the same, if especially taking into consideration
the peculiarities of current events of each phase and their influences and eflection on
the broadcast.

This time too, like in the previous phases of monitoring3t he t opi cs “ Mi
(TViota - 0% and Radiooa — 0, 4 %) and " Regional i ntegr a
(TViota — 1,9% and Radiaotal -1,2%) deserved less attention ofthe journalists. Moreover,
during the two weeks of monitoring there w
where it is a very acute problem for Armenia and deserves consideration. This time like
in the previous case, the social topics (education, healh, environment, social problems,
media) were referred to the utmost of 10%.

Here the proposed thesis!4, that the local reporters tend to tell the society about the
events easy to acquire, seems to be grounded. The results of the regularly conducted
monitor ing for about two years allow also to argue that the broadcast is occupied
mostly by the topics on politics and crime, already acute, up -to-date and more often
discussed in Armenian reality, Those make the biggest part of the information and
time extension of news.

Comparing the allocation of TV and Radio topics it is noticeable that although the
percentage of broadcasting of different topics is mainly the same (Table TVRS8), anyway
there is certain regularity depending on the type of media and on the topics. Radio
refers to the topics Crime and Events and Politics more often. In the following table the
sign (+) indicates the media, which covers a particular topic by greater percentage.

Table TVR7 - Topic preferences on radio and on TV

Medium TV | Radio
Topic grou ps
High Politics +
History +
National security +
War +

124 AAT A | p pHIE OEQ@&d pE BPHOOE AT A ' OEAT +AAl h O10A1 EO
O2APT OO 11 OAATTA OiOITA T &£ AT AETC j/1AOT AAO ¢mnnuqe
13 1bid, page 16, (the results of May 2005 monitoring are also emtioned)
14 1bid, page 16

13
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Foreign affairs +
Crime and events +
Social development issues +
Economics +
Culture+Science +
Religion +
Sports +
Other +

Table TVR8 Topics of Armenian media

14
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Top ics TVtotal 7 In% |Radiototal 7 In%
Groups |of news of news
High politics |23.7% 26.8%
Karabakh 5.7% 6.3%
Constitutional reform 0.3% 0.9%
Political Reform 4.9% 1.3%
Elections 1.1% 3.0%
Regional integration South Caucasus 1.9% 1.2%
International in tegration of Armenia 1.3% 1.3%
Migration, refugees 0.0% 0.4%
Pure politics 8.6% 12.4%
History (3.0% 2.0%
Armenian genocide 0.5% 1.3%
Other history 2.4% 0.7%
National security 4.3% 1.3%
National security 4.3% 1.3%
War [2.4% 6.1%
War 2.4% 5.1%
Civil war 0.0% 1.0%
Foreign affairs |10.5% 19.0%
Conflict resolution, peace talks 3.0% 7.6%
Pure foreign affairs 7.5% 11.4%
Crime + Events [15.4% 17.5%
Riots/demonstrations etc. 1.1% 1.7%
Ordinary crime 6.2% 6.9%
Legal cases 0.8% 2.7%
Corruption / Organize d crime 0.8% 2.2%
Miscellaneous events 6.5% 3.9%
Social development issues 8.6% 7.9%
Education 0.8% 1.0%
Health 1.3% 0.9%
Environment 2.4% 1.4%
Media 0.8% 0.4%
Social problems 3.2% 4.2%

15
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Topics TVtotal 7 In% |Radiototal 7 In%
Groups |of news of news

Economics [14.8% 8.9%

Infrastructure 5.4% 2.6%

Industry, business, companies 3.2% 3.0%

Finances 3.5% 2.3%

Agriculture 2.2% 0.1%

Rest of economics 0.5% 0.9%
Culture + Science |5.4% 5.9%

Culture 4.6% 4.9%

Science 0.8% 1.0%
Religion |2.7% 0.4%

Religion 2.7% 4%
Sports |3.8% 2.5%

Sports 3.8% 2.5%
Other (5.4% 1.6%

Total % 100.0% 100.0%

Total N 371 news 693 news

3.2.1 Reference and orientation of Radio and TV channels
It is interesting also to compare radio and TV news by their topic preference.

High Politics

The two TV channels devote their broadcasts to the coverage of Politics almost by
the same percentage (H123,8% and Shant23,6%). References to political news on
Public Radio and Radio Liberty are a bit more (25,8% and 26,8%. In spite of the little
difference (to 3%), radio news is more politicized than TV news.

Crime and events

The next more frequently discussed topics crime and events also are more often
covered by Radio (Public-17,3%, Liberty-17,6%).Public TV has the smallest percent d
reference to crime and events-14.8%. This topic on Shant forms 16.2% of the whole.

Social development issues

Social development issues are relatively less covered by Radio Liberty7,4%. This
topis is referred to by 8,5% both by Public TV and Public radio. Shant's reference is
8,8% .

Culture and Science

16
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The monitored media cover culture almost equally - by 4%-5% frequency. During
two-week monitoring the news program “Hori zoa
science at least once. This topic was relatiely often covered on Public Radio and Public
TV-1.2% and 1.3%.

It is remarkable, that the topics differ depending on the type of media: the selection of
TV and Radio topics is not correlated to the Public and private status of the media.

Table TVR9 Percen tage of different topic groups on each channel

Topic groups edum H1 | Shant t(:;ZI PR |Liberty IT?S;IO
Science 1.3%| 0.0%| 0.8% 1.2%| 0.8%| 1.0%
Culture 4.9%| 4.1%| 4.6%| 5.5% 4.4%| 4.9%
Religion 2.2%| 3.4%| 2.7% 9% 0.0%| 0.4%
Sports 5.4%( 1.4%| 3.8% 2.1% 2.8%| 2.5%
Other 2.2%| 10.1% 5.4%| 0.9% 2.2%| 1.6%
High Politics 23.8%| 23.6%| 23.7%| 25.8%| 27.8%| 26.8%
History 4.9%| 0.0%( 3.0%| 2.4% 1.7% 2.0%
War 4.0%| 0.0%| 2.4%| 7.0% 5.2%| 6.1%
Foreign affairs 9.0%| 12.8%| 10.5%| 17.3% 20.7%| 19.0%
Crime and events 14.8%| 16.2%| 154%| 17.3% 17.6% 17.5%
Social development issues 8.5%| 8.8%| 8.6%| 8.5% 7.4%| 7.9%
Economics 14.3%| 15.5% 14.8%| 10.3% 7.7%| 8.9%
National security 4.5%| 4.1%| 4.3%| 0.9% 1.7% 1.3%
Total % 100.0%/100.0%{100.0% | 100.0%| 100.0%|100.0%
Total N 223 148 371 330 363 693

N = absolute number of news for each channel

3.3 Geographical reference

With the help of the next points the geographical expansion of the news was
investigated

3.3.1 Domestic/foreign orientation

The table TVR10 shows, that almost half of the news, hat is 44% on TV and
35.4% on Radio cover topicsrelated to Armenia only. 31.4% of TV news and 19.5% of
Radio news cover topics related to Armenia and/or foreign country. The overall
percentage amount of TV news somehow referring to Nagorno Karabakh is 5.7%

17
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(0.3%+0%+1.6%+3.8%), and of Radio news- 11.3% (1.6%+1%+1.7%+7%): Hence Radio

turns to Karabakh twice more often.

Table TVR10 Geographical reference by each channel

Geographical orientation edum H1 | Shant t(;I;ZI PR |Liberty nglo

Armeniaonl 'y 41.2%| 49.3%| 44.4%| 35.9%| 34.9%| 35.4%
Karabakh only 0.5%| 0.0%| 0.3% 1.8% 1.4%| 1.6%
Armenia and Karabakh 0.0%| 0.0%| 0.0%(| 0.9% 1.1% 1.0%
Armenia and foreign country 30.3%| 33.1%| 31.4%| 22.1%| 17.2% 19.5%
Karabakh and foreign country 1.4%| 2.0%| 1.6%| 2.8% 0.8% 17%
Armenia, Karabakh and foreign country 5.0%| 2.0%| 3.8%| 8.6% 5.5%| 7.0%
Foreign country only 20.4%| 13.5%| 17.6%| 27.3%| 37.7%| 32.8%
No geographical reference 1.4%| 0.0%| 0.8%]| 0.6% 1.4%( 1.0%
Total % 100.0%|100.0%{100.0% |100.0%| 100.0%|100.0%
Total N 221 148 369 326 361 687

Missed cases are excluded.

3.3.2 According to topic groups

Viewing the geographical orientations marked by the points Armenia only and

Foreign country only

according to the topics, it becomes obvious, that during

monitoring period there are no topics about High Politics at all within TV news, and

form 7.6% in

and

t hey
Radi o

Radi o
TV medi a” ,

news.
“Report

| f
on

i n t

second

he

Crime and events at 70% - 50% referred mainly to a Foreign country , then in the case of
TV and radio this topic prevails within the news referring to Armenia only (TViotai=
53,6% - Armenia only and 21,4%- Foreign country only , Radiowta=39,2% - Armenia

only, 36,7%- Foreign countr y only):

Topics related to Armenia only are also dominant within Social development
issues but this time the difference is more significant (see tableTVR11). The same is for

the topics on Economics.

Cca
rou

Table TVR11 Geographical references by topics and by ch annels
Topics Geggraph - H1 | Shant v PR | Liberty bl
orientation total total
Hiah Politics Armenia only 34.0% | 51.4%|40.9% | 44.7% | 49.0% | 47.0%
d Foreign country only 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 4.7% 10.0% | 7.6%
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Total N 53 35 88 85 100 185

) Armenia o nly 43.8% | 66.7% | 53.6% | 44.6% 34.4% | 39.2%
(ez\;gfsa”d Foreign country only | 25.0% | 16.7%| 21.4%)| 23.2% | 48.4% | 36.7%
Total N 32 24 56 56 64 120

Social Armenia only 78.9% | 84.6% | 81.3%| 57.7% 73.1%)| 65.4%
development Foreign country only 53%| 0.0% | 3.1%]| 26.9% 11.5%| 19.2%
issues Total N 19 13 32 26 26 52
Armenia only 67.7% | 65.2% | 66.7% | 63.6% | 42.9% | 54.1%

Economics Foreign country only 19.4%| 13.0% | 16.7%| 18.2% 21.4%| 19.7%
Total N 31 23 54 33 28 61

3.3.3 Regions in Armenia

The results of the second phasé> show, that TV news about the capital are more
of the news about the regions by 5,1%. For this phase the difference is 1,8% for TV and
9,9% for Radio: the news about Yerevan are again dominant. Viewing this issue more
detailed for each channel separately, then it is notalde, that only in the case of Shant the
news about Yerevan are less than those about marzes (Yerevatl,0%, marzesl5,1%).

Yet it doesn’t mean that Shant has regiona
by the channel s r el-8hrak@mdsthe tragitiom of Icovering the ma t
problems in this marz. With great di fferen
Liberty (Yerevan-21,3% and marzes 5,9%).
Table TVR12 Regional expansion/Armenia -marzes distribution
Percentage of news with different geographical references in Armenia
Medium .
HL | shant | 'V PR |Liberty | R2diO
: . - total total

Regions in Armenia
Yerevan 20.2% | 11.0%| 16.2%| 13.9% 21.3%| 17.8%
Marzes 13.8%| 15.1%| 14.4% 9.8% 5.9% 7.8%
Armenia whole 66.0% | 74.0% | 69.5%| 76.2% 72.8% | 74.4%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 94 73 167 122 136 258
Cases with “not only Armenia” are excluded.

3.3.4 What foreign countries?

According to the results of 2005 October Monitoring, among TV news about
different foreign countries the highest percentage had the news about Europe, then-
South Caucasus and USAS. In 2006 monitoring on both Radio and TV topics about
South Caucasus prevail mainly (TVia = 26,6%, Radiow.=25,9%). The second place is

15 |bid, page 21
16 |bid, page 21
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taken by Russia (TVew=17,1%, Radi@w=13,6%). Then news referring to Europe has high
percentage on all channels with the exception of Shant, which refers to Turkey as often
as to Russia (21.6%). It is due of mentioning that Shant is distinguished by its special
references devoted to Turkish news.

This time the USA has very law percentage and occupies the last places on the list
among all the other countries.

Table TVR13. Foreign countries on each channel

pedum H1 | Shant v PR [Liberty Radio
Foreign countries total total
Southern Caucas us 19.2%| 39.2%| 26.6%]| 30.1%| 21.9%| 25.9%
Turkey 8.8%| 21.6%| 13.6%| 4.3% 5.5%| 4.9%
Iran 4.8%| 1.4%| 3.5%| 5.7% 8.2%| 7.0%
Russia 14.4%| 21.6%| 17.1%| 13.4%| 13.7% 13.6%
CIS 7.2%| 4.1%| 6.0%| 3.8% 9.1%| 6.5%
Europe 16.0%| 4.1%| 11.6%| 13.4%| 11.9% 12.6%
USA 8.8%| 5.4%| 7.5%| 8.1%| 10.5%| 9.3%
Rest of world 20.8%| 2.7%| 14.1%| 21.1% 19.2%| 20.1%
Total % 100.0%/100.0%|100.0% [100.0% | 100.0% [100.0%
Total N 125 74 199 209 219 428
Cases with “Armenia only” are excluded.

3.4 Actors

3.4.1 Who are the actors?

Who are the main actors on broadcast? Are they representatives of mostly
political or elite sphere, or the society and its separate groups?Table TVR14 shows that
TV and radio broadcasts cover international actors more often; 26,6% and 31,1%
correspondingly1”. Then with not great difference the political actors take the second
place, 20, 8% on TV and 21, 9% on radio broadcasts.

In comparison with the previous 2005 monitoring results actors of civil society
and general public though with not great difference are presented more often on TV (in
2006 civil society- 2, 4%, general public -11, 9%;in 2005 civil society - 1, 9%, general
Public -9, 8%). The percentage balance of these two actors on radio is the followingcivil

17 Compared with the results of the second phase actor groups are presented by the same turn. See ibid,
page 22, table A17.
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society- 2, 4% and general public -8, 7%. In the case ofseparate (non-grouped) actors
the highest percentages have:

1.
2.
3.

foreign political bodies — 18,9% (TViotal) and 24,6% (Radiootal)
central authorities — 10,5% (TViotar) and 8,3% (Radiototal)
person from general public — 10,3 % (TMotal) and 7,9% (RadiQotal)

In fact according to just the quantitative indicators the society takes the third
place as an actor in Armenian media and doesn't almost give place to local
administration taking the second place.

Table TVR14 The main actors by radio and by TV channels

Actors TV % of all actors Radio % of all actors
H1 Shant TV PR Liberty Radio
Groups total total
Political actors 20.8% 20.7% 20.8% 24.1% 20.0% 21.9%
President of Armenia 3.4% 3.5% 3.4% 2.5% 3.0% 2.8%
Central Authorities 11.9% 8.2% 10.5% 9.1% 7.5% 8.3%
Parlia ment 3.9% 6.9% 5.1% 5.1% 2.8% 3.9%
Political party 1.5% 2.1% 1.8% 7.4% 6.6% 7.0%
Local Administration 10.8% 7.4% 9.5% 8.9% 9.9% 9.5%
Local administrations 2.0% 2.7% 2.3% 3.0% 1.5% 2.2%
Judiciary 2.9% 0.3% 1.9% 1.6% 3.2% 2.4%
Police 2.0% 2.1% 2.1% 0.9% 2.3% 1.6%
Military 3.8% 2.4% 3.2% 3.4% 3.0% 3.2%
Economic actors 5.8% 3.2% 4.8% 5.1% 5.3% 5.2%
i 0,
FIi;lé’rpelgreneurs, business 1.5% 0.3% 1.0% 2.0% 2 5% 220
L”;g;?:“ona' business 4.1% 2.7% 3.5% 1.4% 2.1% 1.8%
Employees 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 1.7% 0.7% 1.2%
Civil society |1.7% 3.5% 2.4% 4.1% 1.0% 2.4%

Civil soc. org., national NGO 0.7% 2.1% 1.2% 3.0% 0.6% 1.7%
ﬁgllosoc. org., international 1.0% 1.3% 11% 1.1% 0.5% 7%
International actors 26.3% 27.1% 26.6% 29.7% 35.9% 33.1%
'o”rt:;ni'zg;}’:r:”me”ta' 5.5% 4.5% 5.1% 5.4% 7.9% 6.7%
oreign political bodies 1Y% 7% .9% .0% .8% .6%
Forei litical bodi 17.7% 20.7% 18.9% 22.0% 26.8% 24.6%
Foreign country as an actor 3.1% 1.9% 2.6% 2.4% 1.2% 1.8%

Professionals 13.5% 19.9% 16.0% 16.6% 14.0% 15.2%
Culture 5.8% 6.4% 6.0% 4.2% 5.4% 4.9%
Churches, religious leaders 1.0% 2.7% 1.7% 1.2% 0.2% 0.7%
Media 1.7%) 3.7% 2.5% 6.1% 4.8% 5.4%
Science/education 4.9% 7.2% 5.8% 5.1% 3.5% 4.2%
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Diaspora |1.0% 0.8% 0.9% 1.3% 0.2% 0.7%

Diaspora 1.0% 0.8% 0.9% 1.3% 0.2% 0.7%
General Public  [11.4% 12.5% 11.9% 7.5% 9.8% 8.7%

Person from general public 9.6% 11.4% 10.3% 7.1% 8.7% 7.9%

Armenia as a nation 1.9% 1.1% 1.6% 0.4% 1.1% 0.8%
Author |0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1%

Author 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1%
Other [8.7% 4.8% 7.2% 2.4% 3.8% 3.2%

Other 8.7% 4.8% 7.2% 2.4% 3.8% 3.2%
Total % 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Total N =responses 586 376 962 760 888 1648

3.4.2 Number of actors

Number of actors in its turn is a specific indicator to estimate the quality of the
media.l® Basing on the quantitative indic ators of the data three main groups were
separated (see Table TVR15). TV is more inclusive, as it excels radio broadcast in 6 and
more actors' by 41,7%. Possibly different actors at the lowest percent are presented on
Public Radio — 7,9% and on radio station Liberty — 9, 6%. Shant and Public TV include 6
and more actors in different news by 54, 7% and 46, 2% correspondingly.

Table TVR15 Number of TV and Radio actors according to channels;
calculated in mid  -length news 19

Medium .
H1 |shant | 'V PR | Liberty | R2dio
total total
Actors number
up to 3 actors 15.4%| 13.2%| 14.3%| 65.8% 69.1%| 67.6%
4-5 actors 385% | 32.1%| 35.2%| 26.3% 21.3%| 23.5%
6 and more actors 46.2% | 54.7% | 50.5% 7.9% 9.6% 8.8%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 52 53 105 76 94 170

Number of actors according to topics

Examining number of actors in different topics, we can see that both Radio and

TV present mostly news with about three actors' participation in high politics . Radio
station Liberty introduces the greatest percentage (39, 6%) with 6 and more actors, and
Public Radio presents the least actors within the framework of this topic (20, 0%).

18) AEAh DPACA c¢co j O COAAOAO 1 Oi Afdkthe stories b BeOrio® O AT O £
Al T POAEAT OEOAG6Q

191t should be noted that "midlength" intervals for both radio and TV are different, 3190 seconds and

91-180 seconds correspondingly.
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Comparing the difference between the public and the private TV channels and
radio stations, it is notable that indicators of 6 and m ore actors are higher on private
channels than on public ones.

In the case of foreign affairs there are 6 and more actors mostly on Public TV
(35, 0%) and the least- on radio station Liberty (10, 7%).

Public TV and Radio Liberty are close to each other wth the indicators in the case
of crime and events, by 24,2% and 28,1% correspondingly. In comparison with Public
TV and Liberty, Shant (58,3%) and Public Radio (37,5%) have higher percentages in the
case of this topic.

TV news on social development issueswith 6 and more actors is by 15, 7% more
from those on radio, and vice verse, radio newson economics with 6 and more actors
has, though slightly but higher percent (by 1, 5%).

These results show that there is no difference in number selection of the actors between
public and private media.

Table TVR17. Number of actors in different topics

Topics Actors number H1 | Shant v PR | Liberty Radio
total total
up to 3 actors 39.6% | 48.6% | 43.2% | 65.9% 41.6%| 52.7%
High 4-5 actors 26.4% | 14.3%| 21.6%| 14.1%| 188% | 16.7%
Politics 6 and more actors | 34.0% | 37.1%| 35.2% | 20.0% 39.6% | 30.6%
Total N 53 35 88 85 101 186
up to 3 actors 45.0% | 21.1%| 33.3% | 71.9%| 77.3%| 75.0%
Foreign 4-5 actors 20.0% | 47.4% | 33.3% | 19.3%| 12.0%| 15.2%
affairs 6 and more actors | 35.0% | 31.6%| 33.3% | 8.8% 10.7%| 9.8%
Total N 20 19 39 57 75 132
up to 3 actors 60.6% | 20.8% | 43.9% | 61.4%| 46.9% | 53.7%
Crime and 4-5 actors 15.2%| 20.8% | 17.5%| 10.5% 15.6%| 13.2%
events 6 and more actors | 24.2% | 58.3% | 38.6% | 28.1% 37.5%| 33.1%
Total N 33 24 57 57 64 121
Social up to 3 actors 42.1%| 46.2% | 43.8% | 46.4% 55.6% | 50.9%
] G 4-5 actors 26.3% | 7.7%)| 18.8% | 35.7% 18.5%| 27.3%
Nt iSSues 6 and more actors | 31.6%| 46.2% | 37.5%| 17.9%| 25.9% | 21.8%
Total N 19 13 32 28 27 55
up to 3 actors 50.0% | 34.8% | 43.6% | 64.7% | 46.4% | 56.5%
Economics 4-5 actors 21.9%| 34.8% | 27.3% | 8.8% 17.9%| 12.9%
6 and more actors | 28.1% | 30.4% | 29.1%| 26.5% 35.7%| 30.6%
Total N 9 7 16 34 28 62
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3.4.3 Political affiliation T not balanced

Results of the preferred actor?0 by this or that station show that on all the
channels almost by the same percentage dominate those actors whose political
affiliation is not relevant 2. Table TVR18 introduces also that among coalition and
opposition actors, the first, though with not big difference, predominates over the last
(H1 — 4, 4%, Shant — 5, 0%, Public Radio — 6, 6%, Liberty - 5, 1%). The slightest
presentation difference between these two groups is on Public Radio - 1, 1%.
Independent actors too are greatly introduced by each channel.

TV involves independent actors more by 2, 3%. Public media in its turn covers
independent actors more often as compared with the private ones, though this
difference is not considerable. Such picture is explainable in Armenian reality, taking
into consideration also the topics being covered, because many of the weighty political
figures related to those topics, for example, the present president and the Minister of
Foreign Affairs of Armenia Vardan Oskanyan are Aii nd e p e rhave ma party
affiliation. The data reveal also that other parties’ involvement within broadcast is

minor.

Table TVR18 Political/Party Affiliation -1
TV Radio
Political affiliation : [
" et H1 Shant v PR Liberty Radio
total total
Coalition 4.4% 5.0% 4.7% 6.6% 5.1%| 5.8%
Opposition 1.0% 2.1% 1.5% 4.5% 2.7% 3.5%
Other parties 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 1.2% 2.0% 1.6%
Independent 12.1% 7.7%| 10.4% 9.9% 6.5% 8.1%
Party affiliation in 63.6% | 58.4%| 61.5%| 62.1%| 64.7%| 63.5%
Armenia not relevant
Unknown 18.6%| 26.8% | 21.8%| 15.8% 18.9%| 17.5%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 585 377 962 760 887 1647
Excluding all ‘“not relevant’ and ‘“unkno
following:
Table TVR19 Political/Party Affiliation -2
Medium :
Political H1 Shant v PR Liberty Radio
e total total
affiliation

ODAAEAEA AAOI PO

AZEEEI]T E A OE la$ asdesged ek wiethed T OO
xAOA DOAEAOOAABGS

E

21 This refers to all actors from foreign countries and in mixed groups of Armenians when affiliationis
1T O OAI AGAT O AgAl OAET ¢ O1 1O OAI AGAT 66 AT A OOTETT »
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Coalition 27.1%| 37.9% | 30.7% | 29.8% 31.0%| 30.4%
Opposition 3.4% | 10.3% 57%| 20.2% 16.6% | 18.5%
Other parties 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.4% 12.4% 8.6%
Independent 69.5% | 51.7%| 63.6% | 44.6% | 40.0% | 42.5%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 59 29 88 168 145 313

The picture is quite interesting if taking into consideration our first thesis that

the private i nformation sources rather thail
message. Data of this table show clearly t
opposition figures, then the private channel Shant too, which by the way has a
reputation for more objective news station among the society, covers the opposition four

times less in its news broadcast (malition -37,9 %, opposition — 10,3%). If Public Radio

and Padio Liberty cover coalition figures almost evenly (PR- 29,8%, Liberty — 31%),

then though surprising it may seem, Public Radio covers the opposition figures more

often in its news (20,2%), by the greatest percent among all the channels included
through the survey.

The following fact deserves attention too; though TV and radio cover coalition
almost in balance (30,7% and 30,4% correspondingly), from the point of view of
opposition coverage, radio excels TV channels for several times (5,7% and 18,5%
correspondingly), yet it has been already noted that the main percent form news on
Public Radio.

3.5 Sources

3.5.1 Source numbers

One of the most important demands to the professionalism of the journalist is to
use different sources while writing a story. 22

The results of two-week monitoring of the Armenian media show that radio
channels use mostly one source in their news (H1- 35, 0%, Shant— 25,7%, Public Radio
— 45, 5%, Liberty - 33, 6%).

Cases with no source mentioned meet on public channels rather than onprivate
ones. Whereas news stations Shant and Liberty use 5 and more sources in their news
(16, 2% and 16, 5%).

Table TVR20 Source numbers in Armenian media

Diversity of sources by channels

2y AEA PACA cu | Oy bf difeferk sodrce&i& dqp&of tAen@iA @ddirements to

journalists, ensuring veracity, pluralism and comprehensive information. Thus the number of sources is

00PbPT OAA OI AA Al EI i OOAT O ET AEAAOI O A O EEGE N
25



Quality of Armenian TV and Radio media

. 0 1 2 3-4 5 or more Total
Medium
sources source | sources sources source s %

TV H1 17.0%| 35.0% 18.4% 18.8% 10.8% | 100.0%
Shant 14.2% 25.7% 16.9% 27.0% 16.2%| 100.0%
TV total 15.9% 31.3% 17.8% 22.1% 12.9%| 100.0%
Total N 59 116 66 82 48 371
Rad PR 13.9%| 45.5% 19.7% 12.7% 8.2% | 100.0%
io Liberty 10.5%| 33.6% 19.6% 19.8% 16.5%/| 100.0%
Radio total 12.1%| 39.2% 19.6% 16.5% 12.6%| 100.0%
Total N 84 272 136 114 87 693

Viewing source numbers by topics we see that only 12 sources are mentioned in
high politics. With its 5 and more sources predominates Radio Liberty (H1-9,4%, Shant
— 5, 7%, Public Radio— 8, 0% and Liberty- 21, 8%).

TV news onhigh politics with no source mentioned are more often, than those on
radio channels (10, 2% and 4, 8%).

0 source percentage of TV news orcrime and events are again more than it is on
radio.

Contrary to this there are few TV news on social and economic topics with O
source and many news including 3, 4, 5, even more sources (except Tdonomics/ 5 or more sources)-

So it can be concluded that TV channels are more thorough, conscientious ad
adequate in preparing mainly political and criminal news (which by the way have the
greatest part on TV broadcast, and probably the journalists consider them more
important than the others), whereas radio stations do the same in the case of sociat
economic topics

Table TVR21 Source numbers according to topics

: Sourceb TV . Radio
Topics number H1 Shant total PR Liberty total

0 sources 75% | 14.3%| 10.2%| 5.9% 4.0% 4.8%

1 source 34.0% | 25.7%| 30.7% | 47.1%| 30.7% | 38.2%

High Politics 2 sources 32.1%| 28.6% | 30.7% | 22.4% 20.8% 21.5%
3-4 sources 17.0%| 25.7% | 20.5% | 16.5% 22.8% 19.9%

5 or more sources 9.4% 57%| 8.0% | 8.2% 21.8% 15.6%

Total N 53 35 88 85 101 186

0 sources 15.0%| 5.3% | 10.3%| 17.5% 17.3% 17.4%

1 source 40.0% | 36.8% | 38.5% | 45.6% 50.7% | 48.5%

Foreign affairs 2 sources 10.0% | 15.8%| 12.8% | 28.1% 13.3% 19.7%
3-4 sources 30.0% | 31.6%| 30.8% | 7.0% 12.0% 9.8%

5 or more sources 5.0% | 10.5% 7.7%| 1.8% 6.7% 4.5%

Total N 20 19 39 57 75 132

Crime and 0 sources 37.5%| 4.3%| 23.6% | 10.5% 15.6% 13.2%
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events 1 source 31.3%| 13.0% | 23.6% | 50.9% 26.6% | 38.0%
2 sources 9.4% 8.7% 9.1%| 14.0% 18.8% 16.5%
3-4 sources 12.1%| 33.3% | 21.1%| 10.5% 17.2%| 14.0%
5 or more sources 9.1%| 37.5%| 21.1%| 14.0% 21.9%| 18.2%
Total N 33 24 57 57 64 121
0 sources .0% | 15.4% 6.3% | 10.7% .0% 5.5%
Social 1 source 52.6% | 30.8% | 43.8% | 42.9% 33.3% | 38.2%
e 2 sources 10.5% 7.7% | 9.4% | 25.0% 33.3% 29.1%
issues 3-4 sources 10.5% | 15.4%| 12.5%| 17.9% 11.1% 14.5%
5 or more sources | 26.3% | 30.8% | 28.1%| 3.6% 22.2% 12.7%
Total N 19 13 32 28 27 55
0 sources 12.5%| 8.7%| 10.9%| 11.8% 3.6% 8.1%
1 source 31.3%| 34.8% | 32.7% | 52.9% 25.0% | 40.3%
Eco nomics 2 sources 21.9% | 26.1%| 23.6% | 8.8% 28.6% 17.7%
3-4 sources 25.0% | 21.7%| 23.6% | 11.8%| 28.6% 19.4%
5 or more sources 9.4% 8.7% 9.1%| 14.7% 14.3% 14.5%
Total N 32 23 55 34 28 62

3.5.2. Transparency of sources

It is very important to have an obviously transparent source from the point of

view of the affect on the society, as well

As a result it can be noted that the majority of the sources are transparent in TV
and in radio news (TV.w=89, 8%, Radio..=80, 6%). Shant works more transparently
(92, 1%), and Public Radio is the most nontransparent (22, 6%). In respect of source
mentioning Shant and Liberty as compared with public TV and radio work more
transparently. High indicators of transparency were registered as a result of the second
phase of monitoring both on TV and in print media 24.

Secret, confidential sources were mentioned only by radio stations (Public Radio
— 0, 8%, Liberty — 0, 2%).

Table TVR22 Source transparency in the media

Medium .
Transparen H1 Shant v PR Liberty Radio
total total
Of Sources
Identified 88.0% | 92.1%| 89.8% | 76.6%| 83.6% | 80.6%
Not identified 12.0% 7.9%| 10.2%| 22.6% 16.3%| 19.0%

23 To make sources transpant to the readers is another important requirement enabling the
reader/viewer to assess the quality of the source and to form his or her opinion about the provided
information. We have asked the coders to assess whether the average reader could ideatifyurce, i.e.
not just a name is given (in case the person is not a celebre person known to the average reader) but
Pl OEOCEIT 10 AO1T ACEIT T 1 mbidhpade@7 O1T OOAA ET AT 1T OCAT EUL
24 See ibid, page 27
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To be kept secret 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.2% 0.4%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 357 280 637 487 657 1144

Percentages are based on the responses= sources 1,2,and 3)

3.5.3 Comparison between actors and sources

Let’ s exami
also sources of information.

n e t heeangle ofovbdtherrthe &ctors m thé news are

It is clear from table TVR23 that in the course of monitoring one and the same
actor almost by the same percentage was presented also as a source. In some cases the
same person was a source rather than an actor. Especially on radio by 11,1%
predominance “medi a i's introduced as a so
an actor (5, 4%). Similar phenomenon exists also on TV broadcast, though with less
difference of percents (5, 8%, 2, 5%).

Both on radio and on TV sources
higher than the percentage of the actors, ifcivil society is mentioned as an actor.

percer

Though general public is covered more often as an actor than as a source,
anyhow the difference between these two criteria is not great (T Vuifrerence—1,4%, radio
difference—2 7%0). If compare this indicator with the fixed one 25, in media as a result of the
second phase, where the difference was 6, 7% (1098, 3%), then it is notable that in this
case radio and TV involve general public as a source of information more often. In the
case ofprofessionals too the percentage of the sources excel that of the actors, but the
difference here is considerable; in the case of TWV-6, 2%, in the caseof radio-10,5%.

All the results where the percentage of the source excels the percentage of the
actor for the same person are underlined in table TVR23.

Generally in the case ofpolitical actors source percentage excels the percentage
of actors; an excluson is the president of the republic, when the difference is only 0,3%.
Whereas in the group of local administration actors dominate over sources in the case
of the same TV channel.

Table TVR23.Comparison between actors and sources

Percentages of TV/Radionews with single actors and actor groups mentioned

Actors & Sources TV total Radio total
% of all % of all % of all % of all
Groups actors Sources actors sources
Political actors  |20.8% 23.0% 21.9% 21.8%
President of Armenia 3.4% 3.1% 2.8% 2.1%

25 See ibid, page 27
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Centr al Authorities 10.5% 11.6% 8.3% 8.0%
Parliament 5.1% 5.9% 3.9% 3.8%
Political party 1.8% 2.4% 7.0% 7.9%
Local Administration 9.5% 7.4% 9.5% 6.6%
Local administrations 2.3% 2.6% 2.2% 2.1%
Judiciary 1.9% 1.9% 2.4% 2.1%
Police 2.1% 1.6% 1.6% 0.9%
Milit ary 3.2% 1.3% 3.2% 1.4%
Economic actors [4.8% 4.0% 5.2% 4.4%
Entrepreneurs. business 1.0% 1.3% 2 204 1.8%
people
International business 350 2 6% 1.8% 1.3%
people
Employees 0.2% 0.2% 1.2% 1.2%
Civil society (2.4% 2.9% 2.4% 2.8%
(N:'(‘B"gsoc' org., national 1.2% 1.9% 1.7% 2.1%
Civil soc. org., 0 0 0 0
international NGO 1.1% 1.0% 0.7% 0.7%
International actors 26.6% 19.5% 33.1% 25.0%
Inter -governmental 5.1% 4.3% 6.7% 4.4%
organization
Foreign political bodies 18.9% 15.1% 24.6% 20.2%
Foreign country as an 2.6% 0.0% 1.8% 0.4%
act or
Professionals |[16.0% 22.2% 15.2% 25.7%
Culture 6.0% 6.4% 4.9% 4.9%
ig‘;reizes' religious 1.7% 1.6% 0.7% 0.4%
Media 2.5% 5.8% 5.4% 15.5%
Science/education 5.8% 8.4% 4.2% 4.8%
Diaspora |0.9% 0. 3% 0.7% 0.5%
Diaspora 0.9% 0.3% 0.7% 0.5%
General Public [11.9% 10.5% 8.7% 6.0%
Ejg‘?iz” from general 10.3% 10.5% 7.9% 6.0%
Armenia as a nation 1.6% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0%
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Author [0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 2.0%
Author 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 2.0%
Other (7.2% 7.2% 3.2% 2.2%
Others 7.2% 7.2% 3.2% 2.2%
Pub lic document |- 2.9% - 2.9%
Total % 100% 100.0% 100% 100.0%
Total N= responses 962 622 1648 1126
“No actor?” “imdefinablbetetaamsd &are excluded.

3.5.4 Context of sources

From the angle of journalism not only the source of information but also how the
journalist obtains it is important. This part of our report is about the revealing
peculiarities of the acquisition methods of the materials by the journalists in Armenia.

First of all only the percentage of indefinables is mentioned in table TVR24 and

the calcul at i

on

without

unknown

sour ce

The first table shows that source contexts are more accurately worked by TV
stations, and particularly Public TV has the lowest percentage of unknown (16, 8%), in
this respect the most accurate is Radio Liberty (25, 9%).

Table TVR24 Source context 1 Indefinable
Source context H1 Shant v PR | Liberty Radio
total total
Indefinable 16.8% | 19.6%| 28.4% | 28.1% 25.9% | 26.9%
Total N =responses 358 280 638 487 659 1146

Speaking of the specific ways of acquisition of media materials, it should be noted
that for any kind of media the main sources of information are interview, media
inquiry . This certifies that in this case the journalist makes an effort, takes the initiative
to get information, this being the indicator of quality of the journalists' job. In this

respect the jJjournalists’ staff of H1 i s
progressive (T Vi — 43,0%, Radioww — 35,4%) in this.
In comparison with the ot her stations Liberty's participation in press

conference/press events is rare (13, 5%) and it has the lowest indicator in the case of
planned events (14, 1%), on the other hand the most frequent quotes from news
agencies are done by this radio station (205%, this indicator is more by 12, 5% of the
next higher indicator.) This fact may be explained probably by the reason that the
editorial of Liberty is not within the Republic of Armenia, so their stories are made by

30
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the foreign reporters on one hand, and on the other the radio station considers its duty
to inform Armenia about international news.

It is interesting that public media participates in planned events more often than
the private (H1 — 23,2%, Public Radio — 23,4%, Shant— 21,8%, Liberty — 14,1%).This
fact may be commented by the specificity characteristic to the Armenian reality; in
Armenia TV channels are mainly invited in more or less interesting events, as TV is the

main source of information for 83% of the society 26.

Table TVR25 Source conte

xt by different channels

Al TV/ Radi o news without ‘unknown’ source context
Medium .
H1 | shant | 1V PR |Liberty | Radio
total total
Source context
Z\r/:f conference/press 12.8%| 21.3%| 16.4%| 16.6%| 13.5%| 14.8%
Press release 1.3% 0.4% 1.0% 1.4% 2.3% 1.9%
Pla ned event 23.2% | 21.8%| 22.6% | 23.4% 14.1%| 18.0%
Interview, media inquiry 46.0% | 39.1%| 43.0% | 31.1%| 38.5%| 35.4%
Written document 6.7% 9.3% 7.8% 6.0% 6.6% 6.3%
Quote from news agency, 6.4% | 3.6%| 52%| 80% | 205%| 15.3%
media
Eye witness 2.0% 2.7% 2.3% 2.0% 0.4% 1.1%
Other 1.7% 1.8% 1.7%| 11.4% 4.1% 7.2%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N =responses 298 225 523 350 488 838

3.5.5 Direct speech 27

We see in table TVR26 that all the channels use mostly direct speech on
broadcast. As a result of comparison between radio and TV it becomes obvious that
direct speech is more often heard on TV, and that is why paraphrased speech is used
rarely on TV rather than on radio.

Direct speech is usually followed with paraphrased speech; it is the most raely
applied method for Shant (19,3%). At the same time this TV station uses direct quotes
on its broadcast most frequently(63,2%).

Table TVR26. Source quoted on each channel

%' 81 801 CET OUATGT REDOBRTEIA OOAT O&I Of AOGETT6h o6, OOAAS
pages 215216

270371 OOAAROG OEAO xAOA CEOAI
Ol OOAAO 1171 U NOI OAA ET AEOAAOI U

AR NOT OAZ
3/

OEA AEAT AA Oi
IO DAOADEOAOAALG
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All TV/Radio news percentages and totals are based on responses

Medium .
HL | shant | Y PR |Liberty | Rdio
total total
Source quoted
Direct speech 56.7%| 63.2% | 59.6% | 42.1%| 46.8% | 44.8%
Indirect speech 10.1%| 17.5%| 13.4%| 16.0% 17.2%| 16.7%
Paraphrased 33.1%| 19.3%| 27.0% | 41.9%| 36.0% | 38.5%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N =responses 356 280 636 487 656 1143

If in the previous report political actors were not greatly quoted by direct
speecl?8 on TV, then this time the percentage of political actors quoted directly differs
seriously2? from the percentage of the indirect and paraphrased quotes (27,4% vs. 16,5%
and 14,5%). On the other handgeneral public too is more often quoted in direct speech
(15,6% vs. 1,2% and 2,9%). In the case of these two sources the situation is the same also

on radio.

Table TV27. Type of the s

peech according to the actors

Sources TV total Radio total
Direct Indirect Paraphr Direct Indirect Paraphr
Groups | speech speech ased speech speech ased
Political actors 27.4% 16.5% 14.5% 28.6% 16.5% 17.4%
President of Armenia 1.6% 4.7% 5.2% 1.8% 2.3% 2.1%
Central Authorities 14.8% 5.9% 6.4% 9.9% 6.2% 5.9%
Parliament 7.9% 4.7% 1.7% 6.5% 2.1% 2.7%
Political party 3.2% 1.2% 1.2% 10.4% 5.9% 6.7%
Local Administration 9.0% 3.5% 4.7% 7.6% 5.1% 4.8%
Local administrations 4.0% 0.0% 0.6% 2.8% 1.5% .5%
Judici ary 1.8% 3.5% 0.6% 2.5% 2.3% 2.0%
Police 1.8% 0.0% 1.7% 0.5% 0.3% 1.1%
Military 1.3% 0.0% 1.7% 1.8% 1.0% 1.2%
Economic actors  |2.6% 5.9% 5.8% 5.6% 2.3% 4.2%
ES;EEEZ”;S;’IG 0.8% 24%| 179 2.9% 0.0%|  1.6%
International business 1.6% 3.5% 4.1% 1.2% 0.8% 1.6%

28 Ibid, page 29

29 As the capacity of the selection concourse is big and we deal with relatively great numbers, then this
can be considered as a great difference.
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people
Employees 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 1.5% 1.0%
Civil society [3.4% 2.4% 1.7% 4.0% .8% 2.7%
Vi i 0, 0, 0,
IC\lil(\Bngsoc. org., national 2.1% 2.4% 1.2% 2 9% 0.8% 2 1%
Civil soc. org., 1.3% 0.0% 0.6% 0 0 0
international NGO 1.2% 0.0% 0.5%
International act  ors (12.1% 32.9% 26.7% 12.1% 39.3% 31.3%
- [0) [0) 0,
Inter .go.vernmental 3.7% 4.7% 5.2% 2 7% 7 7% 6.0%
organization
Foreign political bodies 8.4% 28.2% 21.5% 9.4% 29.6% 25.1%
zstfr'gn country as an 0.0% 00%|  0.0% 0.0% 21%|  0.2%
Professionals [20.6% 18.8% 25.6% 22.7% 28.3% 25.3%
Culture 9.0% 0.0% 3.5% 9.4% 2.3% 2.1%
Tell 0, 0, 0,
I(;t;l;zl;es, religious 1.8% 0.0% 1.7% 0.6% 0% 0.3%
Media 1.3% 11.8% 12.2% 6.9% 23.1% 18.2%
Science/education 8.4% 7.1% 8.1% 5.7% 2.8% 4.6%
Diaspora |.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 0.3% 0.1%
Diaspora 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 0.3% 1%
General Public |15.6% 1.2% 2.9% 10.6% 0.0% 3.2%
Ejgfig” from general 15.6% 12%|  2.9%| 10.6% 0.0% 3.2%
Armenia as a nation 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Author [0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 1.0% 1.6%
Author 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 1.0% 1.6%
Other |7.7% 8.2% 5.2% 3.1% 1.3% 2.1%
Others 7.7% 8.2% 5.2% 3.1% 1.3% 2.1%
Public document 0.8% 5.9% 5.8% 2.5% 3.1% 4.2%
Undefinable [0.0% 4.7% 7.0% 0.4% 2.1% 3.0%
Total % 100% 100.0% 100% | 100.0% 100% | 100.0%
Total N =responses 379 85 172 1297 389 932
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3.6 Special quality indicators

The depth of the information was measured via 4 different indicators 3. In the
below mentioned table five different levels are presented, each showing how many
indicators are involved in each level.

3.6.1 Depth levels

I indicator of completeness

The most widespread news are those with twodepth levels referred to. News on
Public Radio are more inclusive (4 depth levels i 21,2%, but at the same time the
highest 0 indicator too (3%) belongs to the same radio broadcast.

There 2 and 3 and not any O depth news, on TV compared with radio (T
sum(2+3) '6115%7 RadiQotal sum(2+3) — 50,4%)

In the case of different levels the differences between various channels are not
great in general; the greatest difference is on the foith level between Liberty and Shant,
and it doesn't excel 14% (21,2% 7,4%=13,8%).

Table TVR28 Depth of the news

Total percentage of depth levels in all TV/Radio news

Medium TV : Radio

Depth levels Al Shant Total PR Liberty total

0 depth levels 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0% 0.3% 1.6%
1 depth level 20.6% | 33.8% | 25.9% | 27.0%| 29.2% | 28.1%
2 depth levels 38.1%| 25.7%| 33.2% | 22.1%| 30.3% | 26.4%
3 depth levels 25.1%| 33.1%| 28.3% | 26.7% 21.5%| 24.0%
4 depth levels 16.1%| 7.4%| 12.7%| 21.2%| 18.7%| 19.9%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 223 148 371 330 363 693

Table Arvr - 3 in the enclosure shows the depth levels in the news with different
lengths, and table Arvr -4 — information depth in mid -length news.

Examining the frequency of each separate criterion we will have the following

picture:

What is the most often met version, and it appears almost equally on all the channels.

Like in the course of the previous monitoring 3! this time too the frequency of
consequencesdominates over the background informat ion32,

30 1. What did happen? 2. Why did it happen? 3. Does the article provide background informafton

4. Does it give an outlook on the consequences?

311bid, page 31
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On the whole TV excels radio in the first two criteria:
- What (by 13,8%)
- Why (by 11,8%)

In the case ofbackground information and consequences the indicators of radio excel
the results of TV:

- Background information (by 11,6%)
- Consequences (by 6,7%)
See the tables in the enclosure (Table Avr - 5 to Table Arvr - 8).

3.7 Perspective

Like in the case of depth level, perspectives of coverage too were measured through
several criteria:

- description of event/problem
- political struggle around the issue
- dalily life perspective (how does it touch the life of ordinary people?),

As a result 4 levels were distinguished, each showing number of the above mentioned
points existing within the news.

3.7.1 Perspective in general

If in the course of 2005 survey there were articles with O perspective in both
press and TV monitoring (for instance sarcastic stories)33, then there were no such news
during this monitoring of both TV and of radio broadcasts, and so the percentage of i 0
perspectives i s 0, t h a has at seasteadeasdription efwesent/problem , or a
daily life perspective or a political struggle around the issue. Table TVR29 shows also
that news with 2 perspectives prevail on TV broadcasts, and that with1 perspective— on
radio.

At the same time TV broadcast is excelled by radio in news with 3 perspectives by
2,9% (4,0% - 1,1%). The percentage with3 perspectives news is not considerable.

In this respect radio broadcast is more abundant. Relatively great percent of 3
perspectives are involved in the news on Public Radio (5,2%). If compare the results of
this phase with those of the second phase of monitoring , then it is notable that news
with 3 perspectiveson TV broadcast met more often in the first case (H1— 10,5%, Shant

32 (t seems interesting that consequences are mentioned more often than background information
assuming that consequences can only be really understood when background information hbs b€eE O AT 6
Ibid, page31.
33 |bid, page 33
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— 13,59%4). Formerly TV news with 2 perspectives was to some extent more (TVtotal
54,3%), and was relatively little number of news with 1 perspective(TV o 32.6%)35.

Table TVR29 Diversity of perspectives

Total percentage of perspectives in all TV/Radio news

Medium TV : Radio

Perspective s Al Shant total PR Liberty total

0 perspectives 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
1 perspective 43.9% | 48.0% | 45.6% | 57.3%| 49.3% | 53.1%
2 perspectives 55.2%| 50.7% | 53.4%| 37.6% 47.7% | 42.9%
3 perspectives 0.9% 1.4% 1.1%| 5.2% 3.0% 4.0%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 223 148 371 330 363 693

In table Atvr -9 of the enclosure diversity of perspectives are calculated for the mid-
length news.

3.7.2 Perspective in different topics
In table TVR30 the percentage of each criterion is calculated.

We see that in the case ofhigh politics it is characterized mostly as content
/description. News on Shant for example involves content / description. In the topic
high politics daily life is hinted mostly by Public TV (50,9%) and by Radio Station
Liberty (53,5%); these two channels are notable for correlating everyday issues with
political topics more often.

On all the channels the topic crime and events is mostly related with daily life
and almost always involve content/description by 100%. In the case of social
development issuestoo Public TV (81,5%) and Radio Liberty (78,9%) relate this topic to
daily life by relatively great percentage.

In economics the greatest indicators belong to Shant (65,2%) and Libety
(53,6%).

Actually as a result the social-economic issuesof the society, through the prism of
everyday life, are mostly covered by Liberty, and Public Radio is notable for relatively
low indicators ( social development issues 64,3636, Economicsi 44,1%).

Table TVR30 Perspectives in different topics

34 |bid, page 35

35 |bid, page 35

36 These results are a bit competitive with those on Shant, where news sacial development issues
involve daily life by 61,5% frequency.
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Topics Existence of topic a1 Shant TV PR Liberty Radio
perspectives total total

Political struggle 13.2%| 14.3%| 13.6%| 31.8%| 18.8%| 24.7%
Sl Pl Daily life 50.9% | 31.4%| 43.2% | 22.4% 53.5% | 39.2%
Content / description 98.1% | 100.0% | 98.9% | 96.5% 97.0% | 96.8%
Total N 53 35 88 85 101 186
Political struggle 25.0% | 10.5%| 17.9%| 28.1% 21.3%| 24.2%
Foreign Daily life 20.0% | 31.6%| 25.6% | 26.3% | 20.0% | 22.7%
affairs Content / description 95.0% | 100.0% | 97.4% | 100.0% 90.7% | 94.7%
Total N 20 19 39 57 75 132
Political struggle 3.0% 0.0% 1.8% 3.5% 3.1% 3.3%
Crime and Daily life 42.4% | 58.3% | 49.1%| 38.6% 54.7% | 47.1%
events Content / description | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 96.9% | 98.3%
Total N 33 24 57 57 64 121
_ Political struggle 0.0% 7.7% 3.1% 7.1% 11.1% 9.1%
Sl Daily life 78.9% | 61.5%| 71.9%| 64.3%| 815%| 72.7%

development —
issUes Content / description | 100.0% | 92.3% | 96.9% | 96.4% 92.6% | 94.5%
Total N 19 13 32 28 27 55
Political struggle 6.3% 8.7% 7.3%| 11.8%| 10.7%| 11.3%
Economics Daily life 59.4% | 65.2% | 61.8%| 44.1%| 53.6% | 48.4%
Content / description 96.9% | 100.0% | 98.2% | 97.1%| 89.3% | 93.5%
Total N 32 23 55 34 28 62

3.8 Angles

Any information may become more comprehensive and trustworthy as a result of

different angles; this may also be a relable method to estimate the quality of the
journalism. During this survey the variety of angles was also measured.

Table TVR31 shows that news withl and 2 angles prevail both on TV and on

radio mainly . 4 and more angles meet mostly in the news on Liberty (4,4%) and the
least - on Public Radio (0,6%). Shant uses3 and more angles overall by 1,4%.

TV by 3,0% (=1,9%+1,1%).

With 3 and 4 angles radio by 4,9% (=2,3%+2,6%) works effectively rather than

According to the data of the second phase of monitoring news with 2 angles

prevail on Shant compared with H1 (40,5%, 17,6%%7. Though the difference this time
too is in favor of Shant, but it is not considerable being only 2,2%.

Table TVR31. Variety of angles

edium

H1

Shant

TV

PR

Liberty

Radio

37 |bid, page 36
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Viewpoi total total
0 viewpoints 1.3% 1.4% 1.3% 6.4% 4.7% 5.5%
1 viewpoint 63.2% | 64.2% | 63.6%| 65.3% 55.1%| 60.0%
2 viewpoints 30.9% | 33.1%| 31.8%| 23.7%| 33.1%| 28.6%
3 viewpoints 3.1%| 0.0% 1.9% 2.1% 2.5% 2.3%
4 or more viewpoints 0.9% 1.4% 1.1%| 0.6% 4.4% 2.6%
Undefinable 0.4% 0.0% 0.3% 1.8% 0.3% 1.0%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 223 148 371 329 363 692
3.9 Journalistdéds Opinion

The next criterion focused on by the members of the survey group refers to the

journalist’s

prevails in all stations by more than 80%.

o0 pTabteiTWYRB2 shaws thal reeutral uvrsalism, facts only,

It may be concluded also that the expression of just an opinion on broadcast is
not an accepted method of journalism; in each case the percentage obnly opinion is 0.
In the case of TV there is no any note ofmore opinion/some facts , and the percentage of
the last on radio is not considerable too.

Interestingly in balance public media spare a bit more place to some opinion
/more facts (H1-12,6%, public Radio— 12,1% vs. Shant 9,5%, Liberty — 10,7%).

Table TVR32. Journalist's Opinion
Medium :
H1 | shant | VY PR | Liberty | R2di

.. total total
Share of opinion
Facts only 80.3% | 88.5% | 83.6% | 84.8% 81.8% | 83.3%
More facts/some opinion 12.6% 9.5% | 11.3%| 12.1%| 10.7%| 11.4%
Mixed opinion/facts 7.2% 2.0% 5.1% 2.7% 5.2% 4.0%
More opinion/some facts 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 2.2% 1.3%
Only opinion 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 223 148 371 330 363 693
3.9.1 Transparency of  opinion

The estimation results of the possible methods to express an opinion obviously,

hidden ar disguised, are presented in table TVR33, which shows that the reporters tell
their opinions directly, i.e. by direct statement, without disguising or hiding them. The
percentage ofopen declared is lower on radio rather than on TV, and is the lowest in the

case of Public Radio (6,0%). Journalists of the private TV and radio stations disguise
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their opinion by more percentage than those of the public ones (Shant — 35,5% and
Liberty 39,4%, H1 — 26,2%, Public Radio — 14,0%). If as a result of the previous
monitoring Shant considerably excelled H1 in its indicators on open declaration 38, then
this time it gives its place to H1 by 0,3%.

Table TVR33. Transparency of opinion
Transparency percentage of journalist's opinion in

Medium

TV . Radio

Transparency Hi Shant total PR | Liberty total
of journalis 0
Hidden opinion 26.2% | 35.3%|28.8% | 14.0%| 39.4% | 28.4%
Direct statement 85.7% | 100.0% | 89.8% | 82.0% 87.9% | 85.3%
Open declared 23.8% | 23.5% | 23.7%| 6.0% 12.1%| 9.5%
Total N =news 42 17 59 50 66 116

3.9.2 Political favorability of opinion

Within the context of the politicized journalism political orientation of the news

on Armenian broadcast was also measured.

The results show that these news are mainly not relevant tocoalition/opposition.
The private stations Shant and Liberty give relatively more preference to opposition,
and the public ones - to coalition (see table TVR34).

Table TVR -34. Political favorability of opinion

Favorabilty per cent age of journalist’'s opinion in ‘op
Medium ;

Favorability H1 Shant v PR Liberty REELT

. N total total
journalists' opinion

Pro coalition 4.8% 0.0% 3.4% 4.1% 0.0% 1.8%
Pro o pposition 0.0% 5.9% 1.7% 0.0% 7.7% 4.4%
Balanced 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 4.6% 3.5%
Nihilistic 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 9.2% 6.1%
Not in reference to 95.20 | 94.1%| 94.9%| 91.8%| 785%| 84.2%
coalition/opposition

Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Tota | N =news 42 17 59 49 65 114

38 |bid, page 39
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Table Arvr -10 in the enclosure shows the points the journalists comment their
opinions in the case they express such

Information about the specific indicators of TV and radio news are presented
below in the forth and fifth pa rts.
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4. Special indicators of TV news

Specific indicators characteristic to TV only were measured and analyzed with the
help of the below mentioned tables during the survey.

4.1 Technical aspects of pictures

4.1.1 Number of scenes

The number of different scenes was calculated for the news. Of course, the longer
is the news, the bigger is the probability of various scenes.In table TVO1 however we can
see that short and mid-length news prevail on TV. Taking into consideration this reason
it is notable (table TV-1) that news with 2-3 different scenes dominate mainly on
TV(TViwta — 36,7%) and then news with 4-6 scenes(TViotal — 27,5%). One scene news is
mostly broadcasted on Shant (12,2% vs. 4,5%).

Table TV -1 Number of scenes

Medium TV

Scenes Hi el Total

1 scene 4.5% 12.2% 7.5%
2-3 scenes 39.0% 33.1% 36.7%
4-6 scenes 28.7% 25.7% 27.5%
7 and more scenes 27.8% 29.1% 28.3%
Total % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total N 223 148 371
4. 1.2 Frequency of scenesd changes

Interesting differences are revealed as aresult of the relationship analysis
between the scenes and the changes according to the TV channelsscene changesexcel
the number of scenesmore than twice, i.e. by 22,3% on Shant in the case when that
indicator is only 1,3% for Public TV. Shant (4,1%)leaves Public TV (1,8%) behind also in
the usage of twice more scene changestowards scene numbers, though this time by
minor percent difference. The same occurs in the case of more, but less than two times
usage ofscene changestowards scene numbers(Shant — 41,2%, H1- 39,0%). Whereas
in the balanced usage ofscene numbers and scene changesPublic TV (15,7%) leaves
Shant behind (11,6%) by 4,1%. In the usage of the necessarily minimal objectivescene
changesPublic TV is again considerably ahead of Shant(H1 — 42,2%, Shant— 28,4%).

Thus it is obvious that the usage of scene changes on Shant is spread compared with
Public TV which has a negative reflection on the quality of reporting and may be
conditioned by a small number of necessary clips adequate with the text information.
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TableTV2 Frequency of scenesd6 changes

Medium TV
Number of H1 Shant

total

Scene changes
>2 X scene number 1.3% 22.3% 9.7%
=2 X scene number 1.8% 4.1% 2.7%
>1 x scene number 39.0% 41.2% 39.9%
=1 x scene number 15.7% 4.1% 11.1%
<1 x scene number 42.2% 28.4% 36.7%
Total % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total N 223 148 371

Analysing the usage frequency ofscene changes according to the length3® of TV
news, it is notable that Public TV adds its scene changeparallel to the duration of the

news, though the main addition both in mid -length and in long news is between the
interval of more, but less than two times usage of scene changes towards scene

numbers (mid -length news— 78,8%, long news- 73,2%)

In the case of Shant the formula Aas long news, as mores ¢ e n e
from its course, because of the tendency of a great number of usage ofcene changes
which has already been mentioned about in the comment of the previous table. While
using scene changesin its mid -length news Shant has high and almost equal indicators

in both intervals A > 1

X

c Hesiates e s H

excel the twice amount of scene numbersin the case when that indicator for Public TV

equals to O.

Table TV3 Frequency of scene changes in news with different lengths

scenand Axudnbe r B c e n @3,4% wanublé, 594
correspondingly). Even in 5,7% cases of shortlength news on Shant scene changes

Number of >2 X =2 X >1 X =1x <1 X Total
cene changes scene scene scene scene scene o
. 0
Medium number number number number number

H1 | Short 0.0% 0.0% 12.3% 22.3% 65.4% 100%
Medium 1.9% 1.9% 78.8% 9.6% 7.7% 100%
Long 4.9% 7.3% 73.2% 2.4% 12.2% 100%
Total N 3 4 87 35 94 223
Shan | Short 5.7% 3.8% 30.2% 5.7% 54.7% 100%
t Medium 41.5% 7.5% 43.4% 1.9% 57% 100%
Long 19.0% 0.0% 52.4% 4.8% 23.8% 100%
Total N 33 6 61 6 42 148

39 The lengthgrouping criteria of TV news, as shown on page 6, table T\, are the following: shortz up
to 90 seconds, midength 7 91-180 seconds, long 181 and more seconds.
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TV
Tota

Short 1.6% 1.1% 17.5% 17.5% 62.3% 100%
Medium 21.9% 4.8% 61.0% 5.7% 6.7% 100%
Long 12.0% 3.6% 62.7% 3.6% 18.1%| 100%
Total N 36 10 148 41 136 371

4.1.3 Standing pictures

The frequency of standing picture s on broadcast is observable in table T\/3.
Generally Public TV uses standing pictures more than twice often (14,8% vs. 4,7%).
From just the point using it is already notable that mainly standing pictures and few
standing pictures on H1 have equally propotrtioned greater percents - 39,4%. Among the

points of standing pictures on “Shant” the dominance is in favor of only standing

pictures.

Table TV -4 Standing pictures

Medium Total %

Standing pictures Hl Shant of N

Using 14.8% 4.7% 10.8%
Total N 223 148 371
Only standing pictures 21.2% 57.1% 27.5%
Mainly standing pictures 39.4% 14.3% 35.0%
Few standing pictures 39.4% 28.6% 37.5%
Total % 100% 100% 100%
Total N 33 7 40

4.1.4 Use of Archives

Usage of archive materials doesn't considerably differ on Shantand on Public TV
(12,9% and 8,0%); Similar results were fixed also during the previous monitoring 4°. The
investigative group, being involved also within the field phase, considered important to
mention also the fact when the text and the picture correlated to the past events, had no

the | abel

“Archi ve’

Here it should be noted that Public TV is the heir of that in Soviet Armenia and
today directs its archive. Probably that is the reason of about 5% difference of the

archive materials

Table TV -5. Use of Arch ives

Medium TV
Archive Hl Shant total
Using 12.9% 8.0% 10.9%
Total N =response 496 326 822

40 |bid, page 40
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4.2 Picture Topics

4.2.1 What topics are shown?

In table TV-6 it is possible to see what the picture is about independent of the
text. It is obvious that in resp ect of pictures half of Shant broadcast is full of scenes
adequate to the point people talking (40,9%), the percentage ofinterviews is great too
(25,2%). These two types of pictures occupy also the broadcast of Public TV almost in
balance (29,5% and 21,6%). In the total calculation (TV wtal) the percentage of people
talking is 34,0%, interviews — 23,0%. These two form 57,7% together. The same was
observable also in the results of the previous monitoring, where these two formed 60%*1
and in the case of which too people talking was used more by Shant than by H1. This
time too a range of thematic pictures acute for the Armenian society are drawn out of
Armenian broadcast.

Table TV -6. Picture Topics

41 (rrom this list it can be clearly derived that the pictures seem to beainly selected by how easy they
are to get (people talking), and not by how well they might illustrate the news|8id, age 41.
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Picture edum H1 Shant v

topic groups total

People t alking 29.5% 40.9% 34.0%
Street life 8.5% 7.1% 7.9%
Interview 21.6% 25.2% 23.0%
Elections, voting 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
Migration, refugee 0.2% 0.0% 0.1%
War 1.2% 0.0% 0.7%
Crime and events 6.0% 2.4% 4.7%
;c;ccjﬂ)development (education, health, 2 6% 3.6% 3.0%
Economic activity 7.8% 6.1% 7.2%
National security 3.0% 1.8% 2.6%
Science 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
Culture 4.4% 2.8% 3.8%
Religion 1.2% 1.5% 1.3%
Sports activity 1.0% 0.6% 0.9%
Other 11.1% 5.5% 8.9%
Undefinable 0.4% 0.9% 0.6%
Total % 100% 100 % 100 %
Total N =responses 495 325 820

Social development=education+ health+ media+
Economic activity=
Crime and events

4.3 Picture Places

4.3.1 Place of scenery

Social problems, poverty
Economic activity+ Finances, money+ Agriculture+ Infrastructure
=Natural disasters+Legal cases+Demonstrations, riot

It was measured also the scenes referred to by the pictures on broadcast. The
table shows that both Shant and H1 broadcast mainly press conference(Shant — 17,0%,
H1 — 15,1%) andurban scene (Shant — 15,3%, HL— 15,0%). Here again it may be fixed
that like in the previous phase of monitoring, news are presented through the scenes
and pictures easy to acquiret2,

Al AOAT A1l
Ei AET Ch

yis Ci A0 EOOO OE/
IO OEIi PI U 000/
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Table TV -7 Place of scenery

Percentage of picture places of all three scenes

Medium

. H1 Shant TV total

Picture places

Studio 4.1% 11.2% 7.0%
Press conference 9.5% 17.0% 12.6%
Urban scene 15.0% 15.3% 15.1%
Rural scenery 7.6% 5.2% 6.6%
Public building/place 11.5% 15.1% 13.0%
Conference 15.1% 7.4% 11.9%
Office 10.1% 7.9% 9.2%
School. university 1.6% 0.3% 1.0%
Hospital 0.6% 1.6% 1.0%
Industrial sites. en 2.5% 2.7% 2.6%
Other, undefinable 22.5% 16.2% 19.9%
Total % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total N =responses 515 365 880

4.3.2 Geographical reference

Taking into consideration the indefinables (Table TV-8), it was calculated also
the particularly pictured geographical scenes (Table TV-9). As in the last monitoring the

percentage (TVtotal — 51,4%) of Yerevan scenes is considerably great again. Shant, as

was already mentioned, though covering marzes' problems more often (see table
TVR12), uses Yerevan pictures frequently rather than H1 (54,4% vs. 49,3%). But at the
same time pictures other cities in Armenia (supposed to be Gyumri) on Shant are more
by 1,3% and pictures villages/regions in Armenia are less by 0,7%. Table TVR12
(topics'distribution into regional expansion /Armenia -marzes) shows that both the
capital and the marzes are included in the topics almost in balance (Yerevan— 11,0%,
marzes — 15,1%). Comparison of these two topics shows that though themarzes are of

t he s ame i

capital », and an

mportance on
i mpression

broadcast,
S f or med

«t he

moreover there are a little reports received from marz/local stations (both of the TV
channels have their branches in different marzes of Armenia).

Table TV -8 Geographical reference/ Undefinable

Percentage of undefinable cases of picture geographical reference of all three scenes

2 ClLL H1 Shant TV total
Indefinable 1.4% 1.5% 1.5%
Total N =response 494 326 820
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Table TV -9 Geographical reference

Percentage of picture geographical reference of all three scenes excluding undefinable cases

. Medium H1 Shant | TV total

Picture places

Yerevan 49.3% 54.5% 51.4%
Other cities in Armenia 4.9% 6.2% 5.4%
Villages/regions in Armenia 6.6% 5.9% 5.3%
Karabakh 3.3% 0.9% 2.4%
Foreign country 35.9% 32.4% 34.5%
Total % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total N =responses 487 321 808

It is necessary also to mention that quite a great percent of the pictures (Shant-
32,4%, H1-35,9%) refers to foreign country scenes, let's note that this doesn't suppose
preparation of own materials too; scenes picturing foreign country are often archive
materials, or are taken from foreign TV news. This remark is equally fair for both TV
channels.

4.4 Picture Actors

4.4.1 Presentation of Actors

Actors' involvement in news pictures shows the preference given to them by TV
channels in news provision. That is why we have analysed the frequency of actors'
involvment in the scenes.

Table TV10 presents an interesting picture; Public TV gives the greatest
preference to general public in all its scenes (19,2%), whereas Shant to professionals
showing them by 25,1% frequency.

Among the video actors of Public TV the second and the hird places in 1% and
2% difference are taken byinternational actors (18,2%) and by political actors (17,2%).
In the case of Shant political actors (21,8%) and general Public (20,3%) taking the
second and the third places are beyondprofessionals on the first place by 3,3% and
4,8% correspondingly. It is notable that in respect of the scene presentation political
actors t hough not the first, but are on the frc«

4.4.2 Comparison between picture actors and text actors

Comparing the actors presented in the picture with those in the text we reveal the
following facts. On H1 political actors had less strength (17,2%) in the scenes than in the

47



Quality of Armenian TV and Radio media

texts (21,8%), in the case when the percentages on Shant grew from 20,7% to 21,8%.
Professionals percents have grown in the scenes of both TVs; on HL by 3,4%, on Shant

— 5,2%.

It is characteristic that monosemantic and balanced growth was registered in the
case of the scene actorgeneral public by 7,8% on each channel. This also may be
conditi oned by the easily acquired scenes with participation of general public; as far as
the last is rarely presented as a text actor, it is introduced in the scenes as a background

picture.

Table TV -10. The actors'

involvement

Percentage of picture and text actors (scenes 43, actors1-3)

in the text and in the picture

Actors Presentation in text Presentation in picture
% of all actors % of all actors
H1 Shant TV H1 Shant TV
Groups total total
Political actors 20.8% |20.7% 20.8% 17.2% |21.8% 19.9%
Pre sident of Armenia 3.4% 3.5% 3.4% 2.7% 2.1% 2.4%
Central Authorities 11.9% 8.2% 10.5% 10.1% 7.9% 9.2%
Parliament 3.9% 6.9% 5.1% 4.4% 9.7% 6.6%
Political party 1.5% 2.1% 1.8% 1.5% 2.1% 1.7%
Local Administration 10.8% 7.4% 9.5% 10.8% 6.6% 9.1%
Local admi nistrations 2.0% 2.7% 2.3% 1.2% 2.1% 1.6%
Judiciary 2.9% 3% 1.9% 2.7% 3% 1.7%
Police 2.0% 2.1% 2.1% 2.2% 1.4% 1.9%
Military 3.8% 2.4% 3.2% 4.7% 2.8% 3.9%
Economic actors 5.8% 3.2% 4.8% 6.1% 2.7% 4.7%
Egg;gre”e“rs’ business 1.5% 0.3% 1.0%| 0.7% 0.0% 4%
L”;g;?:“ona' business 4.1% 2.7% 350 2.0% 1.0% 1.6%
Employees 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 3.4% 1.7% 2.7%
Civil society |[1.7% 3.5% 2.4% 1.5% 2.4% 1.8%
ﬁg'gsoc' org., national 0.7% 2.1% 1.2%|  0.5% 2.1% 1.1%
Civil soc. org., 0 0 0 0 0 0
international NGO 1.0% 1.3% 1.1% 1.0% .3% 7%
International actors 26.3% 27.1% 26.6% 18.2% 15.1% 16.9%
Inter -governmental 5.5% 4.5% 5.1% 4.4% 1.7% 3.3%
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organization
Foreign political bodies 17.7% 20.7% 18.9%| 13.3% 13.4% 13.3%
:::)tr‘;arign country as an 31% 1.9% 2.6% 0.5% 0.0% .3%
Professionals |13.5% 19.9% 16.0% 16.9% |25.1% 20.4%
Culture 5.8% 6.4% 6.0% 6.4% 7.2% 6.7%
iggzzes’ religious 1.0%|  2.7% 179 22%|  3.8% 2.9%
Media 1.7% 3.7% 2.5% 2.9% 6.9% 4.6%
Science/education 4.9% 7.2% 5.8% 5.4% 7.2% 6.2%
Diaspor a|1.0% 0.8% 0.9% 0.7% 0.7% A%
Diaspora 1.0% 0.8% 0.9% 0.7% 0.7% 1%
General Public ]|11.4% 12.5% 11.9% 19.2% |20.3% 19.7%
Ejsi?:n from general 0.6%| 11.4%  10.3%| 19.2% 203%| 19.7%
Armenia as a nation 1.9% 1.1% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Author |0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5% .0% 3%
Author 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5% 0% 3%
Other [8.7% 4.8% 7.2% 7.4% 5.2% 6.5%
Others 8.7% 4.8% 7.2% 7.4% 5.2% 6.5%
Total % 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Total N =responses 586 376 962 407 290 697
excluding “nimdadt mmrad™1 easrid -

4.4.3 Percentage of picture actors speaking in direct speech

Besides the actors' presence in the scenes their verbal participation is of great
importance too. In news provision participation of the actors speaking in direct speech
is of special significance Table TV12 shows thatprofessionals heard speaking have the
greatest percentage among scene actors (32,0%) on Shantolitical actors (22.8%) are

on the second place, whereas it is vice versa on Public TWolitical actors are the first by

24,4%, and professionals are the second by 23,3%. As to the participation ofgeneral

public on both TVs it appears rather as a background actor than one heard speaking.

Table TV12 Percentage of picture actors speaking in direct speech

Actors

Groups

Presentation in
% of all actors

picture

Speaking in direct speech
% of all actors

H1l

Shant

TV
total

H1l

Shant

TV
total
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Political actors 17.2% |21.8% 19.9% 24.4% 22.8% 23.7%
President of Armenia 2.7% 2.1% 2.4% 1.5% 1.1% 1.3%
Central Authorities 10.1% 7.9% 9.2% 136% 8.7% 11.4%
Parliament 4.4% 9.7% 6.6% 6.7% 10.3% 8.3%
Political party 1.5% 2.1% 1.7% 2.6% 2.7% 2.6%
Local Administration 10.8% 6.6% 9.1% 10.4% 7.6% 9.1%
Local administrations 1.2% 2.1% 1.6% 1.9% 3.3% 2.5%
Judiciary 2.7% 0.3% 1.7% 3.7% 0.0% 2.0%
Pol ice 2.2% 1.4% 1.9% 2.6% 1.9% 2.3%
Military 4.7% 2.8% 3.9% 2.2% 2.4% 2.3%
Economic actors 6.1% 2.7% 4. 7% 4.5% 1.6% 3.2%
Eggslzrene“rs’ business 0.7% 0.0% 04%| 1.3%  0.0% 0.7%
Lnéigl‘:t'ona' business 2.0% 1.0% 16%|  1.7% 1.1% 1.4%
Employees 3.4% 1.7% 2.7% 1.5% 0.5% 1.1%
Civil society |1.5% 2.4% 1.8% 2.2% 3.0% 2.5%
(N:g'(ljsoc' org., national 5% 2.1% 119 6% 2.4% 1.4%
ﬁ;‘g:;;tfor?;?,\l o 1.0% 0.3% 07%| 1.5% 0.5% 1.1%
International actors 18.2% 15.1% 16.9% 9.7% 8.4% 9.1%
L’l;e;ni'zga‘ii‘;er:”me”ta' 4.4% 1.7% 3.3%| 3.9% 16%  2.9%
Foreign political bodies 13.3% 13.4% 13.3% 5.8% 6.8% 6.3%
1 0, 0,
thrsrlgn country as an 0.5% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Professionals |16.9% 25.1% 20.4% 23.3% 32.0% 27.2%
Culture 6.4% 7.2% 6.7% 8.6% 10.0% 9.3%
Iigg:;zes’ religious 2.2% 3.8% 20m| 2.6% 3.5% 3.0%
Media 2.9% 6.9% 4.6% 3.7% 7.3% 5.3%
Science/education 5.4% 7.2% 6.2% 8.4% 11.1% 9.6%
Diaspora |0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 1.3% 1.1% 1.2%
Diaspora 1% 1% 7% 1.3% 1.1% 1.2%
General Public 19.2% 20.3% 19.7% 16.2% 19.5% 17.7%
Person from general 19.2% 20.3% 19.7%| 16.2% 19.5% 17.7%
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public
Armenia as a nation 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Author |0.5% 0.0% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.4%
Author 0.5% 0.0% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.4%
Other |7.4% 5.2% 6.5% 7.3% 4.1% 5.9%
Others 7.4% 5.2% 6.5% 7.3% 4.1% 5.9%
Total % 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Total N =responses 407 290 697 463 369 832
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5. Special indicators of Radio news: Peculiarities

of Soundbits

5.1 Technical aspects of soundbits

5.1.1 Number of soundbitp  roviders

Besides text content radio news consists also of sounbits, which like the scenes in
TV news, were analysed within the framework of this survey.

The participants' number in the provision of radio news is shown in table R1.

Public Radio by 66,1% ard Liberty by 63,1% show vividly that in Armenian
practice radio news are mainly presented byA 1 p r o that & &y tihe, presenter, and
the participation of the second presenter or a journalist, moreover of the additional
sources are very rare (Radiaw  35.5%). Though Public Radio goes ahead of Liberty in
the case of 22-3 p r o v byd3&%,sitttemains beyond the last in the case ofA 46
provi ddA®Hand mor ebyp,i%and 34ecaréspondingly.

Table R -1 Number of different soundbit prov iders
Medium :
PR Liberty Tstdal IO

Soundbit providers® un

1 provider=reporter 66.1% 63.1% 64.5%
2-3 providers 20.0% 16.5% 18.2%
4-6 providers 11.5% 14.6% 13.1%
7 and more providers 2.4% 5.8% 4.2%
Total % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total N 330 363 693

The presenter is included

5.1.2 Frequency of soundbits

There are sound changes between the providers in radio news. The change
indicator was calculated through the measurement of the relationship between different
soundbit providers and soundbit changes. Changeindicators are almost the same both
for Public Radio and for Liberty. It is characteristic that the number of soundbit
providers and soundbits are mainly equal - Radio.w 66,7%, and such a great indicator is
related mainly to the dominance of AL p r o wvithih eadid-hews. However almost in a
guarter of cases number of soundbits excels the twice number of soundbit providers
(Radio: .« 23,2%).

Table R -2 Percentage of soundbits and soundbit providers on each radio
channel
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Medium . Radio
Number of Sound  bits PR Liberty total
>2 X soundbit providers 21.2% 25.1% 23.2%
=2 X soundbit providers 3.9% 1.9% 2.9%
>1 x soundbit providers 6.7% 7.7% 7.2%
=1 x soundbit providers 68.2% 65.3% 66.7%
Total % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total N 330 363 693

Calculation of the change indicator according to the length 43 of radio news
shows: the longer is the news, the greater is thechange indicator. As expected, in short
news on both radio channels there are nochangesat all or the number of soundbits are
equal to the number of soundbit providers. The mentioned formulas function for both
channels; the twice more great number of soundbits towards soundbit providers exists
only in the longest radio news (H1 - 57,4% and Liberty — 66,9%).

Table R -3 Percentage of soundbits and soundbit providers in different
length news on each channel

Number of >2 X =2 X >1 X =1 X
Soundbits soundbit soundbit soundbit soundbit Total
provid{provid¢provid{(provid¢ %
Medium number number number number
PR Short .0% .0% .0% 100.0% | 100%
Medium .0% 1.3% 1.3% 97.4% | 100%
Long 57.4% 9.8% 17.2% 15.6%| 100%
Total N 70 13 22 225 330
Liberty Short .0% .0% .0% 100.0% | 100%
Medium .0% 1.1% 4.3% 94.7% | 100%
Long 66.9% 4.4% 17.6% 11.0%| 100%
Total N 91 7 28 237 363
Radio Short .0% .0% .0% 100.0% | 100%
total Medium .0% 1.2% 2.9% 95.9% | 100%
Long 62.4% 7.0% 17.4% 13.2%| 100%
Total N 161 20 50 462 693

5.2 Content aspects of soundbits

5.2.1 Context of soundbits

From the point of view of quality estimation of the news on radio it is important
the context in which the collection of radio information is done; whether it is done for
radio especially or not.

43 Length grouping criteria in radio news, as shown in table R1, page 6, are the following: shorg up to
30 seconds, midlength z 31-90 seconds, long 91 and more seconds.
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The context uncertainty for Public Radio is 12,1%, for Liberty — 10,4%.

Table R -4 Context/ Inde finable
Medium PR Wi Radio
total
Indefinable 12.1% 10.4% 11.2%
Total % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total N 231 278 509

Excluding the indefinable cases in general both radio stations accomplish the
channels, though in the case of
this indicator Liberty excels Public Radio by 17,4% (Liberty — 69,1%, Public Radio —

collection of soundbit information especially for their

51,7%).

Table R -5 Soundbit context on each channel

Medium :
PR Liberty F:gg lo
Soundbit context
Radio only 51.7% 69.1% 61.3%
Not for radio only 48.3% 30.9% 38.7%
Total % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total N 203 249 452

5.2.2 Do the soundbits provide additional information?

Content quality of radio news greatly depends on the fact whether news providers

tell new information or not. In this
though has rather high indicator — 87, 9%.

Table R -6 Additional information got from soundbit providers

respect too Public Radio is beyond Liberty (by 4,5%),

Medium :
PR Liberty FE(?S'; lo
Additional info providing
Provides new info 87.9% 92.4% 90.4%
Doesn't provide new info 12.1% 7.6% 9.6%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Total N 232 277 509
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5.2.3 Emotional context of soundbits

Interesting results were received about the emotional context of the news
provision. In the course of monitoring Public Radio, by 14,6%, presented more neutral
and unemoti onal news in the case, when
presentation towards the emotionally saturated ones formed 6,8%. It should be noted
that these indicators refer to the context provided by soundbit providers and not by the
presenter.

Li |

Table R -7 Emotional context of soundbits

Medium :
PR Liberty ng IO
Soundbit providers ot i
Natural 57.3% 53.4% 55.2%
Emotional 42.7% 46.6% 44.8%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 232 277 509

5.3 Who are the soundbit providers ?

5.3.1 Presentation of soundbit providers

When besides the presenter other participants that are soundbit providers are
selected by radio stations to provide news, they are led with their primary
characteristics. In this respect it is interesting to know who, as news providers, are given
preference to by radio channels.

Though in general the honor of news presentation belong to the presenters (see
table R1), however calculations for the other cases show that the greatespreference by
both radio is given to the political actors (Public Radio — 36,2%, Liberty — 20,7%). Of
course, in this respect the two radio channels can stand together conditionally, as the
preference given to the political actors by Public Radio not only excels Liberty's
indicator, but also goes ahead of professionals by 16,4% with its soundbit providers,
taking the second placeby its frequency. In comparison with Public Radio Liberty gives
preference to political actors only by 1,4% amongsoundbit provi ders confronted with
general public (19,3%) on the second place.

5.3.2 Comparison between soundbit providers and text actors

It is characteristic that on Public Radio general public is on the last positions
among soundbit providers; they were given soundhdt opportunity at 5,6% cases. Yet
general public as an actor is presented more often within public news (7,5%), whereas
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on Liberty it is presented less frequently as an actor (9,8%) than as asoundbit provider
(19,3% see, the comparing table R4.)

So it can be noted that Radio Station Liberty gives more preference to the
sounbits involvement of general public, than Public Radio does.

Continuing the participation comparison between the news content and soundbit
providers' involvement in them, we note that in the case of Public Radio the greatest
progress by 13,1% occurred in respect of participation of the presenter and the

journalist, and the frequency increase of soundbit participation of political actors

is on

the second place by 12,1%. Whereas in thease of Liberty the greatest increase of
participation was registered for general public by 9,50%, and the second place was
taken by the author's 8,6% participation flight from O level of his involvment. For both

radio stations the greatest indicators of decrease of soundbit participation have
international actors (Public Radio — 25,8%, Liberty — 24,1%).

Table R -8 Percentage of

soundbit providers compared with the text actors on each channel?

soundbit providers and text actors: who are the

Actors Soundbit providers Text actors
Soundbit Providers
PR | Liberty F:sglc’ PR | Liberty F:sgf
Groups
Political actors 36.2% 20.7% 27.7% 24.1% 20.0% 21.9%
President of Armenia .9% 1.4% 1.2% 2.5% 3.0% 2.8%
Central Authorities 12.9% 8.2% 10.4% 9.1% 7.5% 8.3%
Parliament 11.2% 3.9% 7.2% 5.1% 2.8% 3.9%
Political party 11.2% 7.1% 9.0% 7.4% 6.6% 7.0%
Local Administration 9.5% 7.5% 8.4% 8.9% 9.9% 9.5%
Local administrations 5.6% 1.8% 3.5% 3.0% 1.5% 2.2%
Judiciary 1.7% 3.6% 2.7% 1.6% 3.2% 2.4%
Police 4% 4% 4% 0.9% 2.3% 1.6%
Military 1.7% 1.8% 1.8% 3.4% 3.0% 3.2%
Economic actors  |3.0% 7.1% 5.3% 5.1% 5.3% 5.2%
Eggsge”e“rs’ business 4% 5.4% 31%|  2.0% 2.5% 2.2%
L”;E;Tgtiona' business 9% 7% 8% 1.4%|  21% 1.8%
Employees 1.7% 1.1% 1.4% 1.7% 0.7% 1.2%
Civil society |6.5% 1.8% 3.9% 4.1% 1.0% 2.4%
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Actors Soundbit providers Text actors
Soundbit Providers
: Radio . Radio
PR Liberty total PR Liberty total
Groups
(N:'(‘B"gsoc' org., national 5.206 1.1% 2.9% 3.0% 0.6% 1.7%
I(;'t‘;"rnsz;’tfor?;?l\l o 1.3% 7% 1.0% 1.1% 0.5% 7%
International actors 3.9% 11.8% 8.2% 29.7% 35.9% 33.1%
Lﬁtzgn'igggggnmema' 9% 2.9% 2.0% 5.4% 7.9% 6.7%
Foreign political bodies 3.0% 8.9% 6.3% 22.0% 26.8% 24.6%
i 0,
z;r;.gn country as an 3.6% 2.1% 3.0% 2.4% 1.2% 1.8%
Professionals |19.8% 17.1% 18.4% 16.6% 14.0% 15.2%
Culture 7.3% 11.8% 9.8% 4.2% 5.4% 4.9%
fég‘;r;z es, religious 9% 0% 4% 1.2% 0.2% 0.7%
Media 1.7% 1.4% 1.6% 6.1% 4.8% 5.4%
Science/education 9.9% 3.9% 6.6% 5.1% 3.5% 4.2%
Diaspora [1.7% 4% 1.0% 1.3% 0.2% 0.7%
Diaspora 1.7% 4% 1.0% 1.3% 0.2% 0.7%
General Public ]5.6% 19.3% 13.1% 7.5% 9.8% 8.7%
Ejgfiz” from general 56%| 19.3%|  13.1% 7.1% 8.7% 7.9%
Armenia as a nation 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 1.1% 0.8%
Author [13.4% 8.6% 10.7% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1%
Author 13.4% 8.6% 10.7% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1%
Other |.0% 4.6% 2.5% 2.4% 3.8% 3.2%
Others 9.1% 3.9% 2.5% 2.4% 3.8% 3.2%
Noise |.4% 1.1% .8% - - -
Total % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100% 100% 100%
Total N =responses 232 280 512 760 888 1648

5.3.3 Soundbit providers according to text topics

Distribution of soundbit providers according to different informational top ics
also gives some impression about the functioning style and orientation of media. Table
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R5 shows that in the casepolitical actors’ participation in all the topics Public Radio
excels Liberty. It is interesting that on Public Radio participation of civil society is
rather great in the topic high politics (10,2%). In news on social development issuesthe
greatest percentage of soundbit participation again have political actors (31%), whereas
on Liberty the greatest percentage belong to general public (41%), yet the last is
presented by 3,4% in the same topic on public broadcast. Here general public is
presented with the greatest relative indicator within the framework of crime and events
(5,7%).

Table R -9 Soundbit providers according to text topics on ea ch channel
Sound.
. rovid Inter
Text topic Political Local Economic Civil national Profess General All Total
groups Qups actors admin actors society actors ionals public Author others %
Medium

PR 54.2%| 3.4% 1.7%| 10.2% 6.8% | 8.5% 5.1%| 10.2% .0% | 100%
High Liberty 37.2%| 6.4% .0% 1.3%| 23.1%| 5.1% 17.9%| 7.7%| 1.3%| 100%
Politics Radio total 44.5% 5.1% 0.7% 5.1% 16.1%| 6.6% 12.4%| 8.8% 7% | 100%
Total N 61 7 1 7 22 9 17 12 1 137
PR 17.6%| 11.8% .0% .0% 59% | 35.3% .0% | 29.4% .0% | 100%
Foreign Liberty 56% | 11.1% .0% 0% | 44.4% | 16.7% 5.6% | 16.7% .0% | 100%
affairs Radio total 11.4%| 11.4% .0% .0% 25.7% | 25.7% 2.9% | 22.9% .0% | 100%
Total N 4 4 0 0 9 9 1 8 0 35
PR 30.2% | 22.6% 3.8% 1.9% 3.8% | 28.3% 57%| 3.8% .0% | 100%
Crime and Liberty 17.0% | 10.6% 10.6%| 4.3% 4.3% | 17.0%| 255% | 6.4% | 4.2% | 100%
events Radio total 24.0% | 17.0% 7.0% | 3.0% 4.0% | 23.0% 15.0%| 5.0% | 2.0% | 100%
Total N 24 17 7 3 4 23 15 5 2 100
. PR 31.0% | 10.3% .0% | 10.3% 3.4% | 10.3% 3.4% | 24.1%| 6.9% | 100%
ig\f;‘gpm Liberty 15.4%| 10.3% 0% | 26%| 26%| 7.7%| 41.0%| 7.7%]| 12.8%| 100%
i s Radio total 22.1%| 10.3% 0.0% 5.9% 29% | 8.8% 25.0% | 14.7%| 10.3% | 100%
Total N 15 7 0 4 2 6 17 10 7 68
PR 53.6% | 3.6% 7.1%| 10.7% 0.0% | 3.6% .0% | 21.4% .0% | 100%
Econom y Liberty 24.2% | 3.0% 33.3% | 3.0% 6.1%| 3.0% 6.1%| 15.2%| 6.1%| 100%
Radio total 37.7%| 3.3% 21.3%| 6.6% 3.3%| 3.3% 3.3% | 18.0% | 3.3% | 100%
Total N 23 2 13 4 2 2 2 11 2 61

5.3.4 Soundbit providers according to soundbit duration

If the preference given to soundbit providers by radio channels becomes
apparent by making their voice hear and involving them in news provision, then the
importance of soundbit providers and the value of their message for radio channel are
revealed through the overall soundbit duration of their participation.
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On the whole the soundbit duration of one soundbit provider is imparted almost
in balance on Liberty (21,8%-29,3%) and in the case of16-45 secondsit is joined on
Public Radio (40,1%).

Table R -10 the overall soundbit duration of the providers

Medium

: Radio
Soundbit duration PR Liber ty total
for a provider
0-15 seconds 18.5% 26.4% 22.9%
16-45 seconds 40.1% 29.3% 34.2%
46 -90 seconds 20.3% 22.5% 21.5%
91 and more seconds 21.1%| 21.8% 21.5%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N =responses 232 280 512

Table R11 shows that on Public Radio wthin all the levels of sounbit lengths the
greatest indicators belong to political actors . This is conditioned not only by the
unambiguous importance of the political actors in news provision on Public Radio, but
also by their great involvement in general (see table R8).

As to Liberty inthe longest A9 1 and mo rtiee greatest paragrealge have
again political actors by 28,9%, who are followed by professionals at 20,7%, in the case
of A4-8 0 s e cpoliticlsaktors with 28,3% are followed by general public (20,4%).
If this fact is compared also with the front position of g eneral public (26,0%) and the
level of presentation of professionals within A 1-6 5 s e ¢ dherd & khay be
summarized that among soundbit providers political actors, general public and
professionals have a special place and importance with the length of their soundbit
participation.

Table R -11 Percentage of s oundbit providers according to soundbit duration

on each channel

. . Soundbit | | 1645 | 46.90 | OL2Nd
Soundbit providers ration more
: seconds | seconds| seconds
Medium seconds
PR 33.3% | 42.0% 38.3% 22.0%
Political actors Liberty 15.0%| 13.5%| 28.3% 28.9%
Radio total 22.2% | 28.8% 32.4% 26.1%
Total N 70 130 84 59
Local admin PR 7.3% 7.4% 9.3% 17.6%
Liberty 7.3% 5.3% 12.5% 2.2%
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Radio total 7.3% 6.4% 11.2% 8.4%
Total N 23 29 29 19
PR 2.4% 2.5% 2.8% 3.3%
Economic actors Liberty 3.6% | 10.6% 6.6% 9.6%
Radio total 3.2% 6.2% 5.0% 7.1%
Total N 10 28 13 16
PR 4.9% 9.5% 6.5% 4.4%
il sy Liberty 2.1% 1.4% 2.6% 1%
Radio total 3.2% 5.8% 4.2% 2.2%
Total N 10 26 11 5
PR 4.1% 2.9% 2.8% 4.4%
S P Liberty 20.2% 9.6% 5.3% 3.7%
Radio total 13.9% 6.0% 4.2% 4.0%
Total N 44 27 11 9
PR 29.3% | 19.3%| 14.0% 15.4%
Professionals Liberty 17.1%| 22.6% 9.2% 20.7%
Radio total 21.8%| 20.8% 11.2% 18.6%
Total N 69 94 29 42
PR 8.9% 58% | 10.3% 1.1%
e e Liberty 21.2%| 26.0% | 20.4% 8.1%
Radio total 16.5%| 15.1%| 16.2% 5.3%
Total N 52 68 42 12

5.3.5 Soundbit providers according to soundbit frequency

Another indicator of the importance of s oundbit providers is the frequency of
their soundbits or the continuity of their participation. Each soundbit provider may be
involved within the presentation of the news once or be allowed to present his message
continuously.

With the help of table R12 we can see that in all the cases of the mentioned
soundbit providers Public Radio gives them a chance of single participation more often,
which certifies about the style and the established tradition in news provision of the
radio station. The same is observable for Liberty with some exceptions; different
soundbits of the political actors often sound A5 and mo bye3l, 7%, thersi 34
t i meys3619% and then only once by 28,8%. It may be considered thatpolitical actors
rather than other actors are given wider opportunity to comment their message through
the continuity of soundbits by Liberty.

For both radio stations the greatest indicator of single soundbit provision belong
to general public (Public Radio — 91,9%, Liberty — 55,1%), which makes to suppose that
participation of the last in providing radio news is not of so deep essence.
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Table R -12 Soundbit providers according to soundbit frequency

Soundbit providers Soundbit PR | Liberty Radio
frequency total
once 47.1%| 28.8% | 39.7%
2 times 20.6% 8.6% | 15.7%
Politic al actors 3-4 times 22.5% | 30.9% | 25.9%
5 and more times 9.8% 31.7%| 18.7%
Total N 204 139 343
once 49.1% | 48.9% | 49.0%
2 times 39.6% 12.8%| 27.0%
Local admin 3-4 times 11.3% 19.1%| 15.0%
5 and more times 0.0% 19.1%| 9.0%
Total N 53 a7 100
once 40.0% 34.6% | 35.8%
2 times 33.3% 15.4%| 19.4%
Economic actors 3-4 times 20.0% 28.8% | 26.9%
5 and more times 6.7% 21.2%| 17.9%
Total N 15 52 67
once 55.0% 36.4% | 51.0%
2 times 20.0% 27.3% | 21.6%
Civil society 3-4 times 15.0%| 27.3%| 17.6%
5 and more times 10.0% 9.1%| 9.8%
Total N 40 11 51
once 47.4% | 50.0% | 49.5%
2 times 21.1%| 20.8% | 20.9%
International actors 3-4 times 31.6% 13.9%| 17.6%
5 and more times 0.0% 15.3%| 12.1%
Total N 19 72 91
once 63.4% 42.6% | 52.6%
2 times 19.6% 18.9%| 19.2%
Professio nals 3-4 times 12.5% 18.9%| 15.8%
5 and more times 4.5% 19.7%| 12.4%
Total N 112 122 234
once 91.9% 55.1%| 63.0%
2 times 0.0% 10.3% 8.1%
General public 3-4 times 8.1% 15.4%| 13.9%
5 and more times 0.0% 19.1%| 15.0%
Total N 37 136 173
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Summary

The data received as a result of monitoring are very expressive, interesting, reflect
actually the peculiarities of the Armenian journalism from the quantitative point of view
and answer a range of quesions. We make notes and deductions not only to fill the
conclusions of the second phase of monitoring, but to draw forth also new thesis, to
explain and to reveal the characteristics of the Armenian media.

The summary presents the main we noted and fixed during different phases of
this survey.

TECHNICAL ASPECTS

V  Short news is more characteristic to TV news and to radio broadcasts.

V The difference between the quantity of TV and radio openers is not very
great. Political then crime topics have a great dealof openers among all the topics on TV
and radio broadcasts.

V  Monitoring of the Armenian media shows that news with no mentioned point
in time is not a rare case. On the other hand all the channels cover mostly the most
recent developments. In the course of monitoring radio news referred to different
current events more often.

V Usually there is no mentioned point in time in news on both TV and on radio,
and if there is , then only 1point.

V  Almost half of all the programs involve orientations inclined to the possible
developments of the events.

ToriCSs

The topic high polit ics is strongly covered both on TV and on radio; radio is full
of also with the topics crime and events.

Comparing the results of two phases: In this phase too the topics
migration, regional integration of South Caucasus and social problems
deserved little attention of the journalists.

Conclusion: The thesis drawn forth in the previous phase is stated again; that is
the journalists are inclined to tell the society the news easy to acquire. Thebroadcast is
mainly occupied with already acute, new-fashioned and the frequently discussed topics
related to politics and crime. these compiling the biggest part of the informational and
time space of media.

GEOGRAPHICAL REFERENC E
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Mainly topics related to Armenia only are discussed both on TV and on radio. It
is worth mentioning that even topics related to Nagorno Karabakh are covered twice
more often on TV than on radio.

Comparing the results of two phases 1: If in print media topics related to
crime an d events were directed mainly to a foreign country, then in the case of TV
and radio these prevail in news directed to Armenia only .

Comparing the results of two phases 2: In this phase like in the previous
one news related to Yerevan prevails.

Comparing the results of two phases 3: According to the results of the
previous phase news about Europe, then South Caucasus and the USA had the greatest
percentage among the news devoted to differentforeign countries. In the monitoring
results of 2006 topics directed mainly to South Caucasus, then to Russia, Europe
dominate. In the informational field of Shant Turkey is touched equally to Russia;
among Armenian media Shant is noted for its special remarks devoted to Turkish news.
This time the USA among all the countries has quite low percentage.

ACTORS

International actors are more often noted on TV and on radio. Then with no
great difference political actors take the second place. The third place belongs to
general public almost, equal with local administration.

Comparing the results of two phases: In comparison with the monitored
results of 2005 the actors civil society and general public though not greatly but are
more often presented on TV this time.

Note 1: Comparing the differences between the public and private TV and radio
channels, it may be noted that the indicator of various actors is higher on private rather
than on public stations.

The results received show that amongcoalition and opposition actors, though not
considerably, but coalition actors have a dominating place. Independent actors also
have a high percentage on broadcast.

Note 2: This picture is explainable taking into consideration also the covered
topics in Armenian reality, as many of the weighty figures of the political field related to
those topics have no party affiliation.

Note 3: The following fact deserves attention too; if radio and TV present
coalition almost in balance, then in the presentation of opposition radio excels TV for
several times.
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SOURCES

Generally radio channels mention one source in their news. Cases with no source
mentioned are more in public media rather than in the private.

Conclusion: TV channels are more detailed, conscientious and accurate in
preparing political and crime news and probably are considered more impatant by TV
journalists, whereas in the case of radio social-economic topics are paid more attention
to contradicting the topics on page 53.

The sources are mainly transparent in the news on TV and radio. In this case too
private channels work relatively m ore transparent than public ones.

Comparing the results of two phases: comparing the results of this phase
with those of the second phase covered by media, it is notable thatgeneral public in this
case is involved as a source of information more often bot by radio and by TV.

All types of media gather information mainly by means of interview, media
inquiry.

Note: I n this respect the journalists’ st al
stations are more progressive from this standpoint (preparation for different media
events).

Public media is more notable for its participation in planned events than the
private one.

D IRECT SPEECH

Comparing the results of two phases: This time general public is quoted in
direct speech more often.

SPECIAL QUALITY INDI  CATORS

In high politics daily life is remarked more often by Public TV and by radio
station Liberty.

Note: these two channels differ from the others in relating the political topics to
the social problems more often. Almost always the topic crime and events is mostly
related with daily life on all the channels. The social-economic issuesof the society are
mostly covered by Liberty through the prism of everyday life.

ANGLES

Generally news with 1 and 2angles dominates both on TV and on radio. 4 and
more angles are met mostly in the news on Liberty and the least on Public Radio.
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JOURNALISTIC OPINION

In all the stations neutral journalism with facts only version dominates by more
than 80%.

Hypothesis: It may be concluded that expressing an opinion is not an accepted
method only in the case of TV news; in all the cases the percentage afnly opinion is O.

Note: Private TV journalists disguise their opinions more than those of the
public TV.

COALITION /OPPOSITION

The results show that news on Armenian broadcast is mostly non-relevant to
coalition/opposition. The private stations Shant and Liberty give relatively more
preference to opposition, and the public ones— to coalition .

SPECIAL INDICATORS OF TV NEWS
TECHNICAL ASPECTS OF THE PICTURES

Conclusion: Compared with Public TV, Shant uses a great number of scene
changes, which has a negative reflection on the quality of the journalism and may be
conditioned by a small number of necessary clips adequate with the text information.

STANDING PICTURES AND  ARCHIVES
Public TV uses twice morestanding pictures.

Comparing the results of two phases and notes: Archive usage by Shant
and by Public TV doesn’t considerably diff
picture concerned the past events without the label ‘Arch i v e’

TOPICS OF PICTURES

In respect of pictures Shant is full of scenes adequate to the pointpeople talking.
The percentage of interviews is also great. These two types of pictures almost in balance
exist also on Public TV.

Comparing the results of two phases: The same was investigated also in the
results of previous monitoring. This time too a range of thematic pictures (for example,
related to the topics migration, refugee or social development (education, health,
media)), which are actual today for the Armenian society remain beyond the broadcast.

PLACES OF PICTURES

Shant as well as Public TV broadcast mostlypress conferences and urban scenes.
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Conclusion: Though marzes' broadcasting is of the same importance, however
there is an impression that the journalist's camera operates mainly in the capital, and
the reporters from Yerevan don't trip to marzes.

PICTURES ACTORS

General public is given the greatest preference by H1 in all its scenes, and
professionals — by Shant. In respect of scenes' presetation political actor s are not the
first but at least one of the leading actors for both TV stations. General public is
presented mainly in the scenes as a background picture.

SPECIAL INDICATORS OF RADIO NEWS
TECHNICAL ASPECTS OF SOUNDBITS -

In Armenian practice radio news is usually broadcasted byl provider, i.e. is by
the presenter, whereas participation of the second presenter or a journalist, moreover
the additional sources are quite rare in this case.

CONTENT ASPECTS OF SO UNDBITS

Generally both radio stations gather sound information especially for their
stations. The content quality of Radiolur depends mainly on the fact whether the
information providers tell new information or not. In this respect too Public Radio gives
place to Liberty, though has a quite higher indicator. The results are interesting on the
emotional context of news provision. In the course of monitoring information provided
by Public Radio was more neutral, without emotions in the case when Liberty's
neutrality in the context o f news provision was + + famong the emotionally saturated
ones.

W HO ARE THE SOUNDBIT  PROVIDERS ?

Political actors are given the greatest preference by both radio stations in
broadcasting news. Of course thereupon the two channels can stand up to each dber
rather conditionally because the preference given to political actors by Public Radio not
only excels the indicator of Liberty, but with its soundbit providers it is also ahead of the
professionals taking the second place It is notable that general public is considerably
beyond among the soundbit providers .

Thus it may be noted that Liberty rather than Public Radio give more preference
to the sound involvement of general public.

Public Radio excels Liberty i npaatitidation. he
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It is interesting that on Public Radio participation of civil society in the topic high
politics is rather high.

On Public Radio in news on social development issuesthe greatest deal belongs
again to political actors , whereas onLiberty t he biggest percentagehas general public,
at that the last exists in the same topic on Public Radio. With relatively the greatest
indicator on Public Radio general public is presented within the framework of the topic

crime and events.

On Public Radio in all the levels of sounbit lengths the greatest indicators belong
to political actors. This is conditioned not only by the unambiguous importance of the
political actors in news provision on Public Radio, but also by their great involvement in
general. In all the mentioned cases of soundbit providers Public Radio allot them a
chance of single participation, which in fact certifies about the style and the established
tradition in news provision of this radio station. The same picture is observable for
Liberty with some exceptions; different soundbits of political actors sound often 5 and
more times

Hypothesis: It may be considered that political actors are given a wider
opportunity by Liberty rather than by Public Radio to comment their speech by way of
soundbits' frequency.

The greatest indicators of single soundbit participation for both radios belong to
general public which makes consider that participation in radio news provision of the
last is not of so deep essence.
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Annex

Table A tvr 1 Percentage of openers according to topics

TV Radio
Topic Groups Opener Total Opener Total
Yes | No % | Yes | No %
Science 33.3%| 66.7%|100.0% || 14.3%| 85.7%)|100.0%
Culture 17.6%| 82.4%]100.0% || 35.3%]| 64.7%|100.0%
Religion 20.0% 80.0% |100.0% 66.7%| 33.3%|(100.0%
Sports 50.0%(50.0%|100.0% | 17.6%| 82.4%|100.0%
Other 15.0%| 85.0%100.0% | 27.3%| 72.7%|100.0%
High Politics 29.5%| 70.5%|100.0% | 34.4%| 65.6%]|100.0%
History 63.6%)| 36.4%|100.0% |28.6%| 71.4%100.0%
War 44.4%] 55.6%]100.0% ] 0.0% [100.0%|100.0%
Foreign affairs 23.1%| 76.9%]100.0% ) 12.1% 87.9%]100.0%
Crime and events 43.9%| 56.1%]100.0% | 35.5%| 64.5%]|100.0%
Social development issues 34.4%| 65.6%(100.0% | 38.2%| 61.8%|100.0%
Economics 23.6%)| 76.4%|100.0%(29.0%| 71.0%{100.0%
National security 56.3%|43.8%|100.0% | 11.1% 88.9%100.0%
Topic groups total 32.3%| 67.7%|100.0%| 27.1%| 72.9%)|100.0%
Table A tvr 2 Percentages of TV/Radio news with single actors and actor
groups
Actors TV total - % of all 3 [Radio total - % of all 3
Groups |actors mentioned actors mentioned
Political actors |20.6% 23.7%

President of Armenia 3.4% 3.1%
Central Authorities 10.2% 8.7%
Parliament 5.0% 4.3%
Political party 2.0% 7.6%

Local Administration 9.6% 10.3%
Local administrations 2.5% 2.6%
Judiciary 1.9% 3.1%
Police 2.2% 1.7%
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Military 3.0% 3.0%
Economic actors  (4.5% 5.7%
Entrepreneurs, business 9% 2.7%
people
International business people 3.4% 1.7%
Employees 2% 1.2%
Civil society |2.6% 2.7%
Civil soc. org., national NGO 1.2% 2.0%
Ei(\;/i(l)soc. org., international 1.4% 20
International actors 27.5% 31.0%
orgarizaon 5.1% 6.8%
Foreign political bodies 19.4% 22.5%
Foreign country as an actor 3.0% 1.7%
Professionals [15.7% 14.3%
Culture 5.0% 5.4%
Churches, religious leaders 1.9% 7%
Media 2.6% 3.5%
Science/education 6.2% 4.5%
Dias pora |0.7% 1.0%
Diaspora 1% 1.0%
General Public [11.7% 8.2%
Person from general public 10.2% 7.3%
Armenia as a nation 1.5% .8%
Author |0.0% 0.0%
Author 0.0% 0.0%
Other |7.0% 3.1%
Other 7.0% 3.1%
Total % 100% 100%
Total N 267 news, 801 404 news, 1212

responses

responses

The news with less than 3 actors excluded.

Table A tvr-3. Diversity of d epth leve Is according to the news length
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TV total Radio total
Depthlevels | 0-90 | 91-180 | 212" | .39 | 3190 | %2nd
more more
seconds | seconds seconds | seconds
seconds seconds
0 depth levels 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% .8% 1.8% 2.3%
1 depth level 44.3% 12.4% 2.4% 44.2% 34.7% 7.4%
2 depth levels 36.1% 36.2% 22.9% 29.8% 31.8% 19.4%
3 depth levels 15.3% 39.0% 43.4% 20.8% 22.4% 28.3%
4 depth levels 4.4% 12.4% 31.3% 4.5% 9.4% 42.6%
Total % 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
eI ] = S50t 183 105 83 265 170 258
news

Table A tvr-4. News depth ( diversity of depth levels in

mid -length news)

Medium TV : Radio

Depth levels Al Shant total PR Liberty total

0 depth levels 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.9% 0.0% 1.8%
1 depth level 7.7%| 17.0%| 12.4%| 30.3% | 38.3% 34.7%
2 depth levels 40.4% | 32.1%| 36.2% | 18.4%| 42.6% 31.8%
3 depth levels 28.8% | 49.1%| 39.0% | 34.2% 12.8% 22.4%
4 depth levels 23.1% 1.9%| 12.4%| 13.2% 6.4% 9.4%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 52 53 105 76 94 170

Table A Tvr-5. More information on news.

What did happen and why did it

happen? Do news have background and consequences? (percentage of
depth levels in all TV/Radio news )

Medium H1 | shant | 'V PR | Liberty | R2do

total total
What? 100% | 99.3% | 99.7% | 94.8% 99.7% 97.4%
Why? 75.8% 61.5%| 70.1%| 56.7%/| 59.8% 58.3%
Background 22.9% 14.9%| 19.7%| 36.1%| 27.0% 31.3%
Consequences 38.1%| 38.5% | 38.3%| 48.5% 41.9% 45.0%
Total N 223 148 371 330 363 693
Table A tvr-6. Diversit y of perspectives (in mid -length news)
Medium TV : Radio

Perspectives H1 Sl total PR Hley total
0 perspectives 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
1 perspective 17.3%| 26.4% | 21.9%| 60.5% 55.3%| 57.6%

70



Quality of Armenian TV and Radio media

2 perspectives 82.7% | 71.7%| 77.1%| 32.9% 43.6% | 38.8%
3 per spectives 0.0% 1.9% 1.0% 6.6% 1.1% 3.5%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 52 53 105 76 94 170
Table Atw-7. Percentage explanati on of journal i
containing articlesd
Medium

TV . Radio
Explanation ra H1 Shant total PR Liberty total
journalists’  opinion
For all opinions 70.7% | 64.7%| 69.0% | 73.5%| 54.5%| 62.6%
For some opinions 19.5%| 29.4% | 22.4% | 16.3%| 43.9%| 32.2%
For no opinion 9.8% 5.9% 8.6% | 10.2% 1.5% 5.2%
Total % 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total N 41 17 58 49 66 115

Table A 1vd 8. Percentage of picture actors and actor groups speaking

A Speaking rates of 1 -3 picture actorsin1 -3
scenes
H1 Shant
Groups % N % N TV total
Political actors  [29.6% 68 26.9% |42 28.5%

President of A rmenia 3.9% 9 1.9% 3 3.1%
Central Authorities 16.5% 38 11.5% 18 14.5%
Parliament 6.5% 1501 10.3% 16 8.0%
Political party 2.6% 6 3.2% 5 2.8%

Local Administration 8.7% 20 6.4% 10 7.8%
Local administrations 2.2% 5 3.8% 6 2.8%
Judiciary 3.5% 8 .0% 0 2.1%
Police 1.7% 4 .6% 1 1.3%
Military 1.3% 3 1.9% 3 1.6%

Economic actors  |3.9% 9 2.6% 4 3.4%
Eg;r;zreneurs, business 1.3% 3 0 8%
International business people 2.2% 5 1.9% 3 2.1%
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Employees 4% 1 .6% 1 5%
Civil society 2.2% 5 3.8% 6 2.8%

Civil so c. org., national NGO 9% 2 3.2% 5 1.8%

(Nli(\;/i(l)soc. org., international 1.3% 3 6% 1 1.0%
International actors 20.9% 48 16.0% |25 18.9%

'o”r;ei;ni’zga‘:i‘;er:”mema' 65%| 15| 26%| 4 4.9%

Foreign political bodies 14.3% 33 13.5% 21 14.0%

Foreign coun try as an actor .0% 0 .0% 0 .0%
Professionals |16.5% 38 25.0% |39 19.9%

Culture 7.0% 16 9.6% 15 8.0%

Churches, religious leaders 1.7% 4 2.6% 2.1%

Media .9% 2.6% 1.6%

Science/education 7.0% 16] 10.3% 16 8.3%

Diaspora |.4% 1 .6% 1 .5%

Diaspora A% 1 .6% 1 5%
General Public  |11.3% 26 14.1% |22 12.4%

Person from general public 11.3% 26 14.1% 22 12.4%

Armenia as a nation .0% 0 .0% 0 .0%

Author |.9% 2 .0% 0 .5%
Author 9% 2 .0% 0 5%
Other |5.7% 13 4.5% 7 5.2%

Others 5.7% 13 4.5% 7 5.2%
Total 100% 100% 100%

N =responses 230 156 386
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Table A r-9. Percentage of soundbit providers according to soundbit
duration on each channel

Soundbit providers Soundbit duration PR | Liberty | Radio total
0-15 seconds 20.1% 20.9% 20.4%
16-45 seconds 50.0% 20.1% 37.9%
Political actors 46-90 seconds 20.1% | 30.9% 24.5%
91 and more seconds 9.8% 28.1% 17.2%
Total N 204 139 343
0-15 seconds 17.0%| 29.8% 23.0%
16-45 seconds 34.0% 23.4% 29.0%
Local admin 46-90 seconds 18.9%| 40.4% 29.0%
91 and more seconds | 30.2% 6.4% 19.0%
Total N 53 47 100
0-15 seconds 20.0% 13.5% 14.9%
16-45 secords 40.0% 42.3% 41.8%
Economic actors 46-90 seconds 20.0% 19.2% 19.4%
91 and more seconds | 20.0% 25.0% 23.9%
Total N 15 52 67
0-15 seconds 15.0% 33.3% 19.2%
16-45 seconds 57.5%| 25.0% 50.0%
Civil society 46-90 seconds 17.5%| 33.3% 21.2%
91 and more seconds | 10.0% 8.3% 9.6%
Total N 40 12 52
0-15 seconds 26.3% 54.2% 48.4%
16-45 seconds 36.8% 27.8% 29.7%
International actors 46-90 seconds 15.8% 11.1% 12.1%
91 and more seconds | 21.1% 6.9% 9.9%
Total N 19 72 91
0-15 seconds 32.1%| 27.0% 29.5%
16-45 seconds 42.0% 38.5% 40.2%
Professionals 46-90 seconds 13.4% 11.5% 12.4%
91 and more seconds | 12.5%| 23.0% 17.9%
Total N 112 122 234
0-15 seconds 29.7% 29.9% 29.9%
16-45 seconds 37.8% | 39.4% 39.1%
General public 46-90 seconds 29.7% | 22.6% 24.1%
91 and more seconds 2.7% 8.0% 6.9%
Total N 37 137 174
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