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NOTICE TO THE READER.

On a number of occasions, the European Parliament has requested that the Commission
should propose ‘measures ‘aiming to safeguard uralism in view of mergers and
acquisitions taking place within the media sectors e questlons ansmg as to the
| nece551ty and timeliness of such possuble actions are both complex and sensmve requmng,
prior to taking a final decision, the wide canvassing of v1ews from interested parties as

well as the initiation of a public debate. To these ends the Commission has decided to

propose this Green paper.

The Green paper analyses the need for action and cons1ders potentxal options. The

Commission has not comrmtted itself to any of these optlons to date and would be willing

to consider others that might arise.

‘In addition to the views of the Eurbpean Parliament and competent national authorities, .
the Commission seeks to receive the opinions of all interested parties and particularly the
- Buropean organisations representing television broadcasters, radio broadcasters,
publishers, journalists, audio-visual creative artists, audio.-visual.’ producers, satellite

distributors, cable distributors and advertisers.

The Commission plans to invite these European trade organisations to a hearing on this

issue in the spring of next year.

Written comments should be submitted before the hearing and mailed to the following

address:
DGIII/E/S - "Media and Data Protection” Unit,
N-9; 6/11

200 ruedelaLoi
B- 1049 Brussels
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SUMMARY

The purpose of the Green Paper is to present an'InI{ia! assessment of the
need for Community action concerning cohcentratEOn in the media
(Tetévision, radio, press) together with the different apbroache§'which the

Commlssion might adopt once It ‘has consulted the parties concerned.

In recent years Par | iament has expressed its concern about this question
én several occasions, in particular in its resolutlons of 15 February 1990
and 16 September 1992, which call on the Commission to propose regulatory

measures so as to restrlct concentratxon in the media and safeguard

pluralism.

in the light of the Community’s objectives and powers, the results of this
jook into the need for action can be summarized as follows:

1. Protection of pluralism as such |is primarily a matter for the
Member States. In working towards Iits objecttves and exeraising its
powers, the Community must, however, ensure that Its own activities and
those for which it has competence do not adversealy affect pluralism. fh
this respect with regard solely to the objectxve of safeguardxng piuralism,

there would not appear to be any nesd for action at Community levni since
national mechanisms for protecting pluratism can be appl:ed to s:tuattons
"with a Community dimensiof. Thus, should a broadcaster established in
another Member State genuinely ciréumvent tegistation on'pluralism, the
Member State of reception could, subject to obéerVing the conditions laid
down in the case law of the Court of Justice, restrict the fres movement of
such broadcasts. Similarly, where a merger decliared to be compatible with
the common market under the Meérger Control Regulation is harmful to
‘pluralism, the Member State would still be ablé‘ to take appropriafé

measures to ensure that pluralism is protected.




2. This capacity of the Member States to safeguard pluralism through a
naflonal regulatory\ framework for mergers may, however, tead to
Interference within the area without frontiers consisting of the Community.
Since the mid-1980s, laws on media owﬁership have been Introducéd and are
developing in divergent ways. Such laws on pluralism, which consist in

particular in Ilimiting maximum holdings in medlia companies and _in
preventing cumuiative contrdl of, or holdings in, sevgral media compan;es
ét once, nmust be distinguished ffom the discriminatory restrlctions which

limit ownership by foreigners and which are therefore incompatible with the

Treaty.

3. Disparities between national measures aiming to safeguard pluralism

may, at least potentially, impact upon the functioning"of this area withou{

frontiers :
— a Member State cdu!dipossib(y restrict the free movement of broadcasts

in the event of genuine circumvention of one of these laws;

— the establishment of media companies in another Member State could be

limited;
- restrictions and distortions of competition are introduced;

- uncertainty in the law, harmful to the competitiveness of companies,

could result from diverging views on what constitutes circumvention;

- such laws limit access to the activities and to the ownership‘of the
media, when access should be facilitated so as to permit the
estabiishment of the single market and secure the competitivensss of

media companies which pluralism requires.

4. The restrictions on ownérship at the root of these effects~are not, as
such, incompatible with Community law. They are not dlscrimihatory and
pursue a public—interest objective associated with freedom of exprassion.

5. Restrictions on media ownership cannot be replaced  just by abplying
general competition law and in particutar, at Community tevel, the Merger
Control Regulation. The latter can prevent mergers which adversely affect

pluralism only in so far'as they also affect competition, which is not

alwavys the case
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6. In the light of thks analysis, there are three different options among
which the Commission may choose and on which the Commission would Ilke to

"know the opinions of the parties concerned:
(i) taking no action; -

(i1) proposing a recommendation to enhance transparency;

(iii) proposing the harmonization of national restrictions on media
ownership by | ‘
(a) a Council Directive, or
(b) a Council regulation, or

(c) a directive or a regulation together with an independent

committiee.

p

Theicbmmission does not currently have a particular preference for, any ons
of these options and leaves open the possibility for other eventual
élternatives, it wishes to know the views of Interested parties on these
options as well as on the gquestions posed in this Green paper ﬁhichvars

summar ised below:

QUESTION 1

The Commission would welcome the views of [nterested partles regarding the

— any cases where the Community dimension of media act/vity has meant that
restrictions on media ownership I[mposed for the purpose of maintalning
pluralfsm have become I[neffective, for example because they are

clrecumvented or because of transparency problems;

- the existence of restrictions or restrictive effects other than those

Identified above;

— practical .instances where ownership restrictions have actually [ mpeded

the activity of economic operators In the sector;

z
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— the sectors and activities which are especially affected by restrictions
on ownership (for example, Is the press‘subjecf to restrictive effects not

only. In respect of multimedia aspects but- also In respect of monomed|a
aspects?).

QUESTION 2

The Commission wouid welcome the views of Interested parties on whether the
heeds [dentified are of sufficlent Importance, [n the [ight of Community

objectlves; to require action in the media Industry and, If so, when such .

action should be taken.

QUESTION 3

The Commission would welcome the views of Interested parties on the
effectiveness, in the [ight of Community objectives, of action which would

be taken solely at Member State level.

QUESTION 4

The Commlssion would wefcome the views of Interested parties on the content
of a possible harmonization I[nstrument as envisaged above, and in

particular on the two varlants for [ts scope, on the use of the real
audlence as a basis for setting thresholds, on the demarcat/ion of

distribution areas, on any other possible resferences, and on ways of -

defining the concept of controller.

QUESTION §

The Commission would welcome the views of interested parties on the

desirability of action to promote transparency which would be separate from

a harmonization instrument.

QUESTION 6

The Commission would welcome the views of interested parties on the

desirability of setting up a body with competence for media doncentration.



—
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QUESTION 7

AThe Commission would welcome the views of Interested parties on each of

these foresesable options. -
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INTRODUCTI1ON

Beforextaktng up a position on the need for a Community.initiative with
regard to media (Television, radlo, press) concentration, the Commission

wishes to present its initial asseésment and gather contributions from all

interested parties.

The Green Paper is in response.to the requests sxpressed over several years
by Pariiament, in particular in its resolution of 15 February 1990 on media
takeovers and mergers,1 fn which it cailed on the Commission in particular
“to put forward proposals for establiéhing a special legisliative framework

P

on media mergers and takeovers®.

Parliament drew up a fresh resolution, adopted on 16 September 1992, which
-repeats this request@2 This résolution refers to the effects of differing
national laws on the operation of the internal market and calls on the
Commission “to submit, after consultation with the parties concerned, a
proposal for effecti/ve measures to combét or restrict concentration in the

media, if necessary in the form of an anti-concentration directive...".3

The communication from the Commiss?on to the Council and Parliament of
21 February 1990 on audiovisual policy4 states, in the ssction entitled

“Pluralism and mergers”, that:

‘Onvaccount of the importance [t attaches to the objective of maintalning
pluralism, the Commission Is studying this question with a view to a
possible proposal for a directive, whose alm would be to harmonize certain

aspects of natlonal legislation in this fleld”.

1 0J No C 68, 19.3.1980, pp. 137-8.
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in order to respond to Parliament‘s requests and to identify the different
options available, the Green Paper is based on two studies, one fooking
‘into the economic aspects ordersed by the Commission® - and the other

describing the various national iraws in this field (Annex).

5 *Study on pluralism and concentration in media - economic evaiuafion“,
.. Booz-Allen & Hamilton; February 1992; This study will be made available
v +ha Chammicoinn nn ranilecet hvy fay or mail o the followinag address:
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Part One

OQUTLINE OF THE Il SSUE

The -effect of concentration in the media on media pluralism can be

understood only If one first defines what is meant by "pluralism®.

1. THE CONCEPT OF PLURAL ISM

outside the legal context, the concept of pluralism is used in a broad,
general; sense. Thus, reference is sometimes made to pluralism when it
.comes.tovjustifying positive measures in support of freedom of expression
. and diversity of information sources, e.g. aid to the press or distributton
systems. This kind of use |Is encounteréd in the general context vof
measures to assist the media; with its limits difficult to gauge since

pluralism fs easily invoked as soon as a problem involves the media.

Legal analysis provides some clarification, however, even if the term Is
not used In international statutes on basid rights. In national tlegal
systems, the concept of pluralism is not explicitly recognized In
constitutional statutes® but can be found in the rulings of the
constitutional courts of certain Member States (Ffance, Germany énd ftaly),
which treat it as a constitutional princip%éf Other legislative statutes
which refer to pluralism do not define the concept. The variety‘ of
expressions used containing the word *pluralism®” - pluralism of the media, -
pluralism in the media, the pluralist nature of the expression of currénts
of thought and. opinion,7 pluralism of information,8 pluralism of the

press,g plurality of the medial® - shows that there is no common

understanding of the concept.

6 Article 20(3) of the Spanish Constitution refers to "the pluralism of
society®.

7 The French Law of 30 September 1886. . :

8 ltaly, Law of 6 August 1990; Spain, Law of 3 May 1990; Luxembourg, Law
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However, two common features do emerge from a legal analysis of the
European Convention on Human Rights as interpreted by the European Court of

Human Rights and of national laws: ~

-~ the concept of -pluralism serves to limit'the scope of the principie of

freedom of expression;

—~ the purpose of such limitation is to guarantee diversity of information

for the public.

1. The concept of pluralism serves to limit the scops of the principls of

freedom of expression

White .the principle of safeguard}ng pluralism has .constitutional force In
certain Member States, it -does.not as..such constitute a human or basic
right. The link between maintaining pluralism and the principle of freedom
of expression is not such as to make the former a basic right.  Both in
statutes and case—law the link is one of derogation from the pfincip!e of
freedom of gxpression. Like certain obligations rerating to editorial
coﬁtent (morality, impartiality, taste and decency, setc.), the function of
the concept is to limit in certain cases the appllication of the fight to
freedom of expression to a potential beneficiary. Thus, it is possibie In
the name of pluralism to refuse a broadcasting licence or permission for
the taksover of a newspéper, a monolithic corporate structuré, é holding in

a media company, etc.
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The fact that a derogation is involved is brought out both by the Judgments
. of the European Court_of Human Rights -and -the rulings of the supreme courts’

of certain countries.11

I

The European Court of Human Rights (hereinafter, the ECHR)- takes the view
that pluralism is an exception to the principle of freedom of expression,

designed to protect the rights of others (Article 10(2) of the European

Convention -on Human Rights).

In the Groppera decision (28 March 1990), the ECHR links -pluratism to
Article 10(2) of the Convention (which~prqvides for the possibi!fty of
'restrictibn if the measure is prescribed by law, if it relateé to &
legitimate. objective and if it is necessary in a democratic society),
referring to' the legitimate -aim of protecting the rights of ‘‘others
(clause 70). The European Commission on'Human;Rights-had not examined this-
po(nt (it limited itself to 'the examination of the condition “prescribed by
faw"). Howéver, the holders of thesevﬁrights of others™ are not specified:
are they the viewers, who have the right to a diversity of opinions, or are

they other beneficiaries of freedom of expression, who have a right of

access to such means of expression?

11 In particular in France and Germany (see Annex). In the United States
of America too, the Supreme Court has ruied that the right of viewers
takes precedence over the right of broadcasters, and that the diversity
of opinion on the airwaves serves First Amendment values. In Red Lion
Broadcasting v the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) (1969), the
Court made the explicit point, with regard to the First Amendment, that
*it ‘is the right of the viewers and listeners, not the right of
broadcasters, which is paramount" (a concept which is close to the
*rights of others® in the European Convention on Human Rights) and,
since frequencies are limited, "no one has a First Amendment right to a
licence®. In Metro Broadcasting v FCC (27 June 1980), concerning the
FCC’s policy of promoting the racial and ethnic pluralism of programmes
by increasing the diversity of radio broadcasting ownership through
*minority ownership policies™ the Supreme Court ruled that *the
diversity of views and information on the airwaves serves important
First Amendment values*. Lastly, in Post Company National Citizens
Committee for Broadcasting (12 June 1978) concerning a cross—media
ownership rule of the FCC's (radio-TV/daily news in a same community),
the Court held that the rule “did not violate First and Fifth Amendment
rights of newspaper owners”™ As regards the cross—ewnership rule which
it drew up in 1875, the FCC explained that “the premise is that a

. FEEE B e ST SR T SR ST SR S T S F R S
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2. The purpose of such limitation is to guarantse diversity of informaticn

for the public

N
The limit placed on the principle of freedom of expression,'on the grounds
of pluralism, ‘is Justified by the fact that the objective is to ensurs
diversity of information for the public. In the interests of access to
such diversity of views, it hay indeed be necessary, in certain casss, to
limit application of the principle of freedom of expression pecause It
would result in preventing another beneficiary of that freedom from using

'it. Such is thé case, for instance, where there Is a shortage of means of

broadcasting or where access to them is limited.

In accordance with the interpretation placed on the European convention on
Human Rights,12 the “information® whose diversity Is sought must be
understood as a generic term in the- broad sense, I.e. not Just newspapers
or théi news bulletin but all kinds of ideas, all types of p(ogramme.
communicatioh and content.13 Only in supervising the lawfulness of the
restrictidns on freedom of expression may the dif%erences in the naturs of

such information be accounted for. .

12 Askfegards advertising, see in particuiar the Jjudgment of the ECHR of
20 Hovember 1989 in Markt Intern Verlag and Klaus Beerman ¥ Federal

Y I I D DR S ISP .. - R S 5 § o




- 18 —

Diversity of information can be achieved in one of two ways. A media
operator can be asked to provide, In its communication activity, diversity
5.f existing opinions (internal pluralism) or to make several media
avallable to the public, the combination of which represents diversity,
gach mediﬁm being one esiement in that diversity (external pluraliism). In
fhe case . of in_térnal pluralism, the ine_asures adopted relate elther; to the
Internal qrganizafi-on of the media company whose control structure will
haVe to represent the various currents of opinion, or to the editorial
. content of the newspapers or . broadcasts.  In_ the _case of external
b!,ura(lsm,- the measures are directed at organizing relations between the
various media companies so as to ensure a degree of autonomy between them
(antl—-concentration measures are part of these). Similar to this type of
mgasure are - thosé which are 'ajmed at facilitating access .to media
aétivities, 4fo‘r instance by ‘ihcreasing the number .of broadcasting 1licences
(TV or radio). available on a parti‘cular territory and thus making. it

- possible to increase the number of media available to the public.

CONCLUSION

The concept of pluralism can be defined both in terms of its function and
in terms of its objective: It [s a legal concept whose pburpose s to iiamit
in certain cases the scope of the principle of freedom of expression with a
view to guaranteeing diversity of Information for the public. [In this
report, the term “pluralism”™ will be used_to mean the objective, that Is

“diversity of [ nforiat fon” In the broad sense.

[1. PLURALISM AND CONCENTRATION

Mergers in the media industry do not have, in themselves, a positive or a

'negative effect on pluralism. Such an effect can only be measured by

reference to a general environment comprising the public concerned and the

diversity of information offered to that public at a given placs.
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Depending on its impact on that environment, the merger may havg a positivs
or negative effect on pluralism. The effect will be positive If the
diversity of information offered to the public is increased, e.g. If the
merger makes it possible to extend the geographical area served, or Is
preserved when It would diminish (if the merger prevents the disappearance
of a media operator). On the other hénd, ihe effect will be negative if
the diversify of Information offered to the public is reduced (if 2 merger
leads to the disappearance of titles or channels). ©One and the same
operation could have both consequences, -depending on:the public concerned:
thus, the public in a media operator’s new broadcasting or circulation area
Will take a positive view of a merger even though it restricts the choice
of the public in the original broadcasting or circulation area covered by

the media operators which were the subject of the merger.

To determine how far concentration may create_problems of pluralism it is
therefore necessary to define what is meant by diversity in the choice of

information offered to the public at a particular place.

Diversity of information. Diversity can be assessed " in many ways:

according to‘ the editorial content of the broadcasts or the press,
according to the number of channels or titles, and according to the number
of medxa controilers or owners. Theée three methods vary in ‘importance.
Diversity of content is the most logical criterion but it is also difficult
to apply given the complexity of the analysis which it requires14 and its
subjectivity. The number of channels or titiéslis easf!y measurable as a
criterion but not very significant as regards diversity of editorial
content, which may remain weak and virtually controiled -by a -singls
operator. Nor does the criterion of the number of media controllers
reflect editorfal content, but it is a hore sensitive indicator than the
previous onse since it !éys stress on autonomy'and structural independence
among contfollers; which, without being able to guarantee it, constitutes a

‘minimum condition of the diversity of choice offered té the public.

14 It would indeed be necessary to take account of all the editforial
characteristics of the medium in guestion (such as type of medium, type
of programme or column, editorial opinions, frequency and duration of

T, e e s sy i b emmm ot Rar YhAa O A~AAnSUIMADr
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Control of a collection of media by a single person, even If the objective
is only commercial, has the potential effect of making the spreading of
ideas dependent on acceptance by a single person and of restricting
alternative means. Whatevér the editorial content or the number of
information carriers, concentration of control of media access in the hands
of a few Is by definition a threat to the diversity of Information.
Conversely, multiplying the number of alternative controllers increases the
probability of diversity of information, even if this is not automatic.
Economically speaking, effective competition among controllers may lead to
qualitative differentiation between the products offered by each of them

énd, hence, favour editorial diversity.

Control. Since it may serve as a criterion for measuring the diversity of

information, the question of control is essential, for it is neéessary to

-know who controls whaf.

The controlier. 1t is not possible simply to use the concept of owner or
ma jority shareholder in a medié company since, under the influence of
anti—concentration rules, there may be several shareholders with the same
proportion of ownership.15 While the notion of coﬁtroller is more
suitable, it may also be .difficult to identify clearly who 1is the

control!er with decisive influence.

Diversity of control. To assess choice in a given area, account must be
taken of the coqsumption of all media, i.e. not Just of each type
(monomedia) but of all types. Consumption of the media indeed shows that
one type may constitute an alternative and a substitute for another: _since
the large majority of individuals (except in Spain, Portugal and Greece)
consumes three types'of media every day — radio, television and the press
(see Table 1) — somebody who Is a reader and captive viewer of the products
of the same controlier. may nevertheless Iisten to radio programmes
broadcast by another “controller. This highlights the problems of
multimedia control, sincerif one controilier dominates the three meaia there

is no longsr any alternative, either within one medium or between types.
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Reference to the public. Logically, everybody to whom the media are

addressed should be taken as a reference (viewer, listener, reader) ih
drder to determine the number of independent media offered to that herson
Ewhere he lives. As this is impossible, it is necessary to focus on ﬁhe
:;notion of consumption area and determine the cﬁoice of media offered in

’;such areas (which may not be precisely delineated or homogeneous) .

CONCLUS 10N

The effects of a media merger on pluralisa must be assessed by reference to
the environment In which It occurs. HMergers can have negative effects on
plural isa, since they can limit the diversity of media controllers, one of
the essent [al cpndltions for the diversity of information offered to the

publfc.
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Part Two

THE LEVEL OF MEDIA CONCENTRATION

The level of concentration can be assessed usnng many different cr!teria
with the analysis then producing divergent results or no figures at all.
To be able to draw on an'economic analysis whlch:addressed the problems cf.

concentration and piuralism, the Commission ordered an economic study (sés

’

above).

. GENERAL

In view of the problems which mergers raise with regard to piuralism in the
media and which have been outlined in Part One, it is necessary to starf 
from the effects of concentration on actual patterns of media COnsumption.

«

(seg Tables | and 11).

For the reasons already given, the study gives a picture of the d!versity

of media ownership by measur ing the audience reached by media controllers‘

in the Member States (see Table 111). Though still imprecise, this method
is appropfiate to the objective of measuring the effect of mergérs on
pluralism, since (it focuses on media consumption ‘and provides én
interesting comparison between Member States. 1t does not use the
criterion of "the number of media carriers (titles, channeis, radio) owned:
.by_a singie controller, which is not és such a sufficient criterion for
assessing the impact on plurarism;‘ In the UnitediKinngm, for instance,
the two'largestﬂnewspaper publ!ishers hold only 2% of titles but account for

58% of circulation (see Table 1V).
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Taking the audience of the two largest controllers in each country, It is

possible to make a comparison between Member States (see also Table V):

* Television; Highest level: P (100%), DK (85%), UK (838%)
Lowest level: (French-speaking) B (59%), D (62%);
* Press. Highest level: [RL (76%), GR (60%), UK (58%)
Lowest level: E (24%), F and D (33%);
* Radio.  Highest level: UK (96%), D (93%), DK (88%)

Lowest level: GR (21%), F (43%), NL (51%).

As regards the number of achis;tions of (minority or majority) holdings

in the media industry, the study shows (Table Vi) that between April 1980
and April 1991 there were 81 déals, 37 of them In the television

broadcasting sector, 33 in production and 20 which were classified as:

“television monomediaé; there were only six mu!timedia'aéquisitions where
therpress moved .into television broadcasting . The latter f}guré is the
same as that for financial investors’ operations in the televiston.

brqadcasting sector.

— Another cﬁaracteristic ié that there weres very few media takeovers by
foreign operators (see Table VII), who most often acquired a minority
intgrest only. The situation, therefore, is one where most large .
coétfollgrs; (see economic study, Tables 4.14 to 4.20) focus their
aqtivit}es on a particular country. As regards television broadcasting,.
Spain_is the only possible exception, where in two of the three new .
éohcessions Canal Plus and Fininvest play an important part. As regards
operators, énly_@qna! Pilus (in E, B and D) and RTL (in. B, D and NL) -have
opted for a more ambitious strategy on foreign markets. This prevalence of
‘_essgntially minority holdings createé a dense, complex web of ownership,
the principal consequence of which is to create a strategy of agreement and
non-aggression rather than dynamic competition. Such:a situation may prove

to be precarious if one of the large groups breaks the status quo.
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11. OBSERVATIONS BY TYPE OF MEDIA

1. Telsvision/radio

- Contrary to what is sometimes maintained, the diversity of controllers
‘ increased between 1980 and 1990 in the television broadcasting Sector
(mostly as a result of new private entrants), sesxcept In Denmark and the

United Kingdom (see Table VIII).

“Public™ controtllers Account for the majority of the audience in most of

the Member States (see Annex |, Table 3.3).

Television: P (100%), DK (93%), NL (76%), IRL (73%), E (71%), D (71%),
Flemish-speaking B (53%),: GR (50%), | (50%), UK (49%),
French—speaking B (47%), F (38%);

Radio: D (83%), . DK'(78%), ‘ French—speaking B (66%)},
Flemish~épeaking B (64%), UK (64%), IRL (82%), P (47%}, NL (42%),
I (38%), F (22%), GR (18%), E (15%) .

— The study shows that. the restrictions on maximum shareholdings which
.exist in certain Member States do not prevent & single group from
exercising a dominant influence. It emphasizes, in this respect, the

importance of the concept of “controlier™ and the difficulty of defining

it.

2. Press

in ~ some countries, only a few groups control a large proportion of
newspaper circulation, the two largest publishers accounting for more than
50% of the circulation figures. In certain specific markets, the market
share of the two largest owners is bigger than their share of total
circulafion (D: Axel Springer Verlag has 32% of the total circulation but
82% of national dailies; E: Comcosa has 12% of the total newspaper

circulation but 77% of the circulation of regional newspapers in the Basque

Country).
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I1i. OPERATORS® STRATEGIES
From the review above, three types of strategy emerge:

. ‘Multimedia developments are dde more to pub!lshérs investing iIn the
audlovisual sector than to audiovisual_companies Investing in publishing.
The interest of publishers in the television~ihdustryfis attributable to
thé latter’s growth prospects and té the va[ué added -which the mulitimedia
represent for advertisers'or the advertising industry and for programme
suppliers (for instance, coverage of events by both press and TV canbe a

decisive advantage when acquiring exclusive rights to sports fixtures).

. Two strategies would appear to emerge .in the televislon‘field: -one is a
strategy of vertical integration, the weakness of independentfproduction

pushing broadcasters into production; the other s a strategy. of:zexpansion

with a view to reaching a certain critical size that can lead either to

expansion at national level (resuiting in monomedia <concentration or

muitimedia activities) or, 1if the national scene is limitéd, to
international expansion (a licence in another Member State or cross—border
broadcasting). For instance, special—interest channels will naturailly ioock

to foreign markets to supplement their domestic *niche” market, which is

necessarily limited.

. The role of institutional investors is considerable, probaBly in part
because of the restrictions on media ownership which limit control aﬁd
shareholdings and which make it necessary to find neutral financial
partners (sleeping partners). Financial investors for their part are

probably interested in the long-term prospects.






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































