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Abstract

Cross-national research on democracies suffering fromplagued by anti-press violence has identifieds crime, government corruption and human rights abuses as explanations for journalist assassinations of and non-lethal threats against journalists. In-depth studies additionally suggest that gender or occupational characteristics, such as dangerous newsbeats and working in newsroom management, increase the risks. Nonetheless, the data limitations of suchin these studies hamper theory development. This paper We overcomes many of these limitations by using logistic regression analysis on work-related threats reported by journalists in Mexico, a territorially uneven democracy experiencing anti-press violence and other restrictions on press freedom. Our fFindings confirm that physical insecurity in the work contextat work is the strongest predictor of harassment, but only for journalists who arethe frequently threatened. A journalist’s sSupport for democratic occupational roles is are also a powerful predictors of threats, and most powerfulespecially for in the case of journalists who are infrequently threatened. Corruption, while an important predictor, does not operate straightforwardly, probably because clientelistic relations with state governments preclude the need for physical threats. Police corruption does, however, increase the likelihood that a journalist will be harassed (, as expected). Once these variables have been are controlled for, none of theneither occupation typeal variables nor gender change the likelihood that a journalist will receive a work-related threat. This study has important implications for Mexico and other insecure democracies, and suggestsopening new avenues offor policymaking and theory development. Findings suggest that journalist safety policy menuspolicies to enhance journalists’ safety should expand to include subnational anti-corruption measures and ensure journalists’ financial security. More broadly, investigating howhow subnational authoritarians within federal democracies limit the normative aspirations of journalists within federal democracies could drive new research on journalism, risk and democracy in coming studies. 
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Introduction
A growing body of research examines the causes ofthe harassment of journalists in democracies with territorially uneven public security and human rights protections (Brambila 2017a and 2017b, Aguilar et al. 2014, Lohner and Banjac 2017, Thomas 2017, Tuazon et al. 2017, Ashraf and Brutan 2017; del Palacio 2015, Reyna Garcia 2014, Rodelo 2009, Relly and González de Bustamante 2014, Asal 2016, Gohdes and Carey 2017, Cottle et al. 2016, Holland and Rios 2017). This research responds to urgent policy and political goals that include protecting journalists as human beings and safeguarding journalism as an institution which supportsing democratic performancedemocracy. Thise research provides important insights into the causes of harassment, but has data limitations. Narrow theoretical perspectives and reliance on secondary data can lead to the omission ofould omit important predictors of harassment, resulting in leading to inaccurate causal inferences or misattribution of the strength of predictors. Relying on national averages or aggregate data fromin cross-national studies may lead to “whole national bias” (Rokkan 1970, cited in Snyder 2001: 94), by neglectingfailing to consider important variations in subnational conditions that vary in important ways. Failure to identify the culprits and motives offor attacks, poor reporting of threats, and inconsistent knowledge of the harassed journalists’ occupational and individual traits also hamper understanding. ByIn contrast, local-level qualitative studies can collect more -complete data on journalists who are harassed within specific territories, chosen for their selected for study because they feature especially high levels of anti-press threat. Although suchthese studies can be criticized methodologically for focusing only on high-risk areas, they have produced important propositions aboutinsights into the local causes of anti-press harassment in local settings. 
We wereare able to overcome many of these limitations throughwith a unique, nationally representative survey of working journalists in Mexico. Mexico is an unevenly established democracy with extraordinarily high levels of risk to journalists, but,  also as inlike many “insecure democracies,” a country where levels of anti-press harassment, public insecurity, government corruption and human rights violations vary across territories (Hughes et al. 2017). Using We used a national sample of journalists’ self own reports of having been threatened becausework-related threats of work, we are able to identify and compare the importance of contextual, occupational and individual conditions that changein determining the likelihood ofthat a journalist’s receivinges work-related threats. Our questionnaire was designed to design also allows us to distinguish between journalists who are infrequently andor frequently threatened journalists, which may broaden the usefulness ofmaking our findings also applicable to countries with lower levels ofless press harassment. 
What We Know About Why Journalists are Threatened
Research on anti-press harassment and assassination has identified conditions that may increase risk to journalists. From Adopting a macro-historical perspective, Cottle (2016) attributesplaces the global increase in journalist killings globally within to the growth spread of  civil society, whichthat monitors political power and empathizes with suffering others. Journalists are part of this historical process, he contends, and that bringsing them into conflict with repressive actors willing to use violence to silence potential watchdogs or change agents. The mechanisms offor this values shift outside of the developed West remain unexplored, but could well have to dobe related to with how the late twentieth-century wave of political and economic liberalization in the late 20th centuryand its influence ond the normative aspirations of journalists’ normative aspirations. The transitional democracies of the late twentieth century have current journalistic cultures that reflect the profession’s Journalistic culture in the transitional democracies of the late 20th century today reflect hybrid occupational norms:, journalists may supporting the state;, athe media company;, citizens ofin a democracy;, or, more often, a mix of all three (Mellado et al 2016; Hanitzsch 2011; Waisbord 2000; Hughes 2006; Harlow and Salaverría 2016). Nonetheless, where in those places where conditions for a democratic press havewere not been firmly established, evidence suggests that journalists’ aspirations to support government accountability or progressive social change outstrip their ability to act effectively (Mellado & Van Dalen 2014; Lohner and Banjac 2017). 
In addition to short-circuitedthe failure of normative aspirations, government corruption and human rights abuses have also been proposed as causes of anti-press attacks. Bjørnskov and Freytag (2016) have shown that more journalists are killed in countries with high levels of corruption and mid-rangeiddle levels of press freedom. They argue that, when there is little press freedom is low, corrupt officials feelhave no need to threaten an already silenced media. When the press enjoys a lot of freedom, by contrast, In contrast, when press freedom is high, the justice system likely is likely to investigates threats to watchdog journalists, which makes  so the cost to corrupt officials for think twice about harassing the anti-press harassment is too high. Azar et al. (2017) suggestoffer similar arguments to interpretations of data showing that more journalists are killed underin democracies than other regime types. Similarly Gohdes and Carey (2017) also argue that the killing of journalists is are like ‘a “canariesy in a coal mine’”: their killing signalsing the deterioration of human rights protections, asbecause authoritarian-leaning officials with authoritarian leanings feel their control slipping away. In Mexico, Brambila has foundinds that, in Mexico, a greaterthe number of general human rights abuses perpetrated by state security forces increases the likelihood of a journalist having been assassinated in a given state (Brambila 2017a).
A connection between local government corruption and the harassment of journalists may explain evidence the finding that journalists outside of large metropolises face greater risks (Hughes et al. 2016; Hughes et al. 2017; Garcés and Arroyave 2017; Aguilar et al. 2014). In an examination study of 65 assassinated journalists assassinated in Mexico, Edmonds-Poli found that all but one had beenwas killed outside of the national capital (2016). In Mexico, Brazil, Argentina, and tThe Philippines, high-risky zones may correspond with “subnational authoritarian enclaves” carved out ofwithin federal democracies (Gibson 2012). While federal systems offer stronger, though if imperfect, protections for human rights, less-restrained subnational leaders may effectively govern like poorly restrained authoritarians,  between elections rule between elections as poorly restrained authoritarians (Gibson 2013, Behrend  and Whitehead 2016). Corrupt local politicians who abuse human rights with impunity can stay in power by shielding local practices from national oversight, nationalizing their political influence and monopolizing the linkages between local and national authorities. The tactics offor “boundary control,” as Gibson calls these practices, include silencing critics whose voices may reach the national authorities (Gibson 2013; Durazo Herrmann 2016 and 2017; Article 19 2016). It seems clear thatClearly, journalists outside national capitals might well would be threatened over coverage that could draw activate federal accountability chains (Fox 2007, p. 6). Alternatively, payoffs and state advertising patronage could prevent discourage such coverage from being in the first placecontemplated (Marquéz-Ramírez and Guerrero 2015).
Criminal organizations, sometimes involving local politicians, are another source of threats to journalists around the worldwide (Cottle, et al 2016; Lohner and Banjac 2017, Article 19 2016). In the Mexicoan case, threats from criminal gangs are the are the most frequently -cited source of press harassment. Brambila’s study of 41 cases of assassinations found criminal violence to be the strongest predictor, among several contextual factors he measured (Brambila 2017a). The federal government’s anti-narcotics strategy, rolled out in beginning in 2007, fragmented and destabilized criminal organizations, which then violently suppressed press coverage as they fought over territoryconducted turf wars (Holland and Rios 2017). Like local politicians, criminal gangs attacked journalists to prevent information about their activities from reaching the federal sphere. They also threatened, but journalists were also threatened when an organization believed the press wasthey believed to be supporting their competitors. 
Studies focusing on the occupation traits of threatened journalists proposed suggest other origins causes of anti-press harassment. Two kinds types of journalists may be especially vulnerable: Those covering risky newsbeats, such as crime and local politics; and media executives in private sector outlets. Edmonds-Poli (2016) found that 49 percent of the 65 cases of assassinated journalists assassinated in Mexico she analyzed studied had covered crime and 37 percent had covered politics: similar, roughly similar to percentages to those reported by Brambila reports (Brambila 2017a, 313). In By contrast, media executives’ high-level interactions with local drug bosses lords and coercive politicians, together with thealong with greater assertivenessrelative  inassertiveness of private outlets, by comparison withed to state media, may expose those executives to greater risk (Malkin 2017; Doyle 2011; Guerrero and Márquez-Ramírez 2014; Hughes and Lawson 2004). ThoseExecutives who fail to comply with demands regardingon content can face a double-edged threat: from both drug traffickers and unaccountable state governors. 
Finally, gender may play a role in whether a journalist is threatened. Most aAssassinated journalists worldwide have tended to bebeen male. However, reports by the Mexican Women’s Information Center  and the International Women’s Media Foundation provide evidenceshow that female journalists are often non-lethally threatened in non-lethal ways that  attempt to morally stigmatize them as violating traditional gender and sexual norms attack their morals (Thomas 2017). . This may render them more likely to be targeted. These patterns of harassment attempt to stigmatize female journalists by presenting them as violating traditional gender and sexual norms, which may increase risk. 
Hypotheses and Procedure
Based on the previous literature, we make the following hypotheses.  
H1: Criminal violence (Holland and Rios 2017; del Palacio 2015; Brambila 2017a): The higher the level of criminal violence in the state where a journalist works, the more likely the journalist is to have has received work-related threats.
H2: Corruption (Aguilar et al. 2014; Bjonskov & Freutag 2016; Brambila 2017a): The higher the level of corruption in the state where a journalist works, the more likely the journalist is to havehas received work-related threats.
H3: Human rights violations (Gohdes & Carey 2017; Brambila 2017b): The higher the level ofmore human rights violations there have been in the state where the journalists works, the greater the likelihood a journalist has received work-related threats.
H4: Occupational Traits and Gender (Edmonds-Poli 2016, Malkin 2017; Guerrero and Márquez-Ramírez 2014; Hughes and Lawson 2004; Thomas 2017): Covering risky newsbeats, being a news executive, working in a privately owned media company and being a female journalist all increase the likelihood of receiving work-related threats. 
H5: Democratic nNormative democratic aspirations (Cottle 2016; Mellado & Van Dalen 2014): The stronger a journalist’s expressed support for watchdog journalism or for the promotion ofng positive social change, the more likely the journalist is to have has been threatened.
	We also asked two research questions on subjects about whichwhere no prior empirical research exists.
RQ1: Which contextual, occupational and individual conditions are the most important predictors of threat?
RQ2: Do Are the conditions predicting threats shift depending upondependent on whether the journalist has received infrequent or frequent threats?
We use multinomial logistic regression to test our hypotheses and answer research questions. Logistic regression is a statistical procedure used to predict a categorical outcome variable from a set of categorical and continuous independent variables. It also identifies statistically significant individual predictors and produces coefficients that, once exponentiated, can be interpreted as changes in the odds that an outcome will occur. In this case, the procedure identifies and ranks conditions that change the likelihood of a journalist’s reporting a work-related threat. having been threatened due to work. 
Our dependent variable was created from a survey item that asked journalists to self-report whether they had received a work-related threat since 2000, the yearwhen Mexico’s 71-year ruling party of 71 years lost the presidential election.[footnoteRef:2] If the journalist answer wased yes, a we asked follow-up asked how many times. Due to outliers, weWe collapsed the answers to three categories because of outliers: 0=had not been threatened, 1=had been threatened once or twice, and 2=had been threatened three or more times. Multinomial logistic regression produces a binomial regression for each affirmative response category, by comparison withed to never having been being threaten. It also measures the predictive power offor the entire model. The dData were checked to ensure they fulfilledmet the assumptions of logistic regression (Field, 2009).  [2:  This date was chosen as a point before political and criminal risks to journalists intensified at the subnational level: reportorial assertiveness had increased in the 1990s; the 2000 election removed informal federal controls on state governors; and the drug war was launched in 2007.] 

We surveyed a national sample of working journalists working in Mexico between January 24, 2013 and March 17, 2015. These were population was journalists exercising editorial responsibility within domestic news organizations: we, followeding the methodology used inof the second round of the Worlds of Journalism Study (www.worldsofjournalism.org). Participants had to receive at least half their income from journalistic work forin news organizations:, so this excluded no independent bloggers andor community media volunteers were included. To increase encourage trust, we provided respondents with letters from universities involved in the study and a research team member also wrote a widely distributed column about the study prior to its initiation. The interviews were conducted by gGraduate students, trained by the authors conducted interviews after training from the authors. The Spanish-language survey instrument in Spanish was piloted amongwith working journalists and revised for clarity. 
Since there are no complete lists of practicing journalists or news media outlets in Mexico, we created a comprehensive national list of news organizations (see Scholl 1996 and Quandt et al. 2006), using federal, state-level and private industry directories to create, resulting in a database of more than 1000 media outlets.[footnoteRef:3] We selected a simple random sample of outlets from the database, stratified by media type and sub-region. We From the sample of outlets, we then selected participants from sampled outlets towho variedy in gender and level of authority. , with aAll journalists fromat the relevant outlets hadving a greater than a zero percent chance of selection. The response rate was 57 percent. [3:  This database was compiled and verified by journalist WITHHELD, our partner on the larger project leading to this paper. ] 

The average age of respondents was 38. Aroundbout 32 percent were female, which is roughly equivalent to the estimated proportion of the national workforce estimates. Aroundbout 20 percent specialized in a single newsbeat and almost 10 percent were senior executives. Almost nine in ten90 percent worked in privately owned media. Respondents came from radio (43.2%), the daily press (34.5%), television (9.4%), the non-daily press (8.0%) and online outlets (4.8%). 
Findings
H1: Criminal violence
	Three measures test the hypothesis that a journalist is more likely to have received a work-related threat in states with more where criminal violence is higher. The first is the ratio of all homicides in thea state per 100,000 (INEGI 2013a) and the second theis a measure of organized crime- related homicides in thea state per 100,000 (Milenio 2017). Given Mexican critiques of measures to combat organized crime measures in Mexico (see Heinle et al. 2014), we added a perceptual measure: the percentage of a state’s population who perceive their state as insecure (INEGI 2013b). We also added a dummy variable to control for whether the journalist workeds in the more peaceful national capital. 
Model 1 in Table 1 reports the regression coefficients, standard errors, odds ratios and the ratio’s 95% confidence interval of the ratio for each predictor. A test of the model was statistically significant, c2 (8, N = 377) = 16.71, p < .033, indicating that the predictors, as a set, significantly distinguished between journalists who have received a few or repeated workplace threats and those who have not received threats.  received a few work-related threats or repeated work-related threats and those who have not received threats.
-- Table 1 about here --
	Results support the hypothesis that criminal violence is a strong predictor of threats to journalists, but the relevant factor relationship is with perceived insecurity rather than the the available objective level of insecurity, where measurements are availables. Rates of all homicides or only ofand organized crime-related homicides were not significant individual predictors of a change in the likelihood of a journalist’s having been being threatened. However, the percentage of the population who believes their state to be is insecure was a strong predictor. For each additional percentage of the population who believes their state is insecure, the likelihood a journalist has been threatened due to his or her work increases by 3 percent. A cComparison ofng the eight states perceived as safest withto the eight perceived as least -secure (the lowest and highest quartiles), reveals journalists in the least -secure states runhave a 66 percent to 180 percent greater riskodds of having received one or two work-related threats, compared torather than no threats at all. The sSignificant predictors and the odds of threat in conditions of  for perceived insecurity do not changeare the same for when examining frequently threatened journalists. Since the regression model only explains 5 percent of the variance in reported threats, insecurity alone only begins to clarify theis an insufficient explanation of the phenomenon. 
H2: Corruption
	The second model in Table 1 reports coefficients, standard errors, odds ratios and the ratios’ 95% confidence intervals of ratios for two predictors of corruption and the control (for working in the capital). The cCorruption measures come were taken from an INEGI survey of perceptions of good governance (ENCIG 2014). INEGIThey asked respondents whether they believe to rate the frequency of corruption in several government entities asis very frequent, frequent,  infrequent or noninexistent. We created the predictor variables by summing adding up the ‘frequent’ and ‘very frequent’ responses for very frequent or frequent levels offor perceived corruption among local police and state government officials, since those are the mostmost -often cited mentioned as sources of anti-press threats. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]A test of the model was statistically significant, c2 (6, N = 377) = 12.85, p = .045, indicating that, together, the predictors significantly distinguished between journalists who had received a few work-related threats or repeated threats and those who had not been threatened. The model was weak, explaining only 4 percent of the variation in the dependent variable. However, the analysis does not find support for the hypothesis that greaterhigher state-level corruption predicts a greater likelihood of receiving work-related threats. The only individually significant predictor is the percentage of a state’s population that perceives the state government asis dishonest –, but the direction of influence on the odds runs counter to the hypothesis. For each additional one percent of a state’s population who believes the state government is dishonest, the odds of a journalist having been infrequently threatened goes downdecrease by 10 percent. State governments perceived as more corrupt threaten journalists less. 	Comment by Iona Italia: I was confused by this wording. Does the model also distinguish between those who have received only a few threats and those who have received multiple threats? I'm assuming so. If not, we might need to rephrase.
H3: Human Right Abuses
	The only measure of human rights abuses available was the number of complaints lodged with the National Commission for Human Rights (CNDH) against officials at all levels of state government in a state (CNDH 2013: 43). We created a variable that isof the ratio of complaints in a state per 100,000 people in eachthat state’s surveyed. population. Since this was a single predictor, we ran bivariate Spearman correlations between the human rights abuse variable and threats as a dichotomous variable (1 = yes, have been threatened, no = 0 =  no,  have not been) and the categorical variable of threat levels (0 = none, 1= infrequent, 2 = frequent). In contradiction to the hypothesis, Spearman correlation tests found a significant negative association between the dichotomous yes/no threat variable and the ratio of human rights complaints in a state. The higher the level number of human rights complaints in a state, the lower the level number of reported work-related threats to journalists. The association was fairly weak:, rs = -.101, p = .05. There was no statistically significant correlation between the ratio of human rights complaints in a state and the categorical variable of threat levels. The data available do not support the hypothesis that greater human rights abuses predict greater threats to journalists. On the contrary, the evidence runs counter to the hypothesis: threats to journalists go downdecrease as human rights complaints go upincrease.
Hypothesis 4: Occupational Traits and Gender 
	To test this hypothesis we created dummy variables for specialization in police, courtss or security issues orand in domestic politics beats from survey items asking journalists if they specialized in a specific beat, and, if so, which one. We coded each dummy variable as 1 = the journalist specialized in the beat or 0 = the journalist did not specialize in the beat. Thirty-six journalists –  or 9.5 percent of the sample – specialized in police, courtsts and security beats and 24 journalists –or 6.5 percent of the sample – specialized in domestic political beats. We also created dummy variables for being female, working atin a private media outlet and for whether or not the journalist held a senior-level authority position of senior-level authority in the newsroom. 
[bookmark: continue]	A logistic regression tested this hypothesis: see , and is presented as Model 3 in Table 1. The analysis finds support for theis hypothesis that occupational traits and gender change the likelihood that a journalist will be threatened because of  her or his work. The model was statistically significant:, c2 (10, N = 377) = 21.25, p = .047. The combined variables together explain 6.5 percent of the variance. However, the only individually powerful predictor is working in private media, a predictor of for journalists who reporting repeated threats. Journalists working in private media are 150 percent more likely to receive multiple threats than no threats. compared to those who report no threats. Neither risky newsbeats, executive rank nor gender were individually strong predictors of receiving a few or of many work-related threats.
Hypothesis 5: Democratic Normative Democratic Aspirations
	To test whether a journalist’s support for norms that wouldlike monitoring power andor supporting positive social change would increases the likelihood of harassment, we applied Principle Component Analysis (PCA) to 15 survey items,  creatinged index variables using Principle Component Analysis (PCA) on 15 survey items which prompteding participants to rate the importance of journalism’s possible social roles for journalism in society from 1 (not important) to 5 (extremely important). An For more information about this procedure, see the Aappendix provides information about this procedure. As measures, we used the lLevels of support for three theoretically important index variables were used as measures: 1) The “analytical change agent” role, which grouped four role prompts: support social change, promote national development,  provide analysis about current affairs and influence public opinion; 2) The monitorial “watchdog” role, which grouped support for monitoring and scrutinizing political leaders, monitoring and scrutinizing business, and setting the political agenda; and 3) A “propagandist” role grouping support for government and media corporate goals, such as: conveying a positive image of political leadership, supporting government policy, providing the kind of news which attracts the largest audiences, and providing entertainment. This role is associated with uncritical pro-government norms as well asand/or market-driven norms. 
We ran a multinomial regression on reporteds of threats, using with the role support variables as predictors. The results are presented in Table 1 as Model 4, which was statistically significant:, c2 (8, N = 376) = 22.88, p = .004. As a set, tThe predictors, as a set, significantly distinguished between journalists who reported having been threatened for workwork-related threats and those who reported that they had never been threatened. Although the model power is weak, the analysis finds support for the hypothesis. Support for facilitating social change was a strong individual predictor of being infrequently threatened, compared to not having been threatened. For each increasing level of support, a journalist was 72 percent more likely to have received infrequent work-related threats. When Sexamining journalists who are repeatedly threatened, support for the monitorial role becomes was a more important predictor of repeated threats. Journalists who supported monitoring government and business elites were 64 percent more likely to have been repeatedly threatened withfor each level of increasedsing support. ByIn contrast, supporting political and media company interests decreased the likelihood of having received repeated work-related threats being repeatedly threatened for work by 31 percent for each increasing level of support. 
Findings support for the hypothesis that democratic professional aspirations increase the likelihood of receiving work-related threats. The stronger the level of support for watchdog journalism or influencinging social change, the more likely the journalist is to have has been threatened. The aAnalysis also found supported for a corollary: The more a journalist believes he or she should support the state or media business interests, the less likely he or she is to have received work-related threats.
Research Questions: Which conditions are the strongest predictors of predicting threats to journalists are strongest? How do these predictors change, depending upon how often a journalist is targeted?
	To answer these questions, Table 2 presents the results of a multinomial logistic regression, with each hypothesized predictor variable and the control variable for working in the national capital. The omnibus model is statistically significant,, c2 (30, N = 370) = 64.38, p = .000, indicating that the combined predictors together distinguished between journalists who have received a few work-related threats or many work-related threats and those who haved neverot been threatened. The model explains 19 percent of the variation in the dependent variable.
	The iIndividually important predictors of a journalist’s receiving occasional work-related threats are thata journalist’s expressed level of support for change-agent norms and the percentage of a state’s population who perceiveing their state to beis insecure and the stateits government and police agencies to beare  corrupt. The individually important predictors of For frequent threats, individually important predictors are thea journalist’s expressed level of support for watchdog norms and propagandist functions and the percentage of a state’s population who perceive their perceiving the state to beas insecure and the stateits government to beas corrupt. Gender, risky newsbeats, executive position and private media ownership were not individually strong predictors in either bivariate regression.
	Table 3 simplifies the results for the purposes of comparison.. It lists individually important predictors, the range of possible responses for each predictor and the maximum possible change in the odds of receiving threats. Comparing A comparison of the maximum possible changes in odds reveals that  change identifies a journalist’s’ aspirations to be an agents of social change isas the most powerful predictor of infrequent work-related threats to that journalist. The next three most important, followed by three contextual variables are: perceived state-government corruption at state government level, insecurity and police corruption. In the case ofFor frequent work-related threats, the strongest predictor is the  perceived insecurity of the state where the journalist works in a state, which is followedclosely followed closely by thea journalist’s support for watchdog norms. The next most important factors are pPerceived corruption atin state government level and thea journalist’s level of support for propagandist roles follow. 
The predictors of infrequent targeting of journalists differ from those of frequent targeting. There are differences in predictors of whether journalists will be infrequently or frequently targeted. An infrequently threatened journalist is more likely to support change agent norms for journalism and more likely to live in a state itsthat inhabitants perceive asis insecure, with an honest government but a corrupt police force. governed honestly and policed by corrupt forces. A frequently threatened journalist is more likely to voice stronger support for watchdog norms, less likely to support propagandistic roles, and more likely to live in a state itsthat inhabitants perceive as insecure, but and governed honestly. 
Discussion: Territorial Unevenness and Normative Commitments
This study advances previous work on risk to journalists in several ways. First, it demonstrates empirically demonstrates that criminal insecurity explains threats to journalists, and sometimes greatly acts as a powerful predictor of such threats,so, but insecurity does not explain all of the risk nor is it necessarily the most important predictor of being harassed. Secondly, corruption is an important predictor of threat, but it does not always operate in straightforward ways. As expected, higher levels ofgreater perceived police corruption in the state where a journalist works increases the likelihood a journalist will be threatened once or twice. We believe this is because, while corrupt police involved in criminal activities may threaten journalists to keep them quiet, and one or two threats from corrupt police will be enoughare all that is necessary to silence saida journalist unless he or she is they are strongly motivated by watchdog norms.[footnoteRef:4] However, the relationship between threats and corruption is turned on its headreversed in the case of when considering state governments. In this case, gGreater perceived dishonesty at the level of state government decreases the odds that a journalist will be threatened, eitherboth infrequently orand frequently. This may be because clientelism mediates between corruption and harassment. Corrupt governors don’t need to threaten journalists: they can simply useing illicit state funds to co-opt journalists don’t need to threaten them, since because those journalists who have extensively benefited from state funds and patronage would will not normally seek to antagonize confront their patrons.  [4:  Although the relationship between perceived police corruption and repeated threats to journalists was significant at the .10 level, we cannot be certain it is not the result of chance.] 

Another contribution involvesWe also demonstrate that a  identification of a journalist’s’ normative commitments as changeing the likelihood of that journalist being harassed. This provides, offering empirical support for the heretofore previously theoretical link between norms and press harassment. Our data show that greater support for democratic roles for journalism increases the likelihood that a journalist will be threatened, above and beyondindependently of the levels of insecurity or corruption in thate journalist’s environment, while greater support for a role assisting government or media business interests lowers the likelihood of harassment. Support for facilitating social change through analytical journalism increases the odds of receiving occasional, threats but not frequent, threats, perhaps because this sort of advocacy presents a more abstract challenge to potentially violent actors than reporting that directly exposes corruption or malfeasance. Greater levels of support for the monitorial function of the press in a democracy, byin contrast, increases the likelihood of a journalist’s receiving frequent threats, but not of occasional ones. This may be because watchdog journalism can bring plunge a journalist headlong into headlong conflict with corrupt politicians or police. Together, these findings suggest thate limits of clientelism has its limitations asas a form of press control; cooptation may cannot replace threats as a mechanism for the control of journalists if those journalists are who are strongly motivated by democratic occupational identities. The findingsy also suggest that a journalist’s support for progressive social roles for journalism, as measured through survey research, is a good indicator of that journalist’s propensity to act in accordance with those role conceptions  measuring support for journalism’s roles in society through survey research does indeed indicate a journalist’s propensity to act on role conceptions (Hanitzsch et al. 2011; Weaver and Willnat 2012; Hughes 2006), even if, as other research has found, if he or she cannot always fully “perform” thoese democratic functions  as other research has found (Mellado and Van Dalen 2014).
Another interesting finding is that predictors of threat vary by how often the journalist is targeted. Higher levels of contextual insecurity most strongly increase are the strongest condition increasing the likelihood that a journalist will be frequently  threatened, but not that he or she will be infrequently targeted (democratic normative democratic commitments are a slightly stronger predictor of infrequent threats). Threats,  and instances of harassment and intimidation can be common occurrences for all journalists, regardless of the beats they cover and the media they work for, even within lower levels of contextual violence. Threats are also common, and even growingincreasing in number, in some advanced democracies (Löfgren et al. 2016, Mickey et al. 2017)
Conclusion: Considering Subnational Variation and Normative Motivations 	Comment by Iona Italia: You have two conclusions.
The implications of these findings include the need to measure both the territorial unevenness of insecurity, corruption and human rights abuses subnationally as well asand the normative motivations of journalists in order to more fully understand the conditions that increase risk to journalists, even in democracies. Whether caused byFactors such as “elected authoritarians” at athe subnational level who put pressure onressure the press between elections, or due to “brown areas,” in which  where multiple power-holders undermine the rule of law (O’Donnell 1991), mean that subnational conditions can vary in ways that may make national averages or aggregates less relevant to ourfor understanding of press harassment. RAs ratings systems, such as those offrom Polity IV andor Freedom House, have documented an increase in hybrid national political regimes, neither fully democratic nor broadly authoritarian, over the past 15 years, and an accompanying that are neither fully democratic nor broadly authoritarian over the last 15 years, and with them and increase in the number of “partially free” press systems: , subnational variation is therefore a variable that meritsneeds closergreater attention in comparative journalism studies. 
The normative motivations of threatened journalists likewise need to be measured in studies of risk that go below theat the sub-national level. Our findings show that normative aspirations should be considered as risk factors. The hypothesized causes of the identified gaps identified between role aspirations and role performance, especially forof democratic roles (Mellado and Van Dalen 2014), need to add physical risk and clientelism to other possible explanations.
As for policy implications:, along with tackling the complex conditions that cause public insecurity and, implementing federally driven, locally focused anti-corruption measures could bring major payoffs in journalist safety, a goal which has thus far eluded policymakers and activists, despite years of national and international and national pressures (Relly and González de Bustamante 2017). Institutions and legislation set out to protect journalists and guarantee their safety may look good appear good on paper, but they are dependent upon the very governments that resort to clientelism to coopt the press in the first place. In some cases, federal level governments may be more responsive to implementing anti-corruption measures subnationally. Although we realize this is no panacea,That will be no panacea. But, for a country to be classed as a democracy, its federal systems must have some degree of some accountability. must be present in federal systems to classify the country as a democracy.
Conclusion
Our study opens new avenues forsuggests new ways of understanding journalisticm safety and practice, physical insecurity and democratic qualitiesy globally. As the number of journalists threatened and killed in formally democratic settings has grownincreased, the need to understand why this is happening has become more urgent. While this study cannot speak directly to lethal threats, non-lethal threats are potentially often more common, may lead to lethal threats and have been shown to be a strong predictor of self-censorship (Hughes and Márquez-Ramírez 2017). Contextual insecurity, subnational governmental corruption and journalists’ normative aspirations to contribute to improving democratic quality are stronger predictors of risk than working onin dangerous newsbeats, or than either media organizational variables or gender. The safeguarding of transparency, the rule of law and, the protection of journalists, and the prosecution and punishment of anti-press crimes are a continuing urgencycontinue to be urgent needs both in Mexico and countries alikeelsewhere. 
This study suggests that we may be able to arrive at better policy remedies and more fruitful theory building may be found by “scaling down” in single country studies, and through using comparison across subnational territories and within cross-national studies byby measuring local -level variations within countries (Snyder 2001, Brambila 2017b). Journalistic safety policy menus could expand to include subnational anti-corruption measures and journalists’ financial security. More broadly, unpacking the ways in whichhow subnational authoritarians within federal democracies use cooptation and threat to limit the normative aspirations of journalists through cooptation and threat could drive open up new avenues of theory building in future studies of on journalism, risk and democracy in coming studies.


Appendix:
The role support index variables were created by applyingusing Principle Component Analysis (PCA) toon 15 survey items, rated by participants rated from 1 (unnot important) to 5 (extremely important). These items grouped on four dimensions, explaining 58.82% of the variance.[footnoteRef:5] The first dimension grouped into four prompts: let people express their views, tell stories about the world, educate their audiences and promote tolerance and cultural diversity. We called this dimension “civic educator” because the first items evoke media as a public platform for the exchange of views and a way of learning about the world through journalistic storytelling, and the other two items advocate educational roles for journalism. This dimension displayed adequate internal consistency (α = 0.71) and explained 15.81% of the variance. The second dimension was grouped into four prompts: provide analysis about current affairs, influence public opinion, foment social change and promote national development. We call this an “analytical change agent” role since it combines interpretive journalism with actions to improve society. The dimension presented adequate internal consistency (α = 0.73) and explained 14.71% of the variance. The third factor, which we call propagandist, grouped four items: convey a positive image of political leadership, support government policy, provide the kind of news which attracts the largest audiences, and provide entertainment. This role conceptualizationualization definesscribes journalism as uncritically promoting the state and generating profits for media companies through market-driven journalism. Internal consistency was relatively poor (α = 0.67 Mexico), perhaps due to the merginger of government and business propaganda functions, but meets minimum criteria for exploratory research in the social sciences and reaches the internal consistency level of scales used in other published research on journalistic practice (Hair et al., 2010; Reich & Hanitzsch, 2013, pp. 143-144; Skovsgaard, 2014, p. 362). The dimension explained 14.43% of the variance. The fourth dimension, “watchdog,” included monitor and scrutinize political leaders, monitor and scrutinize business, and set the political agenda. This well-known role exhibited adequate internal consistency (α = 0.72) and explained 13.87% of variance. [5:  Sampling adequacy was verified by KMO = 0.80. Bartlett’s test of spericity (Χ2 = 1511.642, df = 105, p<.001) indicated that the correlation between the items was sufficiently large for PCA. Each extracted dimension had eigenvalues greater than 1. In all cases, factor loadings above 0.5 were retained. Varimax rotation was used.] 
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Table 1: Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis on Reported Work-Related Threats, Four Models
	 
	Model 1: Criminal Violence
	Model 2: Corruption

	 
	 
	 
	95% Confidence Interval for Odds Ratio
	 
	 
	95% Confidence Interval for Odds Ratio

	
	B
	(SE)
	Lower
	Odds Ratio = Exp(B)
	Upper
	B
	(SE)
	Lower
	Odds Ratio = Exp(B)
	Upper

	Journalist reports receiving one or two threats vs. No reported threats
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Intercept
	-3.46
	(0.92)***
	
	
	-1.72
	(0.59)
	
	 

	Overall state homicide rate
	-0.01
	(0.22)
	0.94
	0.99
	1.03
	 
	
	
	
	 

	State organized crime homicide rate
	0.00
	(0.03)
	0.95
	1.00
	1.06
	 
	
	
	
	 

	% perceive state asis "insecure"
	0.03
	(0.01)*
	1.00
	1.03
	1.05
	 
	
	
	
	 

	% perceive state government as dishonest
	 
	
	
	
	
	-0.10
	(0.05)*
	.83
	.91
	.99

	% perceive police as dishonest
	 
	
	
	
	
	0.12
	(0.06)
	1.00
	1.13
	1.27

	Rights complaints in State
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Role support: Change Agent
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Role support: Propagandist
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Role Support: Monitorial
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Newsbeat: Public security
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Newsbeat: Politics
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Rank: Executive
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Female
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Works outside natl. capital
	0.92
	(0.44)*
	1.07
	2.51
	5.89
	0.59
	(0.47)
	0.72
	1.80
	4.52

	Journalist reports receiving three or more threats vs. No reported threats
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Intercept
	-3.861
	(0.95)***
	
	
	-2.00
	(0.56)***
	
	 

	Overall state homicide rate
	-0.026
	(0.23)
	0.93
	0.98
	1.02
	 
	
	
	
	 

	State organized crime homicide rate
	0.018
	(0.03)
	0.96
	1.02
	1.08
	 
	
	
	
	 

	% perceive state asis "insecure"
	0.034
	(0.01)*
	1.01
	1.03
	1.06
	 
	
	
	
	 

	% perceive state government as honest
	 
	
	
	
	
	0.08
	(0.05)
	0.99
	1.08
	1.18

	% perceive police as honest
	 
	
	
	
	
	-0.07
	(0.06)
	0.83
	0.93
	1.04

	Rights complaints in State
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Role support: Change Agent
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Role support: Propagandist
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Role Support: Monitorial
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Newsbeat: Public security
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Newsbeat: Politics
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Rank: Executive
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Female
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Works outside natl capital
	0.863
	(0.43)*
	1.01
	2.37
	5.55
	0.58
	(0.47)
	0.71
	1.78
	4.44



	                                                                                        Note: R2 = .051 (Nagelkerke). Model X2(8)=16.71*              Note: R2 = .039 (Nagelkerke). Model X2(6)=12.85*

	 





	 
	Model 3: Occupational Traits & Gender
	Model 4: Support for Roles

	 
	 
	 
	95% Confidence Interval for Odds Ratio
	 
	 
	95% Confidence Interval for Odds Ratio

	
	B
	(SE)
	Lower
	Odds Ratio = Exp(B)
	Upper
	B
	(SE)
	Lower
	Odds Ratio = Exp(B)
	Upper

	Journalist reports receiving one or two threats vs. No reported threats
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Intercept
	-2.27
	(-0.58)
	
	
	 
	-3.40
	(1.14)**
	
	
	 

	Overall state homicide rate
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	State organize crime homicide rate
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	% perceive state is "insecure"
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	% perceive state government honest
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	% perceive police honest
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Rights complaints in State
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Role support: Change Agent
	
	
	
	
	 
	0.54
	(.26)*
	1.04
	1.72
	2.85

	Role support: Propagandist
	
	
	
	
	 
	-0.22
	(.17)
	0.58
	0.80
	1.11

	Role Support: Monitorial
	
	
	
	
	 
	-0.01
	(.18)
	0.69
	0.99
	1.43

	Newsbeat: Public security
	0.69
	(-0.44)
	0.84
	1.99
	4.70
	
	
	
	
	

	Newsbeat: Politics
	-0.27
	(-0.59)
	0.24
	0.77
	2.42
	
	
	
	
	

	Privately owned
	0.61
	(-0.44)
	0.77
	1.84
	4.38
	
	
	
	
	

	Rank: Executive
	0.38
	(-0.46)
	0.59
	1.46
	3.60
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	-0.22
	(-0.30)
	0.45
	0.81
	1.46
	
	
	
	
	

	Works outside natl. capital
	0.70
	(-0.42)
	0.89
	2.01
	4.57
	0.79
	0.43
	0.95
	2.20
	5.08

	Journalist reports receiving three or more threats vs. No reported threats
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Intercept
	-2.86
	(-0.67)
	
	
	 
	-2.73
	(1.05)**
	
	
	 

	Overall state homicide rate
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	State organized crime homicide rate
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	% perceive state asis "insecure"
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	% perceive state government as honest
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	% perceive police as honest
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Rights complaints in State
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Role support: Change Agent
	
	
	
	
	 
	0.00
	(.22)
	0.65
	1.00
	1.55

	Role support: Propagandist
	
	
	
	
	 
	-0.38
	(.17)*
	0.49
	0.69
	0.95

	Role Support: Monitorial
	
	
	
	
	 
	0.49
	(.21)*
	1.09
	1.64
	2.45

	Newsbeat: Public security
	0.67
	(-0.44)
	0.82
	1.95
	4.61
	
	
	
	
	

	Newsbeat: Politics
	-0.30
	(-0.59)
	0.23
	0.74
	2.36
	
	
	
	
	

	Privately owned
	1.25
	(0.55)*
	1.19
	3.50
	10.29
	
	
	
	
	

	Rank: Executive
	0.70
	(-0.43)
	0.87
	2.01
	4.66
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	-0.31
	(-0.31)
	0.40
	0.74
	1.34
	
	
	
	
	

	Works outside natl capital
	0.72
	(-0.42)
	0.91
	2.06
	4.67
	0.97
	(.43)
	1.14
	2.63
	6.10



             Note: R2 = .065 (Nagelkerke). Model X2 (12)=21.25*           Note: R2 = .07 (Nagelkerke). Model X2(8)=22.88*                       



Table 2: Omnibus Model With All Predictors

	
	 
	
	95% Confidence Interval for Odds Ratio

	
	B
	(SE)
	Lower
	Odds Ratio = Exp(B)
	Upper

	Journalist reports receiving one or two threats vs. No reported threats
	 
	 
	 

	Intercept
	-7.21
	(6.35)
	
	
	

	Overall state homicide rate
	-0.01
	(0.03)
	0.94
	0.99
	1.04

	State organized crime homicide rate
	-0.03
	(0.03)
	0.91
	0.97
	1.04

	% perceive state asis "insecure"
	0.04
	(0.02)**
	1.01
	1.04
	1.07

	% perceive state government as dishonest
	-0.15
	(0.06)*
	0.77
	0.86
	0.97

	% perceive police as dishonest
	0.15
	(0.07)*
	1.01
	1.16
	1.33

	Rights complaints in State
	-0.02
	(0.05)
	0.89
	0.98
	1.08

	Role support: Change Agent
	0.60
	(0.29)*
	1.04
	1.83
	3.21

	Role support: Propagandist
	-0.29
	(0.18)
	0.53
	0.75
	1.06

	Role Support: Monitorial
	0.05
	(0.20)
	0.71
	1.06
	1.57

	Newsbeat: Public security
	0.91
	(0.49)
	0.94
	2.47
	6.50

	Newsbeat: Politics
	-0.38
	(0.62)
	0.21
	0.69
	2.29

	Privately owned
	0.37
	(0.46)
	0.58
	1.44
	3.57

	Rank: Executive
	0.47
	(0.49)
	0.61
	1.60
	4.19

	Female
	-0.20
	(0.31)
	0.44
	0.82
	1.51

	Works outside natl. capital
	0.71
	(1.02)
	0.28
	2.03
	14.85

	Journalist reports receiving three or more threats vs. No reported threats
	 
	 
	 

	Intercept
	-1.83
	(6.27)
	
	
	

	Overall state homicide rate
	-0.01
	(0.03)
	0.94
	0.99
	1.04

	State organize crimed homicide rate
	-0.02
	(0.03)
	0.92
	0.98
	1.05

	% perceive state asis "insecure"
	0.05
	(0.02)***
	1.02
	1.06
	1.09

	% perceive state government as dishonest
	-0.14
	(0.06)*
	0.77
	0.87
	0.98

	% perceive police as dishonest
	0.09
	(0.07)
	0.96
	1.09
	1.25

	Rights complaints in State
	-0.04
	(0.05)
	0.86
	0.96
	1.06

	Role support: Change Agent
	-0.07
	(0.24)
	0.58
	0.93
	1.49

	Role support: Propagandist
	-0.37
	(0.18)*
	0.49
	0.69
	0.98

	Role Support: Monitorial
	0.53
	(0.22)**
	1.11
	1.70
	2.63

	Newsbeat: Public security
	0.91
	(0.49)
	0.95
	2.49
	6.55

	Newsbeat: Politics
	-0.40
	(0.61)
	0.20
	0.67
	2.22

	Privately owned
	1.00
	(.57)
	0.90
	2.73
	8.30

	Rank: Executive
	0.83
	(0.47)
	0.92
	2.30
	5.75

	Female
	-0.31
	(0.32)
	0.39
	0.73
	1.38

	Works outside natl capital
	0.18
	(1.09)
	0.14
	1.20
	10.11

	
	
	
	
	
	


Note: R2 = .19 (Nagelkerke). Model X2(30)=64.38***
Table 3: Significant Predictors, Response Range and Maximum Possible Change in Likelihood of Threats (Omnibus Model)

	 
	Odds Ratio = Exp(B)
	Range of Responses for Variable
	Maximum Possible Odds Change (%)

	Journalist reports one or two threats vs. No threats
	
	
	
	

	% population perceive state asis "insecure" 
	1.04
	30.1
	90.7
	255

	% perceive state government as dishonest 
	0.86
	6.1
	21.6
	-256

	% perceive police as honest 
	1.16
	5.1
	15.8
	171

	Role support: Analytic Change Agent
	1.83
	1.0
	5.0
	332

	Journalist reports three or more threats vs. No threats
	
	
	
	

	% perceive state asis "insecure"
	1.06
	30.1
	90.7
	333

	% perceive state government as dishonest 
	0.87
	6.1
	21.6
	-202

	Role support: Propagandist
	0.69
	1.0
	5.0
	-124

	Role Support: Monitorial/Watchdog
	1.70
	1.0
	5.0
	282


 
