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2006 Annual Report On the State of the News Media 
 
By the Project for Excellence in Journalism 
 
Executive Summary 
 
 
Overview  
Scan the headlines of 2005 and one question seems inevitable: Will we recall 
this as the year when journalism in print began to die?  
 
The ominous announcements gathered steam as the year went on. The New 
York Times would cut nearly 60 people from its newsroom, the Los Angeles 
Times 85; Knight Ridder’s San Jose Mercury News cut 16%, the Philadelphia 
Inquirer 15% — and that after cutting another 15% only five years earlier. By 
November, investors frustrated by poor financial performance forced one of the 
most cost-conscious newspaper chains of all, Knight Ridder, to be put up for 
sale.  
 
Adding to the worry, industry fundamentals, not the general economy, were the 
problem — declining circulation, pressure on revenues, stock prices for the year 
down 20%. 
 
It wasn’t only newspapers, either. Magazines like Newsweek, U.S. News and 
Business Week were suffering, too. The largest company, Time Inc., advertising 
and circulation falling, cut 205 people and promised to transform itself from 
“magazine publishing” to a “multiplatform media company.”  
 
The former dean at the Columbia University Graduate School of Journalism, Tom 
Goldstein would conclude, “Unless they urgently respond to the changing 
environment, newspapers risk early extinction."1 
 
Is it true? From here on will the delivery of news in ink on paper begin a rapid 
and accelerating decline? Newspapers are the country’s biggest newsgathering 
organizations in most towns and the Internet’s primary suppliers. What would 
their decline portend? 
 
For two years, we have tracked in this report the major trends in the American 
news media (link to 2005 and 2004). What is occurring, we have concluded, is 
not the end of journalism that some have predicted. But we do see a seismic 
transformation in what and how people learn about the world around them. 
Power is moving away from journalists as gatekeepers over what the public 
knows. Citizens are assuming a more active role as assemblers, editors and 
even creators of their own news. Audiences are moving from old media such as 
                                                 
1 Goldstein is now a professor at the University of California at Berkeley and working on a project 
to study new ways of generating revenue from journalism. 
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television or newsprint to new media online. Journalists need to redefine their 
role and identify which of their core values they want to fight to preserve —
something they have only begun to consider. 
 
In 2005, change intensified. The shift by audiences to other delivery mediums 
accelerated print’s problems. Things that seemed futuristic two years ago, such 
as watching network news on a PDA, began to arrive. The role of new 
aggregators like Google grew. And new scandals in the old media seemed to 
confirm worries that some news people are more concerned with their careers 
than the public interest. 
 
We believe some fears are overheated. For now, the evidence does not support 
the notion that newspapers have begun a sudden death spiral. The circulation 
declines and job cuts will probably tally at only about 3% for the year. The 
industry still posted profit margins of 20%. Measuring print and online together, 
the readership of many newspapers is higher than ever.  
 
On the other hand, the most sanguine reaction to those changes — that they 
simply reflect an older medium’s giving way to a newer one, and that citizens will 
have more choices than ever — strikes us as glib, even naïve. 
 
Even if newspapers are not dying, they and other old media are constricting, and 
so, it appears, is the amount of resources dedicated to original newsgathering.  
 
Most local radio stations, our content study this year finds, offer virtually nothing 
in the way of reporters in the field. On local TV news, fewer and fewer stories 
feature correspondents, and the range of topics that get full treatment is 
narrowing even more to crime and accidents, plus weather, traffic and sports. On 
the Web, the Internet-only sites that have tried to produce original content 
(among them Slate and Salon) have struggled financially, while those thriving 
financially rely almost entirely on the work of others. Among blogs, there is little 
of what journalists would call reporting (our study this year finds reporting in just 
5% of postings). Even in bigger newsrooms, journalists report that specialization 
is eroding as more reporters are recast into generalists. 
 
In some cities, the numbers alone tell the story. There are roughly half as many 
reporters covering metropolitan Philadelphia, for instance, as in 1980. The 
number of newspaper reporters there has fallen from 500 to 220. The pattern at 
the suburban papers around the city has been similar, though not as extreme. 
The local TV stations, with the exception of Fox, have cut back on traditional 
news coverage. The five AM radio stations that used to cover news have been 
reduced to two.  
 
As recently as 1990, the Philadelphia Inquirer had 46 reporters covering the city. 
Today it has 24. 
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In the future, we may well rely more on citizens to be sentinels for one another. 
No doubt that will expand the public forum and enrich the range of voices. 
Already people are experimenting with new ways to empower fellow citizens to 
gather and understand the news — whether it is soldiers blogging from Baghdad, 
a radio program on the war produced by students at Swarthmore College  
carrying eyewitness interviews with Iraqi citizens, or a similar effort by young 
radio reporters in Minnesota to cover local towns. 
 
Yet the changes will probably also make it easier for power to move in the dark. 
And the open technology that allows citizens to speak will also help special 
interests, posing as something else, to influence or even sometimes overwhelm 
what the rest of us know. 
 
The worry is not the wondrous addition of citizen media, but the decline of full-
time, professional monitoring of powerful institutions.  
 
Those are just some of the questions and conclusions in this, the third of our 
annual reports on the state of American journalism. The study, which we believe 
is unique in depth and scope, breaks the news industry into nine sectors 
(newspapers, magazines, network television, cable television, local television, 
the Internet, radio, ethnic media, and alternative media) and builds off many of 
the findings from a year ago. 
 
This year, the study also includes a distinct content report, A Day in the Life of 
the News, in which we examine one day’s events as they course through the 
media culture in print, television, radio, online, and blogs, magazines, both 
nationally and locally in three American cities. 
  
The Major Trends 
 
In 2006, we see six new trends emerging that deserve highlighting and that add 
to the underlying trends transforming journalism we have noted in earlier reports. 
This year: 
  
The new paradox of journalism is more outlets covering fewer stories. As 
the number of places delivering news proliferates, the audience for each tends to 
shrink and the number of journalists in each organization is reduced. At the 
national level, those organizations still have to cover the big events. Thus we 
tend to see more accounts of the same handful of stories each day. And when 
big stories break, they are often covered in a similar fashion by general-
assignment reporters working with a limited list of sources and a tight time-frame. 
Such concentration of personnel around a few stories, in turn, has aided the 
efforts of newsmakers to control what the public knows. One of the first things to 
happen is that the authorities quickly corral the growing throng of 
correspondents, crews and paparazzi into press areas away from the news. One 
of the reasons coverage of Katrina stood out to Americans in 2005 was officials 
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were unable to do that, though some efforts, including one incident of holding 
journalists at gunpoint, were reported. For the most part, the public — and the 
government — were learning from journalists who were discovering things for 
themselves. 
 
The species of newspaper that may be most threatened is the big-city 
metro paper that came to dominate in the latter part of the 20th century. The 
top three national, newspapers in the U.S. suffered no circulation losses in 2005. 
The losses at smaller newspapers, in turn, appeared to be modest. It was the 
big-city metros that suffered the biggest circulation drops and imposed the 
largest cutbacks in staff. Those big papers are trying to cover far-flung suburbs 
and national and regional news all at the same time — trying to be one-stop 
news outlets for large audiences. In part, they are being supplanted by niche 
publications serving smaller communities and targeted audiences. Yet our 
content studies suggest the big metros are the news organizations most likely to 
have the resources and aspirations to act as watchdogs over state, regional and 
urban institutions, to identify trends, and to define the larger community public 
square. It is unlikely that small suburban dailies or weeklies will take up that 
challenge. Moreover, while we see growth in alternative weeklies and the ethnic 
press, many small suburban dailies have shrunk.  
 
At many old-media companies, though not all, the decades-long battle at 
the top between idealists and accountants is now over. The idealists have 
lost. The troubles of 2005, especially in print, dealt a further blow to the fight for 
journalism in the public interest. “If you argue about public trust today, you will be 
dismissed as an obstructionist and a romantic,” the editor of one of the country’s 
major papers told us privately. An executive at one of the three broadcast 
networks told senior staff members in a meeting last year that “the ethical anvil 
has been lifted,” meaning the producers could dispense with traditional notions of 
journalistic propriety. One of the most celebrated editors in the country, John 
Carroll of the Los Angeles Times, stepped down in frustration in 2005, but only 
after taking weeks to persuade his successor not to join him. The most 
celebrated journalist still at ABC, Ted Koppel, left for cable, but only after 
announcing that neither cable news nor network news was amenable to the long-
form work to which he aspired. The most cogent explanation for why journalism 
in the public interest has lost leverage was probably offered by Polk Laffoon IV, 
the corporate spokesman of Knight Ridder. “I wish there were an identifiable and 
strong correlation between quality journalism … and newspaper sales,” he said. 
“It isn’t …that simple.” From here on, at many companies, the fight on behalf of 
the public interest will come from the rank and file of the newsroom, with the 
news executive as mediator with the boardroom. There are some notable 
exceptions, and journalists who work in those situations today consider 
themselves lucky. Meanwhile, at many new-media companies, it is not clear if 
advocates for the public interest are present at all. 
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That said, traditional media do appear to be moving toward technological 
innovation — finally. In earlier reports, the real investment and creativity in new 
technology appeared to be coming mostly from non-news organizations like 
Google. Traditional news outfits, in practice if not in rhetoric, treated the Internet 
as a platform to repurpose old material. While the evidence is sketchy and the 
efforts are frustrated by newsroom cutbacks, in 2005 we saw signs that the 
pattern was beginning to change. A big reason was that much of the revenue 
growth in these companies is now coming from online (and from niche products 
such as youth newspapers). In network television, for instance, viewers of ABC 
News can now watch an evening newscast from that network three and a half 
hours before one is broadcast on television. In print, various papers announced 
reorganizations of online operations. An internal memo at the Los Angeles Times 
was fairly typical, calling for “a different kind of online news operation, one that 
recognizes the changing expectations of readers.” In that transition, several big 
questions remain unanswered. One is whether younger audiences care anything 
about these traditional news brands. Another is, even if these legacy media do 
finally try to move online seriously, can they change their culture, or will they 
succumb to the natural tendency to favor their traditional platforms? 
 
The new challengers to the old media, the aggregators, are also playing 
with limited time. When it comes to news, what companies like Google and 
Yahoo are aggregating and selling is the work of others — the very same old 
media they are taking revenue away from. The more they succeed, the faster 
they erode the product they are selling, unless the economic model is radically 
changed. Already there are rumblings. One thing to watch for in 2006 is whether 
old-media content producers demand that Google News begin to pay them for 
content. Another option for the aggregators is to begin to produce their own 
news, and already we are seeing baby steps; in 2005, Yahoo announced it would 
hire some journalists, but the effort is still minimal. Can the new rivals become 
more than technology companies? And if they do, will they have more than 
rhetorical allegiance to the values of public-interest journalism? 
 
The central economic question in journalism continues to be how long it 
will take online journalism to become a major economic engine, and if it 
will ever be as big as print or television. If the online revenues at newspapers 
continue to grow at the current rate — an improbable 33% a year — they won’t 
reach levels equivalent with print until 2017 (assuming print grows just 3% a 
year). Realistically, even with the lower delivery costs online, it will be years 
before the Internet rivals old media economics, if it ever does. Fledgling efforts to 
get consumers to pay for online content edged forward in 2005, but only 
marginally. All this only adds to the likelihood that the next battleground will be 
producers of old media will challenging Internet providers and Internet 
aggregators to begin compensating them for content, the model that exists in 
cable. 
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Those trends are in addition to others we have identified in earlier years. Among 
them: that the traditional model of journalism — the press as verifier — is giving 
way to other models that are faster, looser and cheaper; to adapt, journalism 
must move in the direction of making its work more transparent and more expert 
and widening the scope of its searchlight; those who would manipulate the press 
and the public are gaining leverage over the journalists who cover them; 
convergence is more inevitable and less threatening the more one looks at 
audience data; the notion that people are gravitating to a partisan press model, 
or red news and blue news, is exaggerated. (LINK See Major Trends 2004 and 
2005). 
 
 
CONTENT 
 
In the first two years of this report, we analyzed the content of American news 
media by taking 28 randomly chosen days from a wide swath of news outlets and 
examining what was offered. What topics were covered? What kind of sourcing 
was there? How were stories framed? How did the various media differ? 
 
This year, we wanted to take a closer look at what Americans get, how specific 
events are covered, and the style and personality of different media at different 
times of day. To do so, we examined a Day in the Life of the News, a 
microscopic look at the coverage of one day, May 11, 2005, nationally and in the 
local media in three American cities. We examined all kinds of outlets, from 
national newspapers and television to small suburban dailies, ethnic media, local 
radio, and blogs. How did stories come and go through the course of the day? 
How does where we get news influence what we learn? Does the time of day 
when we get the news matter? What advantage or disadvantage does time offer 
— waiting till the next morning or the end of the day? Where are the best places 
to go for certain kinds of information? 
 
Among the findings of this study within a study, “A Day in the Life of the News:”  
 

• What people learn depends heavily on where they go for news. The 
medium may not be the message, but it no doubt influences it. In print, 
online and on the network evening newscasts this day, violence in Iraq, a 
false alarm in Washington, and protests in Afghanistan were the top 
stories. On cable and morning news, the trial of Michael Jackson and the 
Illinois murder case were played higher. On local TV and radio, weather, 
traffic and local crime dominated — and that was an altogether different 
definition of local than one finds in print. As the media fragments 
nowadays, consumers must choose strategically to get a complete diet. 
The notion of relying on a single or primary source for news — one-stop 
shopping — may no longer make sense.  
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• When audiences did encounter the same story in different places, often 
they heard from a surprisingly small number of sources. Every network 
morning show and cable program covered the story about a security scare 
involving President Bush by interviewing the same lone person, a security 
expert from Citibank.2 (A grenade, which did not explode, had been found 
near the site where Bush made a speech in Tbilisi, Georgia.) The murder 
in Illinois was similarly covered in national broadcast news mainly by 
interviewing the local prosecutor. More coverage, in other words, does not 
always mean greater diversity of voices. 

 
• The incremental and even ephemeral nature of what the media define as 

news is striking. Few of what would emerge as the top stories this day 
would be remembered months later — or even, a search of data bases 
reveals, get much coverage within a day or two. And the efforts to add 
context to some ongoing stories were inhibited by speed, space and 
journalistic formula, especially on television. Journalism has always 
leaned toward the transitory and incremental over the systemic — news 
that breaks rather than news that bends. The older part of the 24-hour-
news system — cable news — seems to have exaggerated this with a 
fixation on immediacy. It is less clear which way the Internet leans. Some 
online sites, particularly the Web aggregators, seem to be moving toward 
the ephemeral. Yet others, including some TV sites, may move the other 
way, toward collecting deeper reports than they offer now. And the arrival 
of citizens into the mix seems to push further toward more significant or 
longer-term issues. The blogosphere may have been the platform least 
focused on the immediate of any that we monitored.  

 
• While the news is always on, there is not a constant flow of new events. 

The level of repetition in the 24-hour news cycle is one of the most striking 
features one finds in examining a day of news. Google News, for instance, 
offers consumers access to some 14,000 stories from its front page, yet 
on this day they were actually accounts of the same 24 news events. On 
cable, just half of the stories monitored across the 12 hours were new. 
The concept of news cycle is not really obsolete, and the notion of news 
24-7 is something of an exaggeration. 

 
 
PUBLIC ATTITUDES 
 
The public continues to be troubled about the news media. 
 
It would be an overstatement to suggest, however, that the country has reached 
some new crisis point, or even that public confidence in the press is on a 
worsening downward spiral.   
                                                 
2This story count includes every channel that aired a segment about the incident. Brief anchor reads of a 
headline about the incident were excluded. 
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In 2005, Americans registered more censure of the press in some areas, 
including heightened concerns about bias, criticism of the military, and whether 
the news media really protect democracy. 
 
But by other measures — among them whether the press is professional and 
moral — American are more confident than they were before September 11, 
2001, or in aftermath of the impeachment of President Bill Clinton. Overall, the 
percentage of Americans with a generally favorable view of the news media is 
rising. And the vast majority of Americans continue to support the idea that the 
press should be a neutral judge.     
 
Over the longer term, to be sure, the general trend in public attitudes has been 
downward. We reviewed the data in our original report two years ago (link), but 
since the early 1980s Americans have come to view the news media as less 
professional, less accurate, less caring and less moral. Pollster Andrew Kohut 
has concluded, summarizing the data, that Americans increasingly believe that 
news organizations act out of their own economic self-interest, and journalists 
themselves act to advance their own careers. 
 
In our inaugural report, we suggested that the heart of that declining trust was a 
“disconnect” over motive. Journalists see themselves as acting on the public’s 
behalf. The public believes they are either lying or deluding themselves. There 
was further evidence of that skepticism in 2005. The Pew Research Center for 
the People and the Press found that 75% of Americans believed that news 
organizations were more concerned with “attracting the biggest audience,” while 
only 19% thought they cared more about “informing the public.” 3 
The public also increasingly sees the press as slanted. Nearly three quarters of 
Americans (72%) in the summer of 2005 saw the press as favoring one side, up 
from 66% two years earlier. And 60% saw the press as politically biased, up from 
53% in 2003. Republicans and conservatives are even more prone to feel this 
way than Democrats  
4 
This is an area that journalists have tended to dismiss over the years. Yet 
different surveys of journalists also suggest that while the preponderance of 
news people see themselves as moderate, the percentage who identify 
themselves as liberal is growing, while the percentage who see themselves as 
conservative is shrinking. 
 

                                                 
3 Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, conducted in association with the Project 
for Excellence in Journalism, “Public More Critical of Press, but Goodwill Persists,”June 26, 2005.  
 
4 ibid 
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The percentage of people who believe that criticism of the military weakens 
American defenses has been rising as well, and in 2005 reached its highest point 
(47%) since 1985 (then 31%).5 
 
But the declines in public confidence are hardly across the board. While esteem 
is still down from the mid 1980s, more Americans see the press as moral than in 
recent years (43%, up from 39% in 2002). More see the press as willing to admit 
mistakes (28% vs. 23% in 2002). More see the press as “highly professional” 
(59% vs. 49% in 2002). 6 
 
And while there is doubt about scrutiny of the military, there is enduring and even 
slightly growing support for the press as a watchdog over politicians. More 
Americans (60%) believe a critical press “keeps leaders from doing things that 
shouldn’t done” than did in 2001 and 2003 (when the number was 54%).7 
 
The public is also more inclined than a few years ago to favor the press’s right to 
report on stories that it considers of national interest over the government’s need 
to censor to protect national security. Following the terrorist attacks of September 
11, only 39% of Americans thought it was more important for the press to be able 
to report, while 53% favored government security. By February 2006, the 
numbers had reversed, with 56% favoring reporting to 34% more concerned with 
government security. 8 
 
In an age when it has become popular to believe that Americans are gravitating 
to partisan media outlets like talk radio, the data suggest, to the contrary, 
enduring support for an independent press. In 2005, roughly 7 out of 10 
Americans (68%) believed the press should be “neutral” rather than “pro-
American,” even in covering the war on terrorism. That support for the idea of a 
neutral the press has remained consistent since the Pew surveys first began 
asking the questions in the early 1990s. 9 
 
Indeed, stepping back from concern over the details and looking at another level, 
there is even a glimmer of some larger optimism in the numbers of late.  
 
Throughout 2005, there were signs that the percentage of Americans who had a 
favorable general view of the press was rising. In December 2004, some 43% 
had a favorable view. In February 2006, that number was 59%. Interestingly, that 
approval rating is also rising across party lines (though Republicans generally are 
less favorable than Democrats or Independents 

                                                 
5 ibid 
6 ibid 
7 ibid 
8 Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, “Bush a Drag on Republican Midterm 
Prospects,” February 9, 2006. 
 
9 ibid 
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That is a number, and an area of inquiry for researchers, worth watching. On the 
specifics, there are worries, even on core questions like believability. But despite 
the criticisms there is a growing sense of an underlying appreciation for what the 
press does.  
 
No magic formula seems embedded in the numbers. Some of them rise and fall 
with the news. During 2005, the press helped Americans know about Hurricane 
Katrina, the Asian Tsunami, secret security prisons abroad, and later, in early 
2006, about the Bush Administration’s conducting domestic wire tapping without 
first getting court warrants. Whether that performance influenced the approval  
numbers is difficult to know. 
 
What does seem consistent is that the public apparently appreciates the idea that  
the press is aspiring to work in the public interest, trying to get it right, trying to be 
aggressive. People have serious doubts about whether journalists live up to 
those ideals, and they are disposed to think that money, rather than the public 
good, drives press behavior.  
 
 
 
Radio  
 
Radio is undergoing a transformation from a commercial medium transmitted over the air 
to something that might better be described as audio that includes satellite, podcasting 
and the Internet. 
 
Content 
 

• A study of local radio news in three cities found the medium more local than the 
critics might think—half the stories were local, and another 12% were regional. 

• Yet it was also quite thin. It rarely involved sending reporters out to explore the 
community and tell stories about local voices and personalities—the hallmarks of 
traditional local news coverage. Only 14% of the airtime involved reporters in the 
field—and much of this was syndicated content from national networks. 

•  Instead, what listeners got was headlines read from wires or provided by national 
feeds—almost always less than a minute and often less than 30 seconds, lots of 
weather and traffic updates and musings from the host or others. 

• Radio also offers citizens more opportunity than other local media to offer their 
own views or to hear from neighbors, though there is little verification of the 
information exchanged.  

 

                                                 
10 Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, “Bush a Drag on Republican Midterm 
Prospects” February 9, 2006. 
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Audience 
 

• The audience for traditional radio continues to hold at 94% according to Arbitron. 
That number may soon shift, however, as advertisers and marketers demand more 
precise methods of audience measurement than the listener diary. 

• In a survey conducted by Arbitron and Edison Media Research, eighty-two 
percent of respondents said, even with the new audio technologies available, they 
would listen to traditional radio as much in the future as they do now. 

• By the end of 2005, the XM and Sirius satellite radio networks had some 9 
million subscribers. This compares to an estimated traditional radio audience of 
247 million listeners. 

• Between 2000 and 2005, the number of Americans who had listened to an Internet 
radio station had grown from 5 percent to 15 percent according to Arbitron. 

• Podcasts from National Public Radio were regularly making the iTunes Top 100 
list. On November 21, 2005, according to the Online Journalism Review, NPR 
held 11 spots on the list—more than any other media outlet. 

 
Economics 
 

• The economic picture for radio was difficult in 2005 with market analysts scaling 
back positive predictions on an almost quarterly basis. 

• With the exception of Clear Channel, revenues generated by news-format stations 
declined across the board for the five largest radio companies. 

• According to an RTNDA/Ball State University survey, fewer than 20 percent of 
radio news directors stated that news was making a profit, down from 22.5 
percent a year earlier. 

• While still not showing a profit, the XM and Sirius satellite radio networks both 
reported massive revenue increases. Comparing 3rd quarter reports XM’s revenue 
was up 134 percent from 2004, Sirius was up 250 percent. 

 
Ownership 
 

• The cross-media company Viacom entered 2006 as two distinct companies: CBS 
Corporation and the ‘new’ Viacom. Infinity Radio, now CBS Radio, joined 
(among other holdings) CBS Television, Simon and Schuster and the new CW 
network under the CBS umbrella. 

• Motivated by the growing pressures of the new audio, some of traditional radio’s 
biggest players—including Clear Channel, Citadel, Cumulus and Entercom—
joined together to form the HD Digital Radio Alliance. The Alliance’s goal is to 
coordinate the successful launch of the new audio’s newest player: HD Radio. 

 
News Investment 
 

• According to RTNDA/Ball State, the average radio station doing news produced 
fewer than 40 minutes of radio news locally each day in 2004. Nearly 20 minutes 
of that occurred during the AM drive time. 
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• Two-thirds of news directors surveyed by RTNDA/Ball State decreased their 
newsroom size in 2004. Fully 77 percent were anticipating decreases in 2005. 

• RTNDA/Ball State survey results showed radio salaries, as a whole, had climbed 
3.2 percent between 2003 and 2004. 

 
Public Attitudes 
 

• Survey results from the Pew Research Center indicate that just 22 percent of 
respondents indicated that radio was their prime source for national and 
international news. 

• In a separate Pew Research survey, only 17 percent indicated they were getting 
news about Hurricane Katrina and its aftermath from radio. This is compared to 
89 percent for television and 21 percent from the Internet. 

• On the subject of broadcast indecency, a Time magazine survey state that 51 
percent of respondents believed the FCC should be stricter in its control of sexual 
language on the radio. Fifty-seven percent, however, did not believe FCC 
regulations should be broadened to include satellite radio content. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Online News 
 
The growth in the overall audience for news online seemed to reach a plateau in 2005, 
sooner than analysts predicted, but those who do go online appeared to be using the 
medium more often. There were also signs, finally, that the old media was beginning to 
see the web as a place to innovate original content, not just a morgue for repurposing old 
material.  
 
Content 
 

• News websites vary dramatically in how they use technology—from deep original 
reporting to rapid updates and from multi-media offerings and podcasting to being 
thinly masked advertorials.  

• Virtually all the original news gathering is still coming from the old media, and 
some of the major new web-only challengers appear to have made less progress in 
the last year when it comes to web content than the old media. 

• Consumers can now find some of the richest news content online—much of it 
from the web sites of traditional news outlets. The five national Internet sites we 
examined were more deeply sourced than any other media studied, including 
national newspapers, with 85% of top stories containing four or more sources.  

• The major Internet sites were also second only to the major national papers in 
how much context their stories offered audiences about events. In our index 
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measuring how many contextual elements the big stories of the day contained, 
51% of the stories online contained three or more. 

 
Audience 
 

• The total online news audience showed very little (if any) growth in 2005. This 
was also true for blogs which had seen explosive growth in 2004, a presidential 
election year.   

• However, we did see growth in two areas. 1) While the number of those going 
online for news may not be growing, those who do so may be going online more 
regularly.  2) And more Americans are reading online newspaper sites--often at 
the expense of the print version.  Both of these findings could portend major 
changes in the news industry’s business model.   

• Americans may also be migrating to the Web during major news events, such as 
in the wake of Hurricane Katrina.  While the dreaded MSM lead the way with 
dramatic video footage and interactive graphics and maps, many Americans 
appeared were also going to less traditional information sources, such as Flickr, 
craigslist, and Wikipedia at this time.   

 
Economics 

• Largely fueled by a red-hot ad market (projected to grow 30% over 2004), 2005 
appeared to be a year of strong economic growth for the online news world which 
appeared to be on much more solid ground than it was during the previous boom 
cycle.  

• Though the rate of growth may be slowing, increasing broadband penetration 
could increase online news consumption. Increased broadband access should also 
increase the supply and demand for online video, which opens yet another 
window for advertisers.       

Ownership 
 

• The country’s richest media corporations continued to capture most of the 
heaviest online news traffic. As the case was the last two years of the annual 
report, four news sites continue to dominate: Yahoo News, CNN, MSNBC and 
AOL News.   

• The largest media companies spent much of 2005 acquiring other online media 
properties though most of these were not news sites but those that were largely 
seen as lucrative streams of revenue that could help compensate for their 
struggling old media properties.   

 
News Investment  
 

• Media companies appeared to be investing in things that enthusiasts have long 
championed as the essence of the web: transparency, immediacy and interactivity.  
Podcasts, video, including the evening network news, news over wireless 
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technology like PDAs and cell phones, Wikis, and blogs went mainstream in 
2005.   

• What was less evident, however, was whether or not media companies were 
making investments in human capital that will enable news organizations to do 
more original reporting and synthesize the increasing amount of information and 
news that is available for public consumption.   

• Moreover, it appears that relatively few Americans trust blogs—even among 
those who read them. 

  
Public Attitudes 
 

• Even though the Internet has become a ubiquitous source of news and information 
for a large majority of Americans, trust in it continues to shrink. For the third year 
in a row, the number of Americans who say it is reliable and accurate declined. In 
fact, fewer than half now say that most or all of the information on the Web is 
reliable and accurate.   This was perhaps most illustrative when we looked at trust 
in blogs.   

 
• Indeed, more and more Americans are now demanding that the Web, including 

news sites, become more transparent and accountable.   
 
Blogs 
 

• A study of seven prominent blogs found they were among the closest to 24-hour 
media studied—one blog started posting at 3:07 a.m. and continued until 11:20 
p.m. EDT. 

• While bloggers were often posting about things read or heard in the mainstream 
media, often it was from a different angle or source, and we also encountered 
many new matters such as a scholarly debate over the concept of a “living 
constitution,” a recent blogger convention in Nashville, a controversy at 
Commonweal Magazine over the dismissal of the editor, thoughts from a group of 
Iranian bloggers who met with one of their presidential candidates. 

• Generally, bloggers were less focused on immediate and often transitory issues 
than the mainstream media studied (breaking news like the Cessna plane that 
mistakenly entered DC airspace and forced evacuation of the White House were 
minor items) 

• There was little or no of what someone would call reporting on the blogs—such 
as interviewing, document research, or serving as witness to events. Only 5% of 
the postings on these sites involved original research. Most were straight 
commentary. 

 
 
 
Newspapers 
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If 2004 was troubling, with circulation beginning to fall again, scandals and job losses, 
2005 was roughly three times worse, and most analysts didn’t see it coming. The 
problem, ironically, is that if this oldest of journalism mediums declines, there is still 
nothing among the newer media that matches its depth or breadth except online…and 
most of the content there comes from newspapers. 
 
Content 
 
 

• Newspaper readers on balance learn about the widest range of topics, get the 
deepest sourcing, and the most angles on the news than do consumers of any other 
media studied except for one. 

• That exception, the Internet, in turn, still relies for the heart of its content on print 
journalism, and if papers were to vanish it is hard to see what might replace it. 

• Most of the local news we found in newspapers was absent on local television.  
• The local metro dailies remained committed to offering a complete menu of 

news—national and international news as well as local. They are not becoming 
niche products.  

• The degree to which citizens could have gotten news sooner from the online 
version of the paper varied from one paper to the next, but for the most part, the 
print version remains the papers’ primary outlet.  

• One lurking question is whether the breadth and depth offered requires a day’s 
delay or can be realized in more immediate reporting online.  

 
 
Audience 
 

• As of the end of September weekday and Sunday circulation was down roughly 
3% from the year before, a sharply steeper decline than in earlier years. 

• Between 1990 and 2004, the industry had already lost roughly 12% in circulation 
daily (or 7.7 million copies) and 8% Sunday (4.9 million copies).  

• Various factors explain the decline, but a significant one is only likely to 
accelerate--more Americans going online for news.  

• Major metropolitan dailies appeared to be suffering the most, caught between 
niche papers on the one side and growing competition from greater access to 
national and international news from other sources on the other side. 

 
Economics 
 

• Newspaper ad revenues for the year rose by just 1% to 2% but almost of that was 
thanks to growth in online operations (which grew about 30%) and niche 
publications, like those aimed at young readers. Without that, revenues would 
have been flat. More worrisome, the amount of advertising in papers, lineage, fell. 

 
• And the picture only seems more complex looking forward. Competition for the 

critical category of classified advertising from places like Craigslist, the citizen 
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based bulletin boards, is only likely to grow. And if circulation declines continue, 
the ability of newspapers to keep raising ad rates, what industry insiders call 
“pricing power,” will only erode. Newspapers are trying to innovate by reaching 
out to new advertising categories, such as drug companies, but the job is getting 
harder. 

 
• On Wall Street, alarmed by the fundamentals, stock prices fell, as noted in our 

introduction, by an average of 20%.   
 
Ownership 
 

• Perhaps one of the biggest stories in 2005 was the announcement that Knight 
Ridder, owner of The Philadelphia Inquirer, The Miami Herald and 30 other 
papers across the country, was being shopped around after its financial 
performance and management strategy disappointed major investors.   

• To compensate for struggling circ and adverting revenues, several newspaper 
companies were buying up a number of online properties and not newspapers.   

 
News Investment  
 

• To maintain profit margins, many newspapers resorted to layoffs and buyouts. . 
By the time the tallies are in later this year, the industry is expected to lose 
between 1,250 and 1,500 newsroom professionals—editors and reporters.  

• That would mean that the newspaper industry would have lost 3,500 to 3,800 
newsroom professionals since 2000, or roughly 7%. 

• Those suffering most appear to be major metro papers—places like Dallas, 
Philadelphia, San Francisco, San Jose, New York, and Los Angeles. 

• The papers that have avoided these kinds of cuts, such as McClatchy and 
Newhouse, are those that seem dedicated to long-term investment and toward 
building circulation. Over time, they also are those that have shown the best long-
term results, if that has come at the expense of lower profits margins. 

 
Public Attitudes 
 

• The public remained rather skeptical of newspapers, especially large national 
papers, when the public compares them to other public institutions.  However, 
many Americans still find newspapers to be a fact-based and comprehensive news 
source.   

• With so much attention on Judith Miller and the New York Times in 2005, it is 
perhaps not surprising to find that the public raises concerns about the accuracy of 
stories that use confidential sources though it appears many support their use on 
an ad hoc basis.   
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Local TV News  
 
Local TV News continues to be enormously profitable, but there are continuing signs of a 
thinning product, audience loss and its efforts online may be among the weakest in the 
news business. Yet it remains trusted, local and highly factual. 
 
Content 

• Viewers got a lot of local weather, traffic and crime. (Take out the traffic, weather 
and sports and half of the newshole was taken up crimes or accidents this day. 
This was true across markets. 

• Local TV news is more likely than other media we studied to try to portray 
regular people from the community and how they feel about things—rather than 
just officials. 

•  As local newsrooms are stretched thinner by producing more hours, anchor 
people increasingly are these newscasts. Only about a third of the time is made up 
of reporter “packages.” Most stories were anchor “voiceovers” supplemented with 
taped sound and visuals, but without correspondents. 

• One aspect of the brevity seems to be more straightforward and factual 
information, with little of the journalist’s opinion thrown in (1% of stories). On 
cable and network morning news, it is closer to half. 

• Morning news is the newest form and the one still evolving but, as a rule, traffic 
and weather dominate.  There is a little less crime than at night (38% of time) and 
more than double the celebrity and lifestyle news (about 25% of time). 

Audience 
 

 The ratings for evening news in local TV in 2005 dropped by an average of 13%, 
by our calculations. Share fell 2%  

 Morning news, which had been a growth area, saw a 7% decline in ratings and a 
15% decline in share in 2005.  

 For late news, following prime time, however, showed a more complicated 
picture. Ratings actually rose 7%, though share fell 2%.  

 
Economics 
 

 Veronis Suhler Stevenson projected that total local TV advertising revenue would 
rise to $26 billion in 2005, up 1.6%.Coming off an even year – with presidential 
elections and the Olympics – a flat or slightly down 2005 would be typical for the 
local TV industry. 

 The average local station revenue grew by more than 9%. 
 But, according to the latest RTNDA/BSU survey, the amount that newsrooms 

contributed to total revenue in 2004 saw a 3% point decline, making up 42.8% of 
station revenue.  
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  The survey showed that the number of news directors reporting a profit fell by 
almost 14 percentage points from last year. Only 44.5% of the news directors 
reported that they earned a profit, down from 58.4% from the year before. 

 
Ownership 

 
 In June 2005, CBS and Viacom spilt their operations, with broadcast networks 

retaining the name CBS, and the cable operations placed under the banner 
Viacom Inc. In January 2006, the new CBS Corp. and Time Warner’s Warner 
Bros. Entertainment announced that they would be merging and dissolving their 
respective TV networks – UPN and WB - and replacing them with a new network 
called The CW. This new network, to be launched in September 2006, will likely 
shake up the local television scene.  

 The Fox Network saw some significant developments at the local television level 
in 2005. In August 2005, Roger E. Ailes, chairman of the cable channel Fox 
News, was also made chairman of Fox Television Stations. His appointment and 
other upper-management changes emphasized News Corp’s renewed focus on the 
U.S. local news business. Fox was also in the process of making itself into a 
traditional-network style engine and in December 2005, launched its first local 11 
p.m. newscast in Tampa, Florida. This interest in local stations and competing 
with the traditional newscasts is bound to change the landscape of local television 
news.  

 
News Investment  
 

 The amount of news on local TV showed no signs of declining in 2005. On 
average, local TV stations aired 3.6 hours of news per day, down a little from 3.7 
hours the year before.  

 In the latest year available, 2004, just under half of local TV stations 44%, had 
increased their news budgets, while 26% percent said budgets remained the same.  

 Network affiliated stations continued to have the biggest staffs and growth in 
staffing, an average of 37 number of full time newsroom professionals. More than 
half of the news directors at network affiliates (53.5%) said they would keep 
newsrooms staff sizes the same as 2004. Most news directors of independent 
stations (54.3%), on the other hand, said they didn’t know what changes would be 
made, and more than 20% said they would decrease the number of newsroom 
employees. 

 Newsroom salaries in 2004 increased 3.6% over 2003. This was a second straight 
year of increases. News managers saw their salaries rise 4.8 percent while other 
off-air positions received pay increases of 6.6 percent from the previous year. 
Over the past decade, news directors have seen a median salary jump of 60% and 
they now earn 30% more than the average anchor. 

 
Public Attitudes 
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 In 2005, a Pew Research Center for the People and the Press survey found that 
79% of Americans said they had a favorable view of local TV news, which put 
local TV news ahead of most other news media and at par with cable news. But 
that was still four points lower than four years earlier, and when matched with the 
declines in “believability” found in 2004, the trend lines for local news were 
down. 

 
 Overall, a full 61% of Americans thought local news “mostly reports the facts 

about news events.” People tended to say they liked that it was “local,” that it kept 
them “connected to the community,” and that it was “current, up to date”. Thus, 
the fact that local TV news is on so often, making it more convenient and 
presumably late breaking, is something viewers respond to. 
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Network 
 
2005 was the year people in network news had feared for a generation—the passing of a 
generation of anchormen—but rather than the end of network news some imagined, there 
were signs of the next era already beginning—online. It may be an era in which the 
anchor is less important. 
 
Content 
 

• Timeslot rather than network seems to define news judgment in network news. 
There was little overlap in what was covered between the morning newscasts and 
the evening.  

• The three commercial evening news contained less opinion from journalists as 
morning (32% of stories vs. 48%), and was more deeply reported (51% of stories 
had three or more sources vs. 31% in the morning), but the morning show stories 
explored more angles on events.  

• The commercial evening newscasts are so strikingly similar to each other that on 
this day the first 12 minutes of news time on the three programs covered the same 
stories.  

• The Lehrer News Hour seems increasingly distinctive now in television news—in 
its definition of news and its treatment. On this day, it did not cover any of what 
proved the top four stories of the day in the rest of the media landscape—beyond 
in its brief news summary.  

• Morning news programs build stories around emotion, though this varies 
somewhat by network. One way of doing this is by interviewing “average” people 
involved in the news and asking them about how they feel rather than merely 
what happened. Another method is to have anchors and reporters lace their 
openings and closes with emotional keywords—such as 
“stunning…horrifying…horrific.” 

 
Audience 
 

• Network evening news ratings continued to fall in 2005, another 6% November to 
November, according to Nielsen Media Research. (Share fell 3 percent). Even 
with a loss of 1.8 million viewers, the evening news still draws an audience of 27 
million viewers.  

• Morning news ratings, flat in 2004, also slipped, by 4%, a worrisome two year 
trend, to 14.1 million in 2005. 

• Despite a rocky year for the franchise in 2004, 60 Minutes flagship Sunday 
program was the only news magazine to make the list of top twenty-five programs 
for the 2004-05 season. In November 2005 the program had an average audience 
of 15 million viewers. 

 
Economics 
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• In 2004, the last year for which there is complete data, morning news revenue 
grew by 15, and in 2005 it was projected to increase another 6%.  

• Evening newscasts had a harder time. NBC and CBS’ programs saw revenues 
decline in 2004, while ABC continued a rebound started in 2002, though this was 
before the death of Peter Jennings. Projections for 2005 for the three programs 
anticipated a possible 10% increase in revenues.   

• The economic picture for news magazines improved in calendar year 2004—
perhaps due to a thinning out of these programs which once occupied some 13 
hours of primetime real estate a week. 

• In January 2006 it was announced that former Nightline host Ted Koppel and a 
team of his producers would begin a new documentary program on the Discovery 
Channel. One question is whether the move to a non-news centered cable network 
may turn out to be a signal of things to come for television news programming. 

 
Ownership 
 

• Network news divisions and their host networks continue to operate as a small 
part of much larger corporate entities. Heading into 2006, however, the CBS 
television network stepped into its own when the cross-media company Viacom 
split into two separately traded organizations: the ‘new’ Viacom and CBS 
Corporation. 

 
News Investment 
 

• In 2005 the big three broadcast television networks took the first significant steps 
toward using the web as a new media platform rather than simply an extension of 
their newscasts. 

• ABC World News Tonight created a web-based newscast that broadcasts live at 
3:00pm and can be downloaded anytime after 4:00pm. The program also does 
three consecutive live evening broadcasts including a live edition for west coast 
viewers. 

• CBSNews.com started The Public Eye, a kind of online news ombudsman that 
includes commentary and questions about CBS News stories and an “Outside 
Voices” column that invites guest writers to post to the site on a media topic of 
their choosing. 

• On May 31, 2005 Brian Williams, anchor of the NBC Nightly News, posted the 
first entry on the program’s blog The Daily Nightly. The site was designed to give 
the evening newscast greater transparency—opening a window for citizens to hear 
how decisions were made and why stories were selected. 

 
Public Attitudes 
 

• While viewership of the nightly newscasts is down, the public has a generally 
favorable impression of the network news divisions. 
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• Fully 66 percent of those who said that network television was their main source 
of news indicated that they believed news organizations cared more about 
attracting audience than keeping the public informed. 

• More than half of Americans (53 percent) believe that the content of network 
evening news is mostly facts, this percentage places the evening newcast higher 
than cable news networks and major national newspapers but lower than local TV 
news. 
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Cable News 
 
In cable, there are signs of a maturing medium. Fox is still gaining audience, in contrast 
with CNN and MSNBC, and it continued to see substantial growth financially and 
pouring that back into investing in its programming and news gathering. But the content 
on cable may be increasingly vulnerable if the web becomes a strong alternative for those 
who want news instantly. 
 
Content 
 

• During much of the cable day, immediacy seems to be the criteria of significance 
above all others, which leads to repeated shots of doorways and podiums where 
sometime in the future things are expected to happen but are not occurring yet. 

• There is remarkably little emphasis placed on cable on summing up or offering 
what would amount to a definitive account of the day’s events—even on the 
programs that air in the evening. 

• To get whatever depth or range of views or sources cable offered in its continuous 
coverage, viewers needed to pretty much do just that—get the news here 
continuously.  

• Cable audiences are more likely than in other media to hear reporters’ opinions 
about the news. In the biggest story of the day, for instance, about a small plane 
that entered restricted Washington D.C. airspace, 79% of stories contained 
opinion, compared with 30% on network evening news. 

• The close examination of one day highlights the stark differences among the three 
channels in style and also to some extent in story emphasis—much greater 
difference than on network broadcast TV. If one had to generalize, CNN is the 
most earnest, Fox the most analytic, and MSNBC the most ironic. 

 
Audience  
 
• The median prime time audience for cable news grew by 4% in 2005, and the 

daytime audience grew by 3%. (If one uses the more volatile metric, simple 
average, ratings were flat.) 

• All of the growth was due to Fox; its median prime time ratings rose 9%, its 
daytime 5%. The median ratings for CNN and MSNBC fell. Fox, which now 
commands more than half of the cable news audience at any one time (56% 
daytime and 59% primetime).  

• CNN, however, continues to lead cable channels in “cume” or cumulative 
audience, the number of different people who watch it over the course of the 
month—though the gap is narrowing. On an average, CNN got about 7 million 
more cumulative viewers a month than Fox News. In short, more people watch 
CNN, but generally they dip in and out, while Fox’s viewers watch it more often 
and for longer. 

• CNN’s Headline News emerged as a new contender in the cable news landscape. 
By year’s end, it had a larger cumulative audience than MSNBC. Early statements 
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from CNN executives suggest the channel is trying to create its own identify 
distinct from CNN.   

 
Economics 
 
• The cable news business continues to be robust. In 2005, pre-tax profits were 

projected to grow by year’s end by 21% to $579 million. CNN, still the financial 
leader, was expected to account for more than half of this--$304 million, up 6%. 
But Fox, gaining fast, was expected to see profits grow 31% (to $248 million). 

• The revenue picture was similar. While CNN led (with projected revenues of 
$878 million, up 5%), Fox was expected to see revenues grow at roughly four 
times the rate (to $614 million).  

• MSNBC continues to struggle. It failed to meet projections of turning its first 
profit in 2004 and hoped to finally do so in 2005, but whatever profit it generated 
was likely to come from cost cutting. 

 
 
Ownership 

 
• The CNN brand is a relatively small part financially of the Time Warner empire. 
• Within the cable network division of News Corp., Fox News plays a much larger 

role than either CNN or MSNBC are playing in their parent groups. It is the most 
successful of News Corp.'s American cable channels, and the year saw Roger E. 
Ailes, chairman of Fox News Channel since its inception, being given the 
additional title of chairman of Fox Television Stations.  

• MSNBC is distinct from the other two cable channels in that it develops 
programming simultaneously for both television (MSNBC TV) and the Internet 
(MSNBC.com). NBC and Microsoft caught the industry by surprise when, at the 
end of December 2005, they quietly announced that NBC was taking over 
controlling interest in MNSBC.  

• In 2005, BBC World secured a three-hour block on BBC America, replacing the 
half-hour bulletins.  

 
News Investment 
 
• Although starting on a smaller base, Fox appears to be building its news gathering 

infrastructure while CNN is doing so much more slowly, and MSNBC is cutting. 
• In 2005, Fox was expected to increase its programming expenses by 20% 

(roughly the same rate as its growth in profits), and that on top of a 24% increase 
in 2004.  

• CNN was expected to increase its programming costs by 4%, after cutting by 8% 
a year earlier. But it still had more news staff and bureaus than Fox (37 bureaus, 
including 26 overseas for CNN, 14, including 3 overseas for Fox, according to the 
news channels). 

• MSNBC, meanwhile, was projected to cut costs 10%, after similar cuts the year 
before. 
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Public Attitudes 
 

• The majority of Americans (67%) view cable news favorably. Just 18% have an 
unfavorable view. Heading into 2005, the public considered cable news about as 
credible as the broadcast network news divisions, though that is largely due to 
network news losing ground rather than cable gaining. 

• According to the Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, more 
Republicans watch Fox News, but a fair number also tune into the networks and 
to CNN. Similarly, Democrats don’t overwhelmingly watch CNN. More of them 
watch the networks. What’s plainer is that Democrats watch Fox News the least.  

 
 
 
Magazines 
 
The year 2005 raised some serious questions for the magazine industry. It was a troubling 
year for advertising. The biggest news titles continued to lose circulation in their latest 
audit reports. And large-scale layoffs hit some major titles like Time, Business Week and 
US News and World Report. The celebrity magazine field stood apart and grew again at a 
rapid rate in 2005. Advertising and circulation figures stood in stark contrast to the 
industry as a whole, with some titles seeing double-digit growth in both areas.  
But for news titles in particular, the questions coming out of 2005 have to do with what is 
next. The growth of what we call the non-traditional news titles continued. And as their 
circulation grows, it may be possible that mass broad-topic news magazines simply aren’t 
going to be dominant in the future. If so, where does that leave the Big Three news titles?  
 
There were already signs of retrenching as both Time and US News announced they were 
putting more money into their web operations at the expense of print. And while the signs 
are far from definitive, we may be seeing the beginning stages of a fundamental change 
in the news magazine industry over the next decade.    
 
Content: 

• The slow drift toward lighter fare at Time and Newsweek showed no signs of 
abating.   

• U.S. News and World Report maintained its practice of providing more hard, 
Washington-based coverage than its competitors. 

• In the magazine industry over all, entertainment titles grew after having seemed to 
plateau.  

Audience: 

• Time, Newsweek and US News continued to see small audience declines, while 
The Economist and The New Yorker saw small increases. 

• The Week, launched in 2001, saw a huge increase, 38% (to 367,000). 
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Economics: 

• Both Time (-12%) and Newsweek (-11%) saw double digit declines in ad pages in 
2005 along with drops in revenues. 

• The Week saw increases in ad pages (9%) and revenues (63%) in 2005. 
• The Entertainment titles had a big year some newer titles getting double digit 

increases in ad pages and revenues. 

 

Ownership: 

• Overall the magazine industry is dominated by a few large companies, but news 
titles remain the exception to that rule with smaller owners in control of some of 
the biggest names. The rise of The Week, owned by Dennis Publishing furthers 
this trend. 

• News titles owners are looking online. Time Inc. and Zuckerman Media 
Propoerties, owner of US News, have announced plans to focus more on the Web 
for publishing even as they cuts to the print side of their operations. 

New Investment: 

• 2005 will probably be remembered as the year of staff cuts around the magazine 
industry as many big name titles cut significant staff. Time cut 105. Business 
Week let go of 60. US News cut its chief political correspondent and others. 

• The Week brings a new and cheaper staffing model to the news titles. It relies not 
on correspondents and bureaus, but a team of editors that culls news sources for 
excerpts. Its success could lead other publications to consider further cuts. 

Public Attitudes: 

• A 2005 study by the Pew Research Center found that magazines ranked below all 
other types of media for where people get “news about national and international 
issues.” 

• Other studies show magazines are ranked with online news providers like AOL 
and Yahoo in terms of how often people regularly go to them for news. 

 

 

Ethnic and Alternative Media: 
 
The ethnic media continued to grow in 2005 with the continued U.S. immigration. While 
some of the data is soft, and there were signs even of some declines in the circulation of 
print outlets, the general picture is robust. According to one survey, as of 2005, 51 
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million Americans, 24% of the U.S. adults are either primary or secondary consumers of 
ethnic media. 

 
• For the first time since 2000, Spanish language newspapers lost circulation, 

according to Latino Print Network. 
• The audience for television, however, appears to be growing. Though the national 

numbers might be deceiving the health of the paper depends on location. In Los 
Angeles, La Opinion is growing. In Miami, El Nuevo Herald is steady. In New 
York, El Diario is losing. 

• In October, Impremedia, owner of La Opinion, El Diario and La Raza in Chicago 
launched the Domingo Network, a free Sunday edition in the three largest cities 
where it has papers already. The Sunday papers are delivered to 650,000 targeted 
homes in New York, Los Angeles and Chicago. The edition provides “the largest 
print vehicle in the top three Hispanic markets,” the company says, and aims at 
Latino women and households. 

• The biggest issue for some ethnic print outlets in terms of ownership may be the 
role the mainstream media will play in the future. Mainstream media companies 
bought into the ethnic market because they saw potential for growth. But those 
struggling mainstream media owners now may present some challenges in some 
communities. Those deep pockets the mainstream outlets provided, come with 
other strings. 

• In October of 2005, the Knight-Ridder company closed its Spanish-language 
weekly in the San Jose area, Nuevo Mundo. Instead, it began to distribute 
Fronteras de la Noticia, which is produced in Mexico. The company also 
announced it was selling Viet Mercury, its Vietnamese newspaper. 

 
Alternative 

• In October the two biggest, richest and best-known alt weekly chains announced 
plans to merge – New Times and Village Voice Media. 

• The proposed merger was perhaps the final proof that the alternative weekly 
market is becoming mature – especially at in the big cities where revenue and 
circulation figures appear to be stabilizing. 

• National Ad sales took a hit in 2005 after a few years of relative stability. 
National ad sales are only about half of what they were before 2001, according to 
leading ad sales companies. 

• Threatened by free on-line classifieds like Craig’s List, many alt weeklies added 
free classifieds to their own web sites. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
***** 
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Authors’ Note 

For each of the media sectors, we examine six different areas — content, 
audience trends, economics, ownership, newsroom investment and public 
attitudes. We aggregate as much publicly available data as is possible in one 
place, and for six of the sectors the report includes original content analysis. (For 
local television news, we rely on five years of content analysis the Project had 
previously conducted. For radio and alternative media, no special content 
analysis was conducted.) In addition to numerous new charts of data, most 
charts from the 2004 report are updated and still available.  

People can approach the material in this report in several ways. Users can go 
directly to the medium about which they are most concerned — say local TV 
news — and drive vertically through it. Or they can focus on a particular issue — 
audience trends for example — and move horizontally across different media 
sectors to see where Americans are going for news. Or they can move across 
the introductory overviews of each sector. They can flip back and forth between 
our narrative and the interactive charts and tabular material. Or they can work 
through the statistics for themselves, making their own charts, answering their 
own questions, in effect creating their own reports. 

Our desire in this study is to answer questions we imagine any reader would find 
important, to help clarify the strengths and weaknesses of the available data, and 
to identify what is not yet answerable. 

The study is the work of the Project for Excellence in Journalism, an institute 
affiliated with the Columbia University Graduate School of Journalism. The study 
is funded by the Pew Charitable Trusts, whose leadership challenged us to take 
on this assignment. The chapters were written by the Project's staff, with the 
exception of the chapter on newspapers, which was written with the help of a co-
author. All of the chapters also benefit from the input of a team of readers who 
are experts in each media sector.  

Our aim is a research report, not an argument. Where the facts are clear, we 
hope we have not shied from explaining what they reveal, making clear what is 
proven and what is only suggested. We hope, however, that we are not seen as 
simply taking sides. Our intention is to inform, not to persuade.  

We have tried to be as transparent as possible about sources and methods, and 
to make it clear when we are laying out data and when we have moved into 
analysis of that data. We have attempted, to the best of our ability and the limits 
of time, to seek out multiple sources of information for comparison where they 
exist. Each year we hope to gather more sources, improve our understanding 
and refine our methodology. 
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This approach — looking at a set of questions across various media — differs 
from the conventional way in which American journalism is analyzed, one 
medium at a time. We have tried to identify cross-media trends and to gather in 
one place data that are usually scattered across different venues. We hope this 
will allow us and others to make comparisons and develop insights that otherwise 
would be difficult to see.  


