MONITORING ON THE PRINT MEDIA UNDER THE PROJECT ANTI-CORRUPTION PRESSURE GROUP

Results, evaluation, conclusions

· METHODOLOGY

The observation of the print media under the project Anti-Corruption Pressure Group is an initial step in the implementation of the project activities. The monitoring is carried out by the media experts, working for the project, as daily observation, selection, and registering the articles with concrete examples of corruption practices.

The monitoring is carried out with content-analysis cards according to the following basic indicators:


Media (24 Chasa, Demokratsia, Dneven Trud, Dnevnik, Duma, Monitor, Novinar, Pari, Sega, Standart News, Kapital, Banker, 168 Chasa)


Sphere of corruption (Central state administration; Local administration; Legal system; Parliament; President; Army; Police, Customs; Communications; Healthcare; Education; Media; Diplomatic services; Sport; Commerce; Private institutions; Community services)


Role of the media in the publication (Journalist investigation; Information about corruption; Coverage of debates on the topic; Coverage of the activities of prosecution, investigation, court)


Way of talking about corruption (In general or using facts and evidence)


Repetition of the case covered by the newspaper (Covered for the first time; covered earlier; covered earlier by other media)


Contents of the publication (Suspicion of corruption, Facts of corruption; Evidence of corruption)


Type of corruption act (Bribe in cash, Bribe through services, lobbying; Presents; Helpful inactivity; Mutual benefit; Clientelist privatization; Racketeering)


Type of corruption activity (Demanding a bribe; Giving a bribe; Both demanding and giving a bribe)


Sides in the corruption relationship (Both sides of the corruption relationship are mentioned; Only one side is mentioned; Only the place/sphere/institution is mentioned)


Participants in the corruption act (As an institution, as a physical person)


Stage of the corruption case

The monitoring with a content-analysis card covers a period of one year (July 2001 – July 2002) and includes 1,351 articles. (As already mentioned in the basic text, during the 15 months of the project, 1,668 articles have been covered, yet the distribution below is on the basis of 1,351 cases, as the introduction of the data into a card has been done since July 2001).

The principles of the monitoring are in compliance with the aims and objectives of the project. That is, the monitoring covers only publications with data about concrete corruption activities or allegation of such activities. Articles, in which the word “corruption” is only mentioned, or the topic is presented too general with no relation to concrete facts and events, are excluded from the monitoring.

This pattern of observation naturally narrows the range of monitoring, and the results do not reveal the presence of the topic of corruption in the national press as a whole. The results show a concrete segment in the coverage of corruption practices: how the press covers the concrete cases of corruption and the activities of the institutions combating corruption.

Media studies on the topic of corruption have been carried out many times. That is why it is necessary to explain the specificity of the monitoring implemented by ACCESS-Sofia Foundation under the project Anti-Corruption Pressure Group. The most representative media monitoring on the topic of corruption – that of the Centre for the Study of Democracy (CSD) – can serve as a base of comparison (http://www.anticorruption.bg/bg/media.htm).

The monitoring of CSD (as well as most media studies of corruption, regardless of the concrete methodology and number of the monitored media) aims at covering “the general talk about corruption”. According to the introduction of the CSD project, “The monitoring, comparison and analysis of the collected quantitative indicators for a definite period of time can show the dynamics in the presence of the topic of corruption in the public-media space. The gradual accumulation of material for a little longer period of time allows for comparing the data with the results of the opinion polls, thus giving a clearer idea of the distribution of corruption, presenting a picture, closer to reality, of the social concepts and attitudes.” (http://www.anticorruption.bg/bg/media.htm).

The monitoring on the project Anti-Corruption Pressure Group has nothing to do with the thus formulated task. It does not assess the presence of the problem of corruption in the media. The results of the monitoring do not have the characteristics of opinion polls, and should not be interpreted as such. The study of the two types of monitoring reveals that a comparative analysis is in principle hardly applicable. There are different objectives, and different means, respectively. It is only natural that these differences lead to different results.

The CSD monitoring expands the range of the topic of corruption to the maximum. It includes all kinds of cases of corruption, as well as the debate on the phenomenon itself (opinions, commentaries, statements, and analyses of experts, politicians, public figures, citizens, and other persons; discussion on normative acts, legal initiatives, and other parliamentary mechanisms for combating corruption). Practically all publications in which the word “corruption” is present, or it is a question of phenomena associated with corruption, are an object of the CSD monitoring. (For instance, interviews, commentaries or opinions about the business environment in Bulgaria, where the word “corruption” is not even used, and they concern the problems of the business in its contacts with the institutions). Corruption is presented with its most general indicators. The CSD monitoring is comprehensive both is terms of topics, and range. Its results can claim representativeness. The CSD media monitoring practically covers “talking about corruption” in Bulgarian media. (An advantage of the results of the CSD monitoring is also the fact that an article is available as a link with a possibility for access to the electronic copy of the article itself.)

The monitoring of ACCESS-Sofia Foundation under the project Anti-Corruption Pressure Group is set on a different principle, serves different aims, and seeks different results. The aim of the monitoring is a selection of a certain type of articles (which will be subjected to further selection from juridical and connotation point of view). The selection should provide work for further observation of cases, and single out articles to refer to the prosecution and other law-enforcing institutions. The principles of selection include obligatory occurrence of concrete facts, or at least verbal accusations. Thus all publications, which fail to mention concrete facts, or formulated allegations of corruption practices – and the prevailing number of publications on the topic of corruption are exactly like this – are excluded from the range of monitoring at an initial stage. All analyses – economic, political, etc., as well as the abstract consideration of corruption of any kind – are excluded. Logically, the quantitative comparison is by far in favour of the CSD monitoring.

In short, the CSD monitoring assesses the “talking about corruption”; the monitoring of ACCESS-Sofia Foundation assesses the concrete facts in the media “talking about corruption”, apart from the talking itself.

The monitoring under the project Anti-Corruption Pressure Group uses indicators providing the possibility to encompass the contents characteristics (of a case or allegations of corruption under discussion). The result of the monitoring under the project is not a finite product by itself: it is a product, which can serve the future activities of the Group. The media monitoring should provide the possibility for a content analysis of certain publications, which is to undergo further selection, and finally to refer to the prosecution. The CSD monitoring, for obvious reasons, could not serve such a purpose; it has not been sought for in the project goals.

In the results of the CSD monitoring, the content analysis methods are quite limited. The prevailing methods are description and survey of publications during the project period. The CSD monitoring outlines the media general background of events (it also reflects the coverage of events from all spheres of politics and economy). This is quite explainable, as in the interpretation of the project the CSD media monitoring is simply “another method of measuring the level of the existing corruption”. (Apart from the opinion polls). The monitoring under the project Anti-Corruption Pressure Group does not aim at measuring the level of the existing corruption, nor match with the opinion polls.

The differences can be traced at all levels of the approaches of both monitoring. The CSD monitoring provides assessment of corruption as a topic in the public debate; it gives an idea of the way of talking about corruption on certain sub-topics and segments (like “statements of ministers and deputy ministers and other senior civil servants”; “statements of MPs in relation to corruption”; “commentaries of other public figures”; “bills which have been introduced to Parliament”; “activities of Bulgarian NGOs”; “international organizations”, etc. Only the so-far listed sub-topics provide half of the number of publications under consideration). The monitoring under the Group’s project aims at avoiding exactly this type of “general talk”: such publications are non-productive for the goals of the project. (From operative project point of view, these publications are even harmful, as they are associated with a waste of time, effort, and expertise for the identification of their character).

In conclusion, the aims (as well as the users) of the products of both projects not only go apart, they are essentially different. As a result, the estimations of advantages and disadvantages are contradictory: the advantages of the CSD monitoring are advantages for the general public, but not for the purposes of the Anti-Corruption Pressure Group. With a view to the above-mentioned characteristics, the comparison between the two types of monitoring cannot be of value. Both of them serve their purposes: the CSD monitoring aims at informing in greater detail about all publications mentioning corruption. The monitoring of ACCESS-Sofia Foundation covers concrete corruption facts and allegations to be used for future legal activities. Mutual substitution of the results of the monitoring is practically excluded.

· GENERAL EVALUATION OF RESULTS

Distribution in the media
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During the whole period of monitoring, the most numerous publications are in the dailies Standart News (17.4%) and Monitor (17.2%). The fewest are the publications in Pari daily (1.2%) and Kapital weekly (0.6%).

As shown, the results in the national leaders among the reading public, Dneven Trud and 24 Chasa (which are often associated with a common approach to the reading public and similar editorial policy), are essentially different. Dneven Trud Daily is among the most actively covering concrete cases of corruption, unlike 24 Chasa Daily, where such texts are twice fewer in number. This is a typical example to understand the peculiarities of the project monitoring. The topic of corruption is generally covered in a similar way; the publications on the topic as a whole (“talking about corruption”) are almost equal in number in both dailies. An eventual monitoring on the “general talk about corruption” would show similar figures for both dailies. Dneven Trud Daily, however, is more active in covering the concrete dimensions of the phenomenon (corruption facts, events, allegations).

The values in the chart below should not be overestimated. The quantitative indicators cannot, and should not, be used to draw conclusions about the quality. Kapital, for instance, with its 0.6% in number, offers some of the best quality texts for the purposes of the project.

Distribution of publications according to size
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The size of the publications makes it possible to understand the way in which the concrete cases of corruption are introduced to the public. The prevailing number of publications are of over 70 lines (58.7%). This is quite natural, as most often it is a question of describing concrete cases of corruption, quoting names, circumstances, and facts, as well as the concrete steps of the law-enforcing institutions, etc. The few cases of investigative journalism also belong to this group.

The number of publications of up to 70 lines is by far smaller. Usually they do not go into detailed argumentation. Most often they inform briefly about cases of corruption, e.g., “Doctor P.S. (teacher, policeman, customs officer, etc.) caught with a bribe of 150 BG levs (the amount is different)”. Or they inform about the steps taken by the respective law-enforcing institutions (e.g. “Investigation initiated against transport policeman L.G. for bribery”)

The general relation between the publications according to size, reflected above, can be considered to some extent as dependence within the framework of the respective newspapers. That is, the relation between the size of the given publications remains more or less the same in the framework of the respective newspapers. More specifically, in some newspapers, the publications with a size of over 70 lines prevail. (In Kapital, 168 Chasa and Banker weeklies there are no articles shorter than 70 lines.)

· Spheres of covered corruption practices
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This indicator seems to be one of the most important, as far as it offers a strong temptation to jump to conclusions about the level of corruption in the different spheres of public life, different institutions, etc. As it is, the introduction of the results is very much like introduction of opinion polls results. However, like already mentioned, the media monitoring under this project does not cover the “general talk about corruption”, therefore the results cannot be expected to be representative of the public attitudes. The results of the monitoring do not have the characteristics of opinion polls, and should not be interpreted as such.

As mentioned in the basic text, the data cannot serve as an estimation of the level of corruption in certain institutions. Due to the specific character of the monitoring, the results reveal not the “level of corruption”, but the level of “media accessibility” of the respective institutions on the question of corruption.

Despite the above-mentioned provisions, the basic result in figures was predictable – administration stands out as a main sphere of concrete corruption practices (55.2%). In 43.8% of the cases of corruption, covered by the press, it is a question of the central state administration. (It should be taken into account that the monitoring reflects the situation in the national press, so the smaller number of reported cases of “concrete corruption” in the local administration is certainly due to this fact. Naturally, the natural press is predominantly interested in the corruption at the higher levels of administration; in these newspapers the corruption practices in the local administration are covered only when they are expected to acquire the character of nationally-important events).

As the results show, the second most numerous in corruption practices is the sphere of business (21.9%). These figures, however, should be interpreted very carefully. Above all, the bigger number of cases are associated with corruption practices in the sphere of the state business. (Cases of leaking out state enterprises, privatization of state enterprises, etc.) This means that practically a big part of these “business cases” directly – for a good reason – refer to the above-mentioned sphere of activity of the state administration, as far as they concern civil servants, officials at different levels, state-regulated competitions, state protection, state-regulated procedures, and administrative decisions.

On the other hand, the results are partly due to the higher transparency in the sphere of the state business. The word is not used ironically, as the mentioned procedures of privatization, economic activity, competitions, offers, etc. are really considerably more transparent, as a result of the existing legal requirements concerning the publicity of state activities. In the private business, the publicity is considerably lower because of requirements and traditions of keeping the commercial secret, confidentiality, etc. As a result, the access to information about those processes in the private business, which are far from legal regulations, is far more difficult. Having in mind the parameters of the shady economy in Bulgaria (according to different estimations, amounting to 35-40% of the GNP), it is perfectly clear that the figures above are not representative of the real distribution of corruption practices in the sphere of business.

In short, both corrections of principle in the figures show that the data certainly offers a view only to part (probably rather a small one) of the real situation. The real proportions of corruption are definitely much greater, and the quoted results should not mislead.

The interpretation of the figures concerning media behaviour seems much more credible. The investigative journalism (being at embryonic stage in terms of know-how, practices, and accomplishments) is practically incapable of penetrating the closed “business system”, which also includes the system of the shady economy). The press, and the media as a whole, relies above all on official sources of information, or on their own sources (which, at best, throw some light on separate, isolated, insignificant cases). The investigative journalism has all objective reasons to be toothless, poorly informed, clumsy, and, understandably, of low public prestige. Even the tendency in its development cannot be considered particularly encouraging: in comparison with the period 2000-2001, there has been a certain decline in the presence of investigative journalism in the press, quite a sizeable decline, since the second half of 2002.

The details of the monitoring definitely prove that it is far easier for the press to cover “petty” mass corruption; to cover “traditional” and familiar spheres and institutions, such as police, healthcare, customs, education. The conclusions point to a dangerous possible tendency: there are conditions for creating an artificial (information, media) “isolating wall” around the much more dangerous, deeper, and, probably, more frequent, occurrence of corruption in the economy. (The activity of mafia economic structures, corrupt practices in the distribution of property and markets, violation of the Law on Public Offer of Securities, i.e. the stock exchange that has just been speeding up, the credit-banking mechanisms, etc.)

The conclusions should be compared with the scale of the covered concrete corrupt practices. According to the results of the monitoring, the cases of corruption in the police amount to 9.3%. However, most often these are cases of policemen who have been caught with a bribe of about 100-200 BG levs. Much less frequent are the cases of racketeering for bigger sums, or of presence of policemen (from the senior structures of the Ministry of Home Affairs) in unregulated relations with the criminal world. The media register the same type of concrete corruption in a sphere like healthcare – mainly bribery among doctors in healthcare institutions. Yet in these cases it is again a matter of scale of corruption coming down to bribes of 100-200 levs. It is true that the zero-tolerance policy suggests no tolerance to petty corrupt practices, too. However, in this case, it is a question of something essentially different. Actually, we register back dependence between the scale of corruption and its media coverage in concrete facts: that is, the greater the scale, the smaller the chances for the case to be exposed in the media. (And vice versa, the smaller the amount of the bribe, the more often it is covered by the media as concrete corruption practice).

The results of the monitoring show that the press has covered more cases of corruption in the judicial system (3.6%), rather than, for example, in the customs (2.8%). In this respect, 2002 is characterized by obviously greater public and media attention to the judicial system (compared to previous years). The objective reasons for this are probably associated with speeding up the judicial reform and the numerous contradictions and conflicts accompanying it (institutional, cadre, scandalous mutual accusations, etc.). That is, the “general talk” about the judicial system objectively renders it a central position in the agenda of the society, and in the editorial priorities of the different newspapers. This obviously has an impact on the attention to the concrete corruption practices in the whole system.

(The expression “the whole system” offers rather an artificial generalization. The components of the judicial system are the court, the prosecution, and the inquiry, and their respective share in the publications is different: the covered cases of corruption among examining magistrates and prosecutors are more numerous, and there are practically no cases about judges.)

The fewest are the covered cases of “concretized corruption” in the army and in the media – 0.4% each. In the case with the army, in spite of the great changes in the whole system for the last 4-5 years and its opening to society, the accomplishments in the sphere of public control are still humble. The army remains one of the most closed structures, and this refers particularly to the corrupt practices in it.

The distribution of the corrupt spheres in the publications is not much different from the general distribution. In all newspapers (with the exception of Pari daily), the most covered sphere of corruption is again the state central administration. Corruption in the sphere of business comes second (in all newspapers with the exception of 24 Chasa and Demokratsia). 

· The role of the media in the publication 
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a) – independent investigation

b) – drawing public attention with information about corruption

c) – covering public debates on the topic

d) – covering activities of various institutions (prosecution, inquiry, court

This indicator gives an idea how the media themselves take part in the covering the corrupt act. They can only mirror external information about events and facts related to corrupt practices. However, they can interfere much more actively, including journalist investigation, carried out by the representatives of the respective media.

The results of the monitoring show that the prevailing number of monitored publications cover information about corrupt acts coming from external sources. Only 12.6% of them are journalist investigations of the publication itself. The conclusion does not need further comments, however, it indirectly supports the need for future efforts in developing investigative journalism, the need for investment in enhancing its quality (financial, organizational, etc.).

The way of talking about corruption
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The “way of talking” in the categories general-concrete offers insight into the inter-media points of view and approaches. As the project is built on the principle of successive selection of articles according to “concreteness”, the results of this cross-section deserve special attention. More particularly, it is clearly seen that media remain at the more general level of “talking about corruption”.

From the point of view of the aims of the project, this means that the publications about concrete cases of corruption or straightforward accusations of corrupt practices also, most often, lack enough data, facts, and evidence. For example, “Minister X gave a boost to a crony to get a state procurement order” (without mentioning any facts, data or arguments). Practically, this type of publications enter the scope of monitoring (as direct accusation towards Minister X), however, there are not enough grounds for them to enter the scope of materials, on which law-enforcement procedures could be initiated. The number of articles with a similar way of talking about corruption (of the already selected texts) is alarmingly big, 75.7%.

This starting point will take us to the general effectiveness of the project as a whole, that is why it is necessary to follow the logic of the selection according to “concreteness” to the end. The publications, which use concrete facts and evidence of corrupt practices, amount to only 24.3%. Out of these publications, after additional analysis, 3-5 cases are singled out monthly, which reach the law-enforcement institutions following the procedure of approaching. Even a smaller part of them, maybe 1-2 cases, become a subject of respective investigative activities of prosecutors and investigating magistrates (see Table 3 in the basic text, II.2.2.).

The conclusion clearly shows that most of the publications in the media could hardly be used as materials for real anti-corruption activities. However, one cannot conclude that the project has been ineffective. It is true that journalists cannot do the job of the law-enforcing institutions. Yet, in purely media perspective, the “general talk in principle” cuts across the mission of the media of creating informed public opinion. If such correlation stays on longer, there is a danger of “talking about corruption” degenerating into insignificant blabber, one of the topics everyone talks about, yet nobody takes any action upon. Besides, unlike the totalitarian societies or the initial stage of the Bulgarian transition (1989-1995), the greater part of the representatives of the law-enforcing institutions are already better prepared for work with the media, with the structures of the civil society, with the non-governmental organizations even on such problems like corruption. The media have accumulated considerable bulk of information, database, and legal expertise. There are good reasons to expect better quality investigative journalism. The above-quoted figures, however, signal that investigative journalism itself is in the process of dangerous evolution towards commentary journalism, which simply talks about events.

· ASSESSMENT OF THE SECONDARY RESULTS (SELECTION FOR APPROACHING THE PROSECUTION AUTHORITIES) 

For the purposes of the project, it makes sense to consider separately the cases which constitute the starting database for the practical activities of the Anti-Corruption Pressure Group in approaching the prosecution for future legal acts. Below you can find only the secondary results of the media monitoring, i.e. the cases in which corruption is approached with concrete facts and evidence. Like already mentioned, these cases amount to 24.3% of all publications, according to the general results of the monitoring referred to above. Below, this 24.3% is broken into a series of additional parameters. (Indeed, the specific character of these parameters does not allow them to be followed in all publications.) For greater clarity in introducing the data, the tables below give all cases, including the cases, which “do not participate in the distribution” along the concrete specific categories. Thus, the reader can judge about the real correlation, and can also compare it with the mass of articles, which do not provide enough facts and data (though talking about concrete cases of corruption). With this way of introducing the data, in all the tables below there is always the tall column of cases, which “do not take part in the distribution”. It basically includes the articles, covered by the monitoring, yet excluded after the selection of the juridical analysis.

Repetition of publications
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а – the newspaper writes about the case for the first time
b – the newspaper goes back to a case it has already written about

c – the newspaper follows a case other media have covered

d – do not take part in the distribution

Most often the cases of corruption in the publications, in which corruption is talked about with facts and evidence, are described in the newspaper for the first time (19.4%). Only in 4.4% of the publications there is reference to cases that have been written about earlier.

This indicator can be interpreted as revealing the weak persistence and consistency in the attitude of the press to cases of corruption. It is obvious that the newspapers rather rarely deal with concrete acts of corruption more than once. There may be some logic from the point of view of the media theory and practice. Yet the following of a certain act of corruption for a period of time by a newspaper is an indicator of the attitude towards this act. In practice, there is indirect evidence of the low level of significance of the cases – they are mostly mentioned once, i.e. they are considered insignificant in the scale of public interest.

· Contents of the publication 
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a – suspicions of corrupt acts

b – facts describing corrupt acts

c – evidence of corrupt acts

d – do not take part in the distribution

The monitoring reveals that the prevailing number of publications, in which corruption is referred to with facts and evidence, describe concrete facts of corruption – 17.1%. (The description of concrete facts of corruption, however, does not at all mean that they are substantiated enough.) In 4.4% of the publications, there are suspicions of corrupt acts. In practice, the prevailing cases are accusations of corruption (or unsubstantiated allegations), not real facts.

Only 2.7% of the publications contain evidence of corrupt acts. These are mostly articles in the genre of investigative journalism, which are, as a rule, well provided with evidence of corruption. Though very few in numbers, these are exactly the publications, which to a greater extent correspond to the aims of the project. They contain grounded enough presentation of acts of corruption; the articles are not superficially oriented to covering current news; the articles are with a pre-set aim to inform about evidence; this kind of articles reveal a much more professional approach to collecting information in general; such texts give the prosecution grounds to take up respective measures.

· Type of corrupt acts

Chart
a – cash bribe

b – bribe in favours, intercession, lobbying

c – presents

d – favourable inactivity

e – mutual favouring

f – clientelist privatization
g – blackmail, racketeering

h – does not take part in the distribution

The type of corrupt act specifies exactly what kind of activity one is involved with. Going back to the question of the definition of corruption, tackled with in the main text, this indicator specifies not only the type of corrupt act in a generally understood and commonly used sense, but also the corpus delicti, according to the Penal Code.

Having in mind the commonly accepted ideas of the manifestations of corruption (accepting money for some favour, intercession, personal presents for state servants, etc.) the results of the monitoring a little surprisingly revealed that the press mostly reveals cases of concretized corruption of the type “mutual favouring” (6.9%). “Draining off” state enterprises by mutually related circles with the participation of state servants, state managers and private companies is one of the most common cases of such kind of corruption.
The “classical” cases of corruption – bribing with money (5.6%), come second. The monitoring on this category reveals that, in practice, the publications most often cover a concrete case and the reaction of the respective institutions. This is a highly standardized group of publications following a common pattern of the type: “The Police Caught Dr. I. S. with a Bribe of BGN 150”, or: “Teacher K.T. Was Given Two Years in Prison for a Bribe of BGN 200”.

Bribing for favours comes third (3.3%). This kind of bribery has a special status in societies like the Bulgarian, where the links between friends and acquaintances are a system of relationships “presupposing” mutual favours. Cutting short details of the national psychological specificity of the value system of the Bulgarians, we have to note that to the popular understanding, most often a favour is not interpreted as bribery. As a remnant of patriarchal relations (seeking its roots in the patriarchal community and the broad family circles), these activities are often interpreted as something that goes without saying between friends, acquaintances and relatives, particularly in village communities and small towns. It is this specificity that makes it the most popular type of corruption in Bulgaria. Like with other cases of concretized corruption, the actual coverage of this type of corrupt practices in the media does not correspond to the real level of occurrence.

· Type of corrupt activity
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a – demanding a bribe

b – giving a bribe

c – both demanding and giving

d – do not take part in the distribution

There are always two sides to every corrupt activity – the corrupting and the corrupted, or at least, corruptible. In this sense, the common pattern of describing corruption as a social phenomenon is the pattern of relationship between demand and offer. That is why one should not jump into hasty conclusions. At first glance, the data lead to the conclusion that the “demand” (when the corrupt side is the active one, e.g. demands a bribe in turn of a favour) has a priority. As mentioned above, the data in figures reveal only “access to corrupt practices”, and not the level of occurrence.

The weight of these data is in a completely different plane. As in the process there are two interrelated sides, combating the phenomenon may mean aiming at the one side, or at the other, or the relation between them. The general observations of “occurrence of corruption” (e.g. the above media monitoring by the Centre for the Study of Democracy) cannot differentiate between these three variants.

From the point of view of general observations, corrupt practices look like one inseparable mechanism functioning as demand and offer simultaneously, a secret mechanism, at that, without preparation, negotiation of prices, or other details. All familiar difficulties in combating corruption are related to exactly this fact: corruption is a kind of sacrament, with no witnesses, no evidence. The monitoring under the project Anti-Corruption Pressure Group, however, suggests one of the mentioned variants as advisable in combating corrupt practices – the most vulnerable point in the process, of the “corruption sacrament” proves to be demanding a bribe. This point focuses every success of media attempts at giving publicity to corrupt practices.

The monitoring proved that the prevailing number of cases of corruption, covered in the press, are those of demanding a bribe. This practically means that the two sides of the process are not equally accessible and open to study. The media can “throw certain light” over a case only when a person goes to receive a favour from a state institution, and is given a hint to give a bribe. The reverse variant – when the person offers a bribe – is completely blocked for media access.

This conclusion allows a series of interpretations, including nation-psychological and purely media conclusions. One thing is certain: the second variant is not an activity the media are interested in (neither are the prosecuting institutions). A case like: “Citizen S.T. Tried to Bribe Traffic Policeman M. I. by BGN 150” is not particularly interesting to the media. Whereas the case: “Traffic Policeman M. I. Demanded a Bribe of BGN 150 from Citizen S. T.” has all the chances to turn into a media fact.

This conclusion is not sufficient by itself alone. There is still no answer to the question why the first case has smaller chances of coverage in the media than the second. The answer can be sought in the category “public interest in the case”, and this precisely redirects these reflections to another sphere. Like the analysis of this 5.4% of texts shows, the press covers the demand for a bribe not making it clear what the reaction of the other side (the one that is supposed to give) is, and whether the “sacrament of corruption” has been accomplished. In this case we could assume that the editorial policy of the media follows the public attitudes, which reject the demanding a bribe side but seem more tolerant to the one offering a bribe. To check this hypothesis, it is enough to turn to whichever opinion poll with similar data. And fair enough, all opinion polls (despite the difference in numbers and methodology) reveal that the majority of people (70-80%) condemn corruption as a big evil – from social, economic, moral, etc. point of view. On the other hand, however, around 40% claim they would offer a bribe to achieve a goal. Opinion polls show that the strong anti-corruption attitudes in the society go hand-in hand with rather strong corruption attitudes. The “corrupting” and “corruptible” sides do not stand equal in the value system of the Bulgarians. This conclusion, applied to the data from the monitoring under the project, does not refer to the public attitudes, but the behaviour of the media. There are enough grounds to assume that media themselves follow the existing public attitudes, and that they are not active enough in changing these attitudes against corruption. This explains the strange, at first glance, impression of the data in the above table that to the media “concretized corruption” means only demanding a bribe.

These reflections might be criticized for exaggeration and far-fetched conclusions. (Yet in 1.2% of the cases, it is a matter of corrupt acts by both sides.) However, if the conclusions are not adequate, the reason is not so much in distortion of the interpretation, as in the weak representativeness of the monitoring data. This could really be a justified objection. The concrete case shows only how productive the analysis of secondary data from similar projects may prove. The data under consideration, however, are unique, there are no other such results. (Unlike the numerous observations on corruption and all kinds of opinion polls, revealing the “general picture”, the “degree of occurrence”, the “measuring the grade of intolerance” and such the like.) It is highly advisable to continue such concretized observation, as obviously there are a lot of prospective spheres for analysis, a possibility for cross-tabulations and comparisons in additional parameters (e.g. “demanding a bribe under duress”, “demanding a bribe with corresponding reciprocal action” and many others).

(Here it is important to point out a significant detail of the range of the data. This indicator functions in the cases of accepting or offering a bribe, or both, which is only one of the corrupt practices. When it is a matter of another type of corrupt act, the indicator is practically inapplicable.)

· The sides in the corruption relationship
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a – both sides in the corruption relationship

b – only one side

c – only the place, the sphere, and institution

d – do not take part in the distribution

This indicator reveals the presence of both sides in corruption relationship in the publication about “concretized corruption”. The cases, in which both sides in the corruption relationship are known – or explicitly given – are in 7.9% of the total number of publications. These are texts built in the pattern: “Shop-owner D. C. gives a bribe of 250 levs to tax inspector R. A.”. In cases when it is a question only about the one of the sides in the corruption relationship (6.9% of the publications), the pattern is: “Person X has drained off the company Y”.

· Stages of the corruption case
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a – the case is made public for the first time

b – the case is made public for the first time by the media after a signal about corruption

c – there has been a journalistic investigation on the case in progress

d – the case has entered or is in a process of court proceedings, as a result of the activities of the Anti-Corruption Pressure Group

f – the case has entered or in the process of entering the final stage of the court proceedings – a verdict, punishment

g – the case has been closed and is revealed (described) post-factum

h – do not take part in the distribution

This indicator shows the distribution of concrete corruption cases from the point of view of the consequences of the case in development. At the background of the prevailing in the media, political and public sphere, general talk about corruption “in principle”, this distribution gives some idea of what happens with the “concrete corruption covered by the media” after revealing the case in the media.

The results show that in principle it is a question of “reporter” problematics that is prevailing covering corrupt practices as news. If we put together the data in columns (a) and (b), it is clear that in 15.7% of the cases, it is a question of corrupt practices, which are covered in the newspaper for the first time. All the rest of the cases taken together (7.5%) amount to less than half of the “news” about concretized corruption. Having in mind that in a number of cases from columns (d), (e), (f), and (g) there are also publications after the principle “covering news”, the percentage of the “news” grows even more.

The accusations of escape from public responsibility against the media would in this case be rash. Media’s first and most important public task is to “inform”. The accusations against the media much more adequately, and much more justifiably, could be directed towards the huge (h) column, which shows the cases that are not included in the distribution (like cases of general talk about corruption with poor concreteness). This case has been considered above, yet here it is worth mentioning it explicitly: the media certainly “inform”, as their first and most important public task, but the real information value of the texts about concretized corruption is very low.

From the point of view of the project Anti-Corruption Pressure Group one could feel sorry about the insignificant share of the cases in the rather tentative category “journalistic investigation” (1.9%). Here again accusations would be too rash. As it is, the Anti-Corruption Group used in their activities the media resource for identifying “concrete corruption”. And in such a case, the materials used as sources should be sought in the news. That is, the data is columns (a), (b), and (c) are relevant to the aims of the project and can be used as a basis for the future work, or for continuing the media monitoring with the same aims as so far.

4. MAIN CONCLUSIONS

· The Bulgarian media talk about corruption mostly in general – without facts or evidence – even in the cases when it is a matter of allegations and accusations of corrupt practices. This makes the very talking about corruption in the press rather superficial, especially when it is a question of concrete cases. This conclusion is probably the reason why institutions, like the prosecution, ignore the media as a possible source of cases for “self-approaching”.

· The data of the monitoring reveal serious narrowing of the perimeter of investigative journalism in the national press compared to previous periods (2000-2001). This conclusion refers to all newspapers included in the range of monitoring (with the exception of “168 Hours” weekly). The newspapers cover mainly corruption activities, which have come from an external, for them, source, and in rare cases publish their own investigations.

· The publications covering some measures taken by the prosecuting institutions against corruption are too few in number. This leads to the conclusion about the clumsy mechanism of activating these institutions, as well as about insufficient transparency in these activities (so that they can reach the public through the media).

· It is essential that the interpretation of the data under the project take into account the specific parameters of the monitoring. The data, for instance, do not allow claiming convincingly which spheres of public life and public activities (institutions, spheres of management or activity) the media recognize as related to corrupt practices. The monitoring excludes publications of “general talk about corruption” and the results do not reveal the public ideas at all. The figures actually outline not the “degree of corruption”, but the spheres of public life and activities, which are not accessible to the interest of the media in concrete corrupt practices. The results show not the degree of corruption (of an institution or a sphere of public life), not the public confidence or non-confidence, but rather the extent of the break-through accomplished by the media in revealing corrupt practices, and indirectly – the accessibility of public control.
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