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1. TV Programmes as Marketable Economic Goods
Like other goods, TV programmes satisfy private needs of the viewers, e.g. the
need to be entertained, to be informed, or to be educated. Consequently, there
is a private willingness to pay: TV programmes can be sold to “consumers” by
subscriptions, either separately (pay per view) or as programme bundles (pay
per channel). In addition, TV programmes are a most suitable means to catch
the viewers` attention for advertisements. They therefore are appropriate “carriers” of commercials and sponsoring messages, which are sold to advertising
companies. In both forms TV programmes can generate private revenues and
profits. And they did: During the last centuries, at least until the end of the last
decade, in most of the industrialized countries of the Western world the turnarounds and profits from TV programmes increased more rapidly than the
economies in general. And now in developing countries, including Asia and
China, broadcasters belong to the fastest growing industries.1
TV programmes have the economic peculiarity that the costs to produce the first
version are high, but that the repeated use of this first version causes no costs.
Economists call this “non-rivalry in consumption”.2 For programme producers
and broadcasters this property includes the risk that high first copy costs cannot
be refinanced if the audience of a programme is too small; and it includes the
chance of high profits, once a programme has passed the break even number
of viewers. From this point onwards additional revenues can be rendered without additional (production) costs – one of the few constellations which in German is called “Schlaraffenland” (“fool’s paradise”). Although in practice it is not
really a perfect fool’s paradise, as there are variable costs for marketing and
distributing the programmes, it still is a very comfortable constellation, especially if the potential audiences beyond the break-even point are large.
Figure 1 illustrates how the expansion of the broadcasting markets increases
outputs, decreases average costs, and reduces the number of broadcasters.
For the year 2000 it supposes that the optimal output size for a certain TV programme, let us say for a US-American daily soap, is 220 million households.
For this output the average costs per unit are minimal. If by means of an increasing international programme exchange, especially driven by the political
opening of nations and by new broadcasting technologies (first and foremost
through the digitalisation), the average costs can be reduced and if enough
viewers outside of the U.S.A. watch this daily soap, the optimal output size rises
1

2

For a description and forecast of the economic importance of 14 entertainment and
media segments see PRICEWATERHOUSECOOPERS 2005.
See e.g. HOSKINS/FADYEN/FINN 2001.
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(to about 430 million households in 2005, and 800 million households in 2010).
If we assume perfect non-rivalry in consumption, and perfect homogeneousness (i.e. no cultural discount), the average costs actually fall continuously; and
the minimal costs will then be reached in the maximal world wide output: Everybody in the world will watch the same daily soap at the cheapest price possible
(in Figure 1 fortunately not before the year 2050). And only one US-company
will remain in business as producer and broadcaster of daily soaps.1
Figure 1:
Increasing Outputs, Decreasing Average Costs, and Concentration
as Results of the Digitalisation and Globalisation of Broadcasting
Average Costs
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This model simplifies the complex and complicated reality of producing and selling TV programmes. But it can illustrate the high potentials for broadcasters to
gain additional revenues without additional production costs, simply by expanding programme markets. This is most obviously clarified by German TV programmes that have already been refinanced on the domestic market and are
then successfully exported to China. Because of the huge number of Chinese
1

Due to the non-rivalry and the large economies of scale a concentration of media
ownership can be observed in most countries (see for instance MOTTA/POLO 1997;
with focus on trans-national media concentration in Europe see COUNCIL OF
EUROPE 2004). But also for goods for which there is rivalry in consumption a trend
of concentration can be observed, as the economies of scale increase in the course
of globalisation (KOPS 2006). In the long run this will lead to natural monopolies, to
the „one-goods-world“ that is criticised by the opponents of globalisation, like ATTAC, and that already can be observed in the narrow scope of goods that are offered in high priced shopping centres of the world (see WAGNER 2002, S. 15f.).
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TV households, German programmes could render enormous additional profits,
even if the audience shares in China were small. No wonder that German programme traders permanently suffer from high blood pressure when they look at
the spread-sheets by which they calculate the expectable revenues from programme trades with China. Chinese programme traders probably do not become as breathless when they calculate the possible revenues from programme
sales to Germany. But taking into account that here again additional revenues
can be rendered with no additional production costs and that Germany is only
one part of the much larger European or even western world market, a TV programme exchange would be attractive also from the Chinese point of view.
From Figure 1 we can thus also conclude that the TV programme exchange
between countries not only is to the benefit of the programme producers and
distributors, whose profits are increased, but also to the benefit of the programme viewers. Supposing the competition on the programme markets works,
the decrease of the average costs per programme unit (programme minutes per
viewer) will also be to the benefit of the audiences: The subscriptions for pay-TV
and the prices for commercials ceteris paribus will fall, and – depending on the
national peculiarities of the regulation – TV programmes can be watched for
lower subscriptions and/or with fewer or shorter interruptions for commercials. By
expanding the markets for TV programmes, as for other goods, the costs and
prices will fall as a consequence and the welfare of the customers (viewers) will
rise.1
In this regard the expansion of TV-programme sales between Germany and
China, driven by the attempts to raise private profits, is not only legitimate, but it
is most deserving:
- it will increase the profits of the Chinese and German programme producers
and broadcasters,
- it will reduce the average production costs per unit of programme output,
which increases the efficiency and competitiveness of the programme industries of both countries (with positive effects for its national economies and
chances for higher employment rates), and
- it also will be to the benefit of the Chinese and German TV viewers, as it reduces the programme subscriptions and the amount of programme interruptions by commercials.
1

For a theoretical economic underpinning see KOPS 2000, HOSKINS/McFADYEN/
FINN 2004, especially chapter 13. -- The distribution of these advantages between
producers and consumers depends on the consumers’ preferences, the degree of
competitiveness in the different markets, and the protection of property rights (see
e.g. GRANT/WOOD 2004, pp. 80 et seq.). Media products that are unique in the
eyes of the consumers, as the books and films about Harry Potter, for instance,
generate high earnings for the copy right owners, in this case for Joanne K. Rowling
(whose earnings exceeded one billion Euro already in 2004, before the fifth of the
Harry Potter books was published and the third film in the sequel was released, see
http://www.forbes.com/2004/02/26/cx_jw_0226rowlingbill04.html). In contrast, for media products, for which there are close substitutes or copy rights are not protected,
the advantages of high circulation mainly go to the consumers.
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Ergo it is a double “win-win-constellation”, firstly between TV-suppliers and consumers and secondly between Germans and Chinese. This conclusion is in line
with the economists´ mainstream thinking since Adam Smith noted that under
certain conditions the maximisation of private profits also maximises social welfare.1 And it also is in line with David Ricardo’s proof that the international trade
of goods is to the benefit of all trading nations, even to those that are less efficient in the production of all traded goods (“comparative advantages” in contrast
to “absolute advantages”).2 The market here is considered as the superior allocation mechanism, as the best suited method to discover which goods customers prefer, and as the best suited method to discover the most efficient way to
provide the preferred goods. The tool kit which has been developed by economists for other industries can then be applied to the broadcasting industry.
Also the World Trade Organisation (WTO) looks at the media this way. It protects and promotes international free trade, also for services, and also for the
audiovisual sector.3 Although the WTO’s “General Agreement on Trade in Services” still makes considerable exceptions for audiovisual products, this sector
in the long run also shall be forced to follow the market rules of free international trade; and there are strong proponents to enforce this soon.4 With China’s
WTO accession in 20015 this also has affected the Chinese media and TV programme industry.6

1

2

3

4

5

6

Adam Smith: An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations, First
Published 1776 London: Methuen and Co., Ltd., ed. Edwin Cannan, 1904. Fifth edition. http://www.econlib.org/library/Smith/smWN.html
David Ricardo: On the Principles of Political Economy and Taxation (Reprint 1977).
Hildesheim/New York: Georg Olms Verlag (1817), p. 161f. http://socserv2.socsci.
mcmaster.ca/~econ/ugcm/3ll3/ricardo/prin/index.html
The trade policy of the WTO is described at http://www.wto.org/english/thewto_e/
whatis_e/tif_e/agrm11_e.htm
The WTO expresses this expectation on its homepage (ibid) as follows: “The Uruguay Round was only the beginning. GATS requires more negotiations, which began in early 2000 and are now part of the Doha Development Agenda. The goal is to
take the liberalization process further by increasing the level of commitments in
schedules.” BEVIGLIA-ZAMPETTI (2005, p. 279) concludes: “the WTO regime provides a highly relevant and sophisticated framework for the audio-visual sector, both
in the area of trade liberalization and in that of the protection of rights. … We have
so far only witnessed the opening salvos in the discussion.”
For the history and consequences of China’s WTO accession see BHATTASALI/LI/
MARTIN 2004.
See part 5, below.
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2. TV Programmes as Non-Marketable Economic Goods:
Implications for National Broadcasting Orders
The positive evaluation of the allocation of TV programmes according to the
market rules assumes that TV programmes are marketable economic goods. If
we take a closer look at the economic peculiarities of TV programmes, this becomes doubtful. At least certain types of programmes or programme contents
do not possess the attributes the economic theory requires for perfect markets.
As a consequence the market may fail for such programmes, or in other words:
the output generated by the market may deviate from the social optimum. It may
generate (high) private profits, but less – or even negative – social welfare.1
The most important forms of market failures that might apply to TV programmes
– or better: to certain types of TV programmes – are non-excludability, nonrivalry in consumption, externalities, and information asymmetries:2
- Non-excludability is the providers’ lack of capability to restrict the consumption or usage of a good to those who pay for them. In this case there will be
no private provision as it is not possible to raise private revenues. Without
encoding, broadcasting signals are also non-excludable goods. By selling air
time for commercials, as a complement to the programmes, a private provision of the programmes becomes possible as a second best solution; but the
excluded goods are then the air times for commercials, and the customers
are the advertising companies, not the viewers. The programmes then fit the
preferences of these customers, not the preferences of the viewers. This becomes most obvious in the case of programmes for poor people (who cannot
buy the advertised products) or for old people (who cannot be sufficiently
persuaded by commercials): Although the viewers may have a willingness to
pay for such programmes, they will not be provided by broadcasters that are
financed by commercials. Besides these most obvious forms of discrepancies between supply and demand there are other discrepancies that are less
obvious but maybe even more negative. Advertisement financed programmes e.g. focus on content that promotes consumption (and they ignore content that criticises or reduces consumption). And also the style of these programmes deviates from the viewers´ preferences: As these programmes try
to catch attention, they tend to be loud, shrill, fast, short, superficial, spectacular, indiscrete etc. -- With the new technologies (especially with the digitalisation) encoding and decoding become easier, which allows private companies to exclude non-payers and to shift from indirect financing by commer-

1

2

For a brief description of the reasons for market failure see TM TREASURY 2003;
chapter 3, for an application of the economic theory of market failure to the media
see for instance HEINRICH 1999, HOSKINS/McFADYEN/FINN 2004, HELM et al
2005, KOPS 2005, LOBIGS 2005.
The effects of such attention catching for the media and for society are discussed by
MOSLEY 2000, from an economic perspective the effects of the market for the style
and content of the media (and the effects of the media on society) are well discussed by CROTEAU/HOYNES 2006, especially pp. 158 – 190.
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cials to the direct financing by pay TV. 1 However, in several countries such a
shift causes objections with regard to the distributive effects, as in these
countries there is a common opinion that certain programmes, especially
programmes that are to the benefit of poor and under-privileged people (e.g.
educational programmes) and programmes that contribute to public communication (e.g. news and political debates), should be available to everybody,
also and foremost to poor citizens who are not able to pay for them.2

- Non-rivalry in consumption was already mentioned as a peculiarity of the
media: Once the program is produced, additional viewers can watch it (and
benefit) without reducing the benefit for the other viewers. Non-rivalry explains the high potentials for private media companies to make huge profits
with (world wide) mainstream programmes, but it also is a central reason for
market failure: As the costs per unit continuously fall with the size of the output (see the function for the year 2050 in figure 1), costs are sub-additive, in
the extreme case there are “natural monopolies” which result in high incentives for concentration.3 -- In addition, and independent of the degree of media concentration, there also are incentives for each of the (many or few)
broadcasters to focus on mainstream content: As programmes for large audiences per unit cost less (and generate higher profits) than programmes for
minorities, mainstream content crowds out minority content. The consequences are lack of diversity (“more of the same”) and reduced chances of (e.g.
racial, religious, ethnical or regional) minorities to gain access to the media
and to participate in public communication.4 This reduces the scope and
depth of the public discourse, the societies’ chances to properly adapt to a
changing environment, and the willingness of minorities to accept and put
common decisions into practice.5 In the long run this weakens the flexibility,
capability, and coherence within the nation states, and with regard to the important discourse between nations it also reduces the flexibility, capability,
and coherence of world society.6
- Positive externalities, which are not gratified, and negative externalities,
which are not sanctioned by the market, are another reason for market failure. As the market only considers the internal effects for the decision makers
1

2

3
4
5
6

The general trend by which Free TV is substituted by Pay TV can be observed world
wide. Even in Germany, where strong public service broadcasting makes it difficult
to establish pay TV, Global Information Inc. expected already for 2004, that the
spending for Pay TV would exceed the spending for Free TV. See the GII media
market outlook of Germany at http://www.gii.co.jp/english/scr15391_media_market.
html.
Free access to public communication, especially through the mass media, is considered here as a form of fairness that – together with other measures – prevents
that people with low incomes becoming less informed and less educated and the differences in income and social status are thus reinforced in the long run.
See GRANT/WOOD 2004. CROTEAU/HOYNES 2006, pp. 73 et seq.
See ibid, pp. 153 et seq., KOPS 2006, p. 11.
ibid
ibid
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involved, it provides too many programmes with negative externalities (e.g.
programmes that separate a society or that jeopardize peace, freedom and
democratic values) and too few programmes with positive externalities (e.g.
programmes that integrate or that foster peace, freedom and democratic values).1
- Asymmetric distribution of information between providers and users of the
media is another possible market failure: If the viewers and listeners cannot
evaluate the quality of a programme (e.g. the actuality, fairness and correctness of a political report, of the news, or of a program with consumer advices), adverse selection takes place: Good (and more expensive) programmes are crowded out by poor (and less expensive) programmes.2
Although it did not use the economic terminology and did not explicitly refer to
the economic theory of market failure, the Federal Constitutional Court of Germany (“Bundesverfassungsgericht”) has persistently emphasised these deficiencies in its jurisdiction.3 For a long time commercial broadcasters were not
permitted in Germany at all, and when the Constitutional Court permitted them
in 1984, it concluded that the programmes of the commercial broadcasters, due
to the economic logic, would have a lower quality and a lower positive impact on
public communication than the existing public service programmes. It only allowed commercial broadcasters as it assumed, that the public communication in
spite of the new commercial programmes would keep on functioning, as vital
public service broadcasting was guaranteed by German law.4
Concerning broadcasting programmes, the Federal Constitutional Court was
pessimistic about the capabilities of the market. In contrast to the principle of
subsidiarity, usually favoured by German market economists, it did not regard
the market as the first choice, but it rather primarily preferred a non-market provision. To Chinese economists this may sound familiar, although the first option
of the Constitutional Court, in contrast to China, was not the state, but “public
service broadcasting” – a hybrid mixture of the state, the market, and the voluntary sector (see part 4, below).
Other voices were less sceptical. E.g. there were expectations that the permission of commercial broadcasters would generate new, innovative formats of TV
programmes, maybe even new programme contents, and that the viewers’ and
listeners’ programme preferences would be considered more intensively.5 Others have expected that the economic power of commercial broadcasters would
increase the quality of the programmes. It is hard to determine if these hopes
have fulfilled, and there are contrasting judgments in the relevant literature.6
The same is true for the broadcasters’ own statements on this issue, which
1
2
3
4
5
6

CROTEAU/HOYNES 2006.
LOBIGS/BRACHT 2003
BÖRNER n.d.; INSTITUTE OF GLOBAL LAW 1991
Ibid; also see EIFERT/HOFFMANN-RIEM 1999, pp. 62 et seq.
See LANGENBUCHER 1999, especially pp. 255 et seq.
For a summary of the differing evaluations see SCHWARZKOPF 1999, ZART 2005.
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have to be noticed with a grain of salt, as vested interests, public relations policy, and political lobbying are involved in such judgements. So the dispute about
the existence and importance of market failure for broadcasting programmes
still continues in Germany.1 However, it is sound to say that the debate has lost
much of the enthusiasm about the capability of the market, which could be observed before the first commercial broadcasters were permitted.2 It also does
not have the enthusiasm that might be appropriate for other countries (especially for the transformation countries that only now have started to gain experiences with the capabilities and deficiencies of the market).3
The political debate about the “dual order” of commercial and public service
broadcasters in Germany has unveiled that the relevance of market failures varies greatly with the content of the programmes. Programmes with hidden quality
attributes and asymmetrically distributed information (e.g. non-fiction, especially
political reports and news), for instance, are less marketable than search goods
(e.g. sports, fiction). And programmes with strong externalities (non-fiction, e.g.
news, political reports, attitude-shaping political magazines, but also lifestyle
magazines), which contribute more to public communication, are less marketable than programmes with mainly internal (“private”) contents (fiction, music,
sports). This result fits in with the expectations connected with the implementation of the German dual order that the commercial broadcasters would concentrate on marketable (and profitable) programmes and that public service broadcasters would concentrate on non-marketable programmes that serve the public
interest.
However, as this public service function depends on large audiences, public
service broadcasters are also allowed in Germany and requested by the jurisdiction to combine non-marketable (minority) programmes with marketable
(mainstream) programmes. The “core set” (“Grundversorgung”) of public service
broadcasting in Germany therefore includes a broad mixture of programmes
with information, education and entertainment.4 Despite (or because) of this
broad definition of the legitimate set of programmes of public service broadcasters it is difficult to draw a line between those mainstream programmes that
can legitimately be provided (so to say as a “transportation means” for its public
mission) and programmes which could be left to commercial broadcasters without weakening the public service broadcasters’ obligations to public communication. Naturally commercial broadcasters answer this question differently than
public service broadcasters; and the Federal Constitutional Court, the most in1
2

3

4

See e.g. STOCK 2004.
This evaluation e.g. is confirmed by the title of a recent publication by ZART (2005)
that deals with this subject: “Nach dem Feuerwerk” (“After the Fire works”).
The evaluation of the capabilities of markets to provide goods according to the preferences of the public depends on the experiences with this mechanism (and with alternative mechanisms). In countries like China or the CIMS where most goods have
been provided by the state for a long time and where experiences with markets are
still minimal, the capabilities of the market are usually overestimated, and market
failure is also usually underestimated.
BÖRGER n. d.; BUCHWALD 1999a, pp. 320 et seq.
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fluential institution for the national broadcasting order in the past, has answered
it differently than the European Commission. For the future, this promises thrilling debates about the scope of the public service broadcasters’ mission,1 but
also about the distribution of jurisdictional competencies in a unified Europe and
in a globalised world economy.2
3. A Geometric Model for the Description of National Broadcasting Orders
The German dual broadcasting order does not suit the usual recommendations
of economic text books. For an economist it is common to conclude that goods,
which the market fails to provide or for which the provision deviates from the
public interest are provided by the state. This is the usual paradigm of economists, mentioned already as a form of the subsidiarity principle. In this paradigm,
the state is the only alternative to the market, and the market is the only alternative to the state. For many branches, such as infrastructure, the health sector, and
the educational sector, this paradigm suits the reality in Germany by and large.
Figure 2:
State Broadcasting and Commercial Broadcasting

100, 0

50, 50

State
Broadcasting

Mixed
Broadcasting

0, 100
Commercial Broadcasting

With regard to our subject this would mean either commercial broadcasters or
state broadcasters as pure organisational forms, or it could mean “mixed”
broadcasters that combine the de-central and horizontal steering of the market
(and consequently market revenues) with the central and vertical steering of the
state (and state revenues). Figure 2 shows these options as a one-dimensional
space, ranging from pure commercial broadcasters on the one (right) side (E,
with 0 % state revenues, and 100 % market revenues) via several “mixed”
broadcasters (e.g. C with 50 % market revenues and 50 % state revenues) to
pure state broadcasters on the other (left) side (A, with 100 % state revenues,
and 0 % market revenues).
1
2

See BUCHWALD 1999b, SCHWARZKOPF 1999, pp. 1168 et seq.
This discussion is threefold. Firstly it includes the division of competences between
the federal states and the central state (which is controversial in federations, for instance in Germany, see SCHULER-HARMS 1995, RÜTER 1998, LIBERTUS 2004),
secondly it includes the division of competences between nation states and supranational unions (in Europe between the Member States of the European Community
and the bodies of the European Community, see SCHWARZKOPF 1999, pp. 1166
et seq., HOLZ-BACHA 2006), and thirdly it includes the division of competences between nation states (or the supra-national unions) and international regimes, e.g. the
WTO, or UNESCO (SINGH 2003, GUEIRRIERI/KOOPMANN 2005).
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From this point of view one would conclude that state broadcasters should provide TV programmes with high market failures and commercial broadcasters
should provide TV programmes with low or with no market failures. The term
“dual broadcasting order”, which I already mentioned, indicates this interpretation.
In fact, it is different. The German broadcasting order does not at all correspond
to such a bi-sectoral structure. State broadcasting in Germany does not exist.
The state in Germany is regarded as a bad provider of broadcasting programmes (and of the media in general).1 This common attitude partly dates back to
the bad experiences with the propaganda broadcasting during the Nazi-regime,
but it also is confirmed by more recent experiences in our own and in other
countries: As broadcasting programmes – to say it in the words of our Constitutional Court – are not only medium but also a factor of public opinion, the state
permanently feels seduced to abuse broadcasting for political interventions. And
when votes become scarce, politicians usually cannot resist this seduction.2
For these reasons, in Germany the state is obliged to keep its distance from
broadcasters. There are politically independent boards, both for the regulation
of private broadcasters and for the public control of public service broadcasters.
Although the state sometimes tries to influence also these boards, there usually
are sufficient checks and balances to prevent this. Especially the awareness of
the socially relevant groups of society – of civil society – is regarded and included as a watchdog for the political independence of broadcasting. The control
boards of public service broadcasters consequently recruit representatives from
civil society organisations, like churches, labour unions, employers’ and consumer organisations, organisations of artists, local authorities and the like, in
accordance with a formula laid down in the respective state broadcasting law or
interstate broadcasting treaty. Also the states’ parliaments send off a (limited)
number of members (roughly on third). As a result the public service broadcasters are controlled neither by the market nor by the state, but by a hybrid mixture of non- or low-commercial and non- or low-governmental bodies.3
This mixture cannot be located in the bi-sectoral paradigm. It cannot be positioned anywhere on the axis of Figure 2, as it is constituted by a third institution,
which exists alongside the market and the state: the so-called voluntary sector
(also called the “Third Sector”).4 Although many activities, like religious, social
and cultural activities, local life and neighbourhood, mainly belong to this sector
(which also with regard to its economic product in many countries is equally as important as the market and the state), most economic textbooks ignore this sector
(in contrast to sociological textbooks which usually deal with it in greater detail).
The voluntary sector is based on intrinsic, non-profit motives of the actors being
organized by means of non-market and non-governmental (but collective) rules
1

2
3
4

BÖRNER n. d.; LIBERTUS 2004, p. 5; for the political bias of the media in general
see SEMETKO 2003.
ibid, with additional references
BÖRNER n. d., LIBERTUS 2004
See BIRKHÖLZER et al 2005.
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of decision making. As far as these activities are not purely private but also have
public effects, the elements of the voluntary sector also are called “civil society”.1
Figure 3:
Voluntary Broadcasting, Commercial Broadcasting, and State Broadcasting
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Also broadcasters run by citizens that voluntarily provide resources in kind or in
cash have to be allocated to the voluntary sector in this sense of a non-governmental non-profit sector (see figure 3). They are based on the citizens’ belief
that there are certain values or contents, e.g. of a political, religious, cultural, or
1

Here Civil Society is understood as the sum of individuals and groups who influence
society by public communication without being provided with state power or market
power. This definition fits in with the more detailed one by the London School of
Economics Civil Society Center: “Civil society refers to the arena of uncoerced collective action around shared interests, purposes and values. In theory, its institutional forms are distinct from those of the state, family and market, though in practice, the boundaries between state, civil society, family and market are often complex, blurred and negotiated. Civil society commonly embraces a diversity of spaces,
actors and institutional forms, varying in their degree of formality, autonomy and
power. Civil societies are often populated by organisations such as registered charities, development non-governmental organisations, community groups, women's
organisations, faith-based organisations, professional associations, trade unions,
self-help groups, social movements, business associations, coalitions and advocacy
groups.” See for the definition of civil society EDWARDS 2004, QIN 2004. -- The
“magic triangle” with the civil society, the state, and the market at the corners first
was presented in KOPS 2001. The same triangle is presented by SCHULZ 2004, p.
47. Similarly, KLEINSTEUBER (2003, p. 156) distinguishes between the “civil society”, the “market”, and the “nation”.
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educational kind, that should be communicated to the public, with the intrinsic
motive of promoting this communication by voluntarily contributions in kind (like
editorial or organisational assistance) or in cash (donations). First and foremost
they are based on the journalists’ attempts to understand the social, political,
and economic factors that determine public welfare, and on the drive do communicate their opinions to others.
In Germany there are several broadcasters rooted in the civil society. They are
called “Bürgerrundfunk” (Citizen Broadcasting). The English term which best
describes it is “Community Broadcasting”.1 These programmes usually focus on
interests of the citizens, mostly about local and regional affairs; they are diverse,
often grass-root-oriented, and usually critical about commercial companies and
the (local) governments.2 Most contributions are provided by non-professionals,
voluntarily, i.e. without payments,3 and thus can be considered as private donations in kind. Main motives to engage voluntarily are the opportunity to learn the
journalistic profession and to participate in the public communication.4
However, experiences in Germany – as well as in other countries – have shown
that such voluntary broadcasters are not able to provide high quality programmes of a sufficiently wide range. Even in countries where the citizens realize
and highly appreciate the benefits of independent broadcasters, there are too
few donations. Therefore these broadcasters usually are hooked on revenues
from the market and/or from the state. The German Citizen Broadcasters for
instance receive some donations in kind from private companies, e.g. for technical equipment, and also the “Landesmedienanstalten”, i.e. the German regulatory
authorities for private broadcasters, provide financial grants.5 A small part also
1

2
3

4

5

Besides the Citizen Broadcasting there are other “Bürgermedien” in Germany, like
newspapers and journals. Most “Bürgermedien’” are “Bürgerrundfunk”, though, i.e.
radio stations and (a few) TV stations. As the federal states (Länder) are responsible
for the licensing and regulation, the organisational forms and the terminology of the
“Bürgermedien” in Germany varies considerably. In some states they are called
“Offener Kanal” (open channel), in others “nichtkommerzielles Lokalradio”, NKL
(non-commercial local radio stations) or “Freies Radio” (free radio). Also “Campusfunk” (Campus broadcasting) and “Studentenradio” (students broadcasting), “Ausbildungs- und Fortbildungsradio” (educational and training radio), “Erprobungs- und
Bürgerkanal” (testing and citizen channel) are forms of the “Bürgermedien”. See
ALM 2006, p. 420, WILLERS 2004). In Germany about 35 Million citizens are able to
listen to and watch the “Bürgerrundfunk”, between 3 and 6 million use it occasionally, and about 1.5 million use it daily (ALM 2006, p. 421).
Ibid, p. 420 et seq., LPR HESSEN 2000a, LPR HESSEN 2000b, LPR HESSEN 2001.
In Germany, about 20,000 - 30,000 people work voluntarily for the “Bürgermedien”
(ALM 2006, p. 421). If one assumes that each of them works 10 hours/month (see
LPR HESSEN 2000b, pp. 69 et seq.) and if one evaluates each working hour with
20 €, this is a yearly total donation in kind of 60 m. € (25,- x 10 x 12 x 20).
There are several broad studies about the organisation, the motives, and the output
of Bürgerfunk stations in Germany. See e.g. the extensive bibliography of the Niedersächsische Landesmedienanstalt, NLM, at http://www.nlm.de/doku/literatur.pdf.
So called “Landesmedienanstalten” which exist for each of the (larger) Bundesländer or a group of (smaller) Bundesländer. As the Landesmedienanstalten are funded
by the license fee, these revenues indirectly also stem from civil society respectively
from the government.
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stems from market revenues, e.g. from programme sales, but not from commercials (which Citizen Broadcasters are not allowed to broadcast in Germany).1
For Public Service Broadcasters market revenues are higher, as they are allowed to broadcast commercials within certain limits. And for them also the
state is an important indirect donor, as it allows public service broadcasters to
yield a license fee, as it provides the public service broadcasting stations (or an
institution that is authorized by them)2 with the legal and organisational remedies to enforce the collection of this fee, and as it penalizes citizens who neglect
to pay the license fee. Hence also the “voluntary” broadcasters from the civil
society in practice combine elements of the voluntary sector with elements of
the state (e.g. the state’s power to enforce public revenues) and with elements
of the market. This makes them a “hybrid” or “mixed” system, as I already have
called it.
Figure 4:
Public Service Broadcasting As a Hybrid System,
Combining Elements of the Voluntary Sector, the State, and the Market
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For details of the revenue structure of the German Citizen Broadcasters see below.
In Germany, for instance, the public service broadcasting stations have founded a
centre for licence fee collection (“Gebühreneinzugszentrale”, GEZ) that collects the
license fee and forwards it to the different stations.
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Figure 4 illustrates this. Public service broadcasting is located in the area JRNL
(the dark area). In this area there is an influence (with regard to the financial
incentives: revenue shares) both of the market and the state, but this influence
remains restricted compared to “pure commercial broadcasters” (area PFED)
and compared to “pure state broadcasters” (area LNBA). As sub-types of public
service broadcasters then “state-influenced voluntary broadcasters” (sector
JRSK), which are located inside the voluntary sector (inside the civil society)
and “NGO influenced state broadcasters” can be distinguished.1
The members of the civil society are the natural allies of public service broadcasters. They try to organize a society by non-governmental non-profit rules,
similar to public service broadcasters; and they need public service broadcasters as capable stake holders of the civil societies’ targets. This constitutes a
reciprocal responsibility: Public service broadcasting has to lend its voice to the
civil society, especially when the institutions of civil society are threatened, and
the institutions of civil society have to support public service broadcasting – including a benevolent critical control if public service broadcasters disregard its
mission, e.g. by serving state interests or by commercialising themselves.
The location of public service broadcasting inside the civil society, as shown in
figure 4, also illustrates, that it is endangered by two poles: by its market partners that pursue their own commercial interests, and by the state that tries to
settle and secure its power by means of the mass media. Thus there is a twofold risk that the public service elements are crowded out either by characteristics of state power (and state control) or market power (and market control). In
this regard public service broadcasters have to seek the nearness of the market
and the nearness of the state in order to gain the resources necessary for its
mission, but at the same time they have to keep a sufficient distance from both
poles – a task equally complicated as Odysseus’ passage between Skylla and
Charybdis.2
1

2

A narrow definition of public service broadcasters would only include the first of
these sub-types. In reality, however, in many countries the stations that are labelled
as “public service broadcasters” fall into the second sub-type (according to our typology some even would have to be classified as “pure state broadcasters”.
Sometimes public service broadcasters miss the right passage. There was a close
cooperation between a German public service broadcaster and a private telecommunication company, for instance, that jeopardized its editorial independence (or at
least the image of its editorial independence), and had to be given up. Also product
placement does not correspond with the necessary distance between a public service broadcaster and the private sector. In other cases public service broadcasters
have cruised too close to the state sector. There are complaints, for instance, that
the boards of some public service broadcasters are dominated by those members
that are appointed by the states parliaments. Jobst Ploog, director general of the
NDR (one of the regional stations of the ARD), has recently claimed, for instance,
that the states’ parliaments should not be allowed to appoint any parliamentarians to
the public service broadcasters control boards (“Rundfunkräte”). See the article
about Ploog’s suggestion and about politicians’ reaction to it at: http://www.abendblatt.de/daten/2005/01/28/392151.html.
Also the recent decision of the German state parliaments to cut part of the license
fee increase recommended by the independent commission for the determination of
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4. The German Dual Broadcasting Order Geometrically Exposed:
Balance of Power Between Public Service Broadcasters
and Commercial Broadcasters
The geometrical model for the description of national broadcasting orders that
has been introduced above can be applied to the German dual broadcasting
order. The revenues of the public service broadcasters (ARD, ZDF, DeutschlandRadio, Deutsche Welle), the Citizen Broadcasters and the commercial broadcasters (primarily the big networks RTL-Group and ProSieben.Sat.1) are listed
in Table 1.
Table 1:
Revenue Vectors of German Broadcasters
CS Donations 1 State Rev. 2
Mill. €
%
Mill. €
%
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
ARD
0.0 0.0%
0.0 0.0%
ZDF
0.0 0.0%
0.0 0.0%
DLR
0.0 0.0%
4.4 2.1%
DW
0.0 0.0% 301.9 96.3%
total PSB
0.0 0.0% 306.3 3.6%
Citiz. Broadc. 4
60.0 66.7%
5.0 5.6%
RTL-Group 5
0.0 0.0%
0.0 0.0%
Pro7Sat.1-Gr. 6
0.0 0.0%
0.0 0.0%
other Comm. 7
0.0 0.0%
0.0 0.0%
total Comm.
0.0 0.0%
0.0 0.0%
Sum
60.0 0.4% 311.3 2.0%

Market Rev. 3
Mill. €
%
(6)
(7)
955.1 15.8%
272.8 14.8%
16.0
7.5%
11.7
3.7%
1.255.6 14.9%
10.0 11.1%
3.249.5 100.0%
2.593.2 100.0%
897.9 100.0%
6.740.6 100.0%
8.006.2 52.5%

License Fee
Total Revenues
Revenue Vector
Mill. €
%
Mill. €
%
Civil Soc./Gov.mt/Market
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11) (12a) (12b) (12c) (12d)
5.093.7 84.2% 6.048.8 100% 0%
0% 100% 100%
1.575.5 85.2% 1.848.3 100% 0%
0% 100% 100%
192.8 90.4%
213.2 100% 0% 22% 78% 100%
0.0
0.0%
313.6 100% 0% 96%
4% 100%
6.862.0 81.5% 8.423.9 100% 0% 20% 80% 100%
15.0 16.7%
90.0 100% 80%
7% 13% 100%
0.0
0.0% 3.249.5 100% 0%
0% 100% 100%
0.0
0.0% 2.593.2 100% 0%
0% 100% 100%
0.0
0.0%
897.9 100% 0%
0% 100% 100%
0.0
0.0% 6.740.6 100% 0%
0% 100% 100%
6.877.0 45.1% 15.254.5 100% 1%
4% 96% 100%

State Rev. 2
Mill. €
%
(4)
(5)
1.697.9 28.1%
525.2 28.4%
68.7 32.2%
181.1 57.8%
2.472.9 29.4%
10.0 11.1%
0.0 0.0%
0.0 0.0%
0.0 0.0%
0.0 0.0%
2.482.9 16.3%

Market Rev. 3
Mill. €
%
(6)
(7)
955.1 15.8%
272.8 14.8%
16.0
7.5%
11.7
3.7%
1.255.6 14.9%
10.0 11.1%
3.249.5 100.0%
2.593.2 100.0%
897.9 100.0%
6.740.6 100.0%
8.006.2 52.5%

License Fee
Total Revenues
Mill. €
%
Mill. €
%
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
5.093.7
0.0% 6.048.8 100%
1.575.5
0.0% 1.848.3 100%
192.8
0.0%
213.2 100%
0.0
0.0%
313.6 100%
6.862.0
0.0% 8.423.9 100%
15.0
0.0%
90.0 100%
0.0
0.0% 3.249.5 100%
0.0
0.0% 2.593.2 100%
0.0
0.0%
897.9 100%
0.0
0.0% 6.740.6 100%
6.877.0 45.1% 15.254.5 100%

CS Donations 1
Mill. €
%
(1)
(2)
(3)
ARD
3.395.8 56.1%
ZDF
1.050.3 56.8%
DLR
128.5 60.3%
DW
120.8 38.5%
total PSB
4.695.4 55.7%
Citiz. Broadc. 4
70.0 77.8%
RTL-Group 5
0.0 0.0%
Pro7Sat.1-Gr. 6
0.0 0.0%
other Comm. 7
0.0 0.0%
total Comm.
0.0 0.0%
Sum
4.765.4 0.4%
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Revenue Vector
Civil Soc./Gov.mt/Market
(12a) (12b) (12c) (12d)
56% 28% 16% 100%
57% 28% 15% 100%
60% 32%
8% 100%
39% 58%
4% 100%
56% 29% 15% 100%
78% 11% 11% 100%
0%
0% 100% 100%
0%
0% 100% 100%
0%
0% 100% 100%
0%
0% 100% 100%
31% 16% 52% 100%

Donations in cash and kind from individuals and NGO-organisations
Financial grants; from the central Government (to Deutsche Welle) and from State and Local Governments
Revenues from commercials, sponsoring, programme sales and programme rights etc.
Revenues from the Civil Society Sector mainly as donations in kind; revenues from the license fee via Landesmedienanstalten
RTL, RTL II, VOX, Super RTL, N-TV, RTL-Shop, Traumpartner TV; advertising rev. plus 50 % of adv. rev. as other market rev.
SAT.1, ProSieben, Kabeleins, N24, NeunLive; advertising revenues plus 50 % of advert. rev. as other market rev.
Includes Commercial radio stations; advertising Revenues plus 50 % of advertising rev. as other market rev.

Sources: ARD-Jahrbuch 2005, ZDF-Jahrbuch 2005, ZAW 2006,
MP-Basisdaten 2005, European Audiovisual Observatory 2005

According to the three ideal types of broadcasters, Table 1 distinguishes civil
society donations (column 2), governmental revenues (column 4), and market
revenues (column 6) as basic revenue types. As the license fee, in the upper
the financial need of public service broadcasters (KEF) indicates that the distance
from the state must permanently be controlled and occasionally readjusted. This will
probably happen in near future via the Federal Constitutional Court, which has to
decide about the complaint of unconstitutionality that has been filed on this decision
by the German public service broadcasters. See HANDELSBLATT 2005.
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part of Table 1 listed as a fourth kind of revenues (in shaded figures, column 8),
cannot be allocated to any of these basic revenue types, it has to be reallocated
(see lower part of Table 1): Two thirds of the license fee are considered as civil
society donations (column 2), and one third of the license fee is considered as
governmental revenue (column 4). These quotas seem to be appropriate, as the
state has some influence on the amount of the licence fee and on the enforcement of its collection, but the major competences belong to civil society boards,
like the KEF and the Rundfunkräte.1,2 If one allocates the license fee that way,
the ARD has a revenue vector of 56 %, 28 %, 16 %, the ZDF has a vector of
57 %, 28 %, 15 %, and DLR (which is not allowed to broadcast commercials) has
a vector of 60 %, 32 %, 8 % (see lower part of Table 1, columns 12a, 12b, 12c).
A special case is Deutsche Welle (DW). Its programmes should “present Germany as a cultural nation that has evolved in Europe, and as a liberal constitutional state, and for German and other viewers it should offer a platform for important themes, namely politics, culture and the economy, with the purpose of
promoting the understanding and exchange of cultures and peoples.”3 As the
programmes of DW cannot be received inside Germany, they also should not be
financed by the payers of the German receiving licence fee. Therefore – and because of the closeness of its mission with the states´ public relations tasks – DW
is financed by state grants.4 However, for DW some precautions are also made to
prevent political interventions in the programmes and to secure a strong influence
of the voluntary sector.5 Therefore, in the lower part of Table 1 we assign only
60 % of the governmental revenues to the state sector, and 40 % to the civil society sector.6 The revenue vector for the DW then is 39 %, 58 %, 4 %.7 If one
1
2

3

4

5

6

7

See LIBERTUS 2004.
That 67 % of the license fee is categorized as civil society revenue and 33 % as
state revenue can not be reasoned beyond dispute. Compared to the broadcasting
orders of countries where the government funds the broadcasters from the state
budget, often without transparent and explicit criteria for the amount of the funding,
and where the state can influence the programme decisions by the “golden tie”, the
allocation seems plausible, though.
§ 4 of the Deutsche-Welle-Gesetz from 16. 12. 1997 (BGBl. I S. 3094), lastly changed by the “Gesetz zur Änderung des Deutsche-Welle-Gesetzes” from 15. 12. 2004
(BGBl. I, S. 3456).
With the exception of the new TV Service of the Deutsche Welle, “German TV”,
which has the primary purpose to cover the private demands of Germans living in
the USA. This service is funded by subscriptions.
Programme decisions are made by the “Rundfunkrat” of DW in approval with the
government (BETTERMANN 2005, for details NIEPALLA 2003, NIEPALLA 2005).
Again, the allocation of 60 % for the state sector and 40 % for the civil society sector
can not be reasoned beyond dispute. It is derived from the fact that the (central)
state, although it provides the grants for the DW, has only limited possibilities to influence its programme decisions. On the other side the influence is higher than for
the license fee funded broadcasters ARD, ZDF, and DLR (where we allocated 33 %
to the state sector and 67 % to the civil society sector, see above).
The example illustrates that the classification as a public service broadcaster or as a
state broadcaster not only depends on where its resources come from. It also depends on the rules relating to how these resources are determined, especially if the
donors can intervene in the programme decisions. On the other hand the example
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aggregates the revenues of all public service broadcasters, the average revenue vector is 56 %, 29 %, 15%.
The Citizen Broadcasters have a revenue vector of 78 %, 11 %, 11 %. They
resemble the ideal type of civil society broadcasters most, because they rely
mainly on voluntary donations in kind from citizens, who engage themselves as
journalists, technicians, administrators, and the like without payments, and also
receive support from private companies and from the regulatory bodies of commercial broadcasters (via the license fee). -- The commercial broadcasters are
fund exclusively from market revenues. Consequently, their revenue vectors are
0 %, 0 %, 100 %.1 – For the (weighted) average of all German broadcasters
(public service broadcasters, Citizen Broadcasters and commercial broadcasters) the revenue vector is 31 %, 16 %, 52 %.
The revenue vectors of the German broadcasters are visualized in Figure 5 by
means of the introduced triangle. The Citizen Broadcasters are located nearest
to the upper corner, which represents the ideal type of civil society media. In
spite of the supplementary revenues they receive from the state and the market,
they fall into the segment IHRJ of Figure 4 and thus have to be classified as
“pure voluntary broadcasters”. The size of the dot however, indicates that the
German Citizen Broadcasting is not important quantitatively.2
Public Service Broadcasters on the average3 are located further away from the
ideal type of the voluntary sector, mainly as the state has a certain influence on
the licence fee (we assume 33.3 %, see above) which is the main type of funding for public service broadcasters. According to the classification of broadcasters from Figure 4 this average position is located in the sector JRSK, i.e. the
sum of public service broadcasters in Germany has to be classified as “State
influenced voluntary broadcasters”. As a special case, the state funded DW is
located nearer to the state pole, but as it is located in sector KSNL of Figure 4,
according to the general typology provided by this figure it would be categorized
as “NGO influenced state broadcaster and thus would have to be subsumed
under the broader definition of public service broadcasting. – The German commercial broadcasters are located in the bottom left corner, matching with the
ideal type of market-funded broadcasters. – The average of all German broad-

1

2

3

also illustrates that not all broadcasters that mainly fund from market revenues are
independent from the state. The details here must also be examined in order to decide about possible programme interventions the state may have indirectly, e.g. by
protecting certain programme or advertising markets.
A closer look would reveal that commercial broadcasters also receive some civil
society revenues and governmental revenues. They are neglect able quantitatively,
though, and thus can be ignored for the purpose of this study. See KOPS 2001.
In Figure 5 the quantitative importance of the different broadcasters is represented
by the size of the respective dots, which corresponds to the sum of its revenues,
listed in column 10 of Table 1.
In Figure 5 we only expose the average vector for the sum of all public service
broadcasters ARD, ZDF, and DR. The positions of the single public service broadcasters do not vary much from this average position. For a more detailed exposition
see KOPS 2001.
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casters, for which the weighted revenue vector is 31 %, 16 %, 52 %, is located
in segment GFPQ, and in the typology of Figure 4 thus has to be classified as
“civil society influenced commercial broadcasters”.
Figure 5:
The German Broadcasting Order, Geometrically Exposed
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In general most observers evaluate the German broadcasting landscape, as it is
revealed in Figure 5, positively. The combination of public service broadcasters
with a total budget of 8.4 billion € (see Table 1, col. 10) and commercial broadcasters with a total budget of 6.8 billion € is considered appropriate, as both
parts of the dual order possess create a balance of power between the public
interest of bureaucratic public service broadcasters and the private interests of
profit-driven commercial broadcasters and as the two types of broadcasters together generate a diverse program output that serves the private interests of the
media consumers and the public interests of the citizens. Permanent disputes
about the fine tuning are common, though (see next chapter).

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

21

5. TV Programmes as Marketable or Non-Marketable Economic Goods:
Implications for Supra-National Broadcasting Orders
The quality and quantity of market failure in the media not only affects the design of the national media orders, but are also relevant on the supra-national
and international level. Some of the market failures that exist in national markets could be even more essential in international markets. If for instance in the
course of globalisation the media markets enlarge spatially, the costs per output
unit will further diminish, the optimal output size of media companies will further
increase, and the number of remaining media companies will decrease further
(Figure 1 has illustrated this already). Higher concentration and a stronger economic, journalistic and political power of the (fewer) companies would be the
consequences for the international media markets.1
Also the reduced diversity of media content, which already was mentioned as a
problem of domestic media markets, could increase in the course of globalisation. Programmes for minorities, e.g. for small countries, or for small cultural,
ethical, or religious communities, would be crowded out further; and programmes for “majorities”, e.g. for large language communities and for large nations,
would dominate further, especially for nations that possess large domestic markets, allowing them to dump their programmes on foreign markets.2
In spite of the chances and advantages of a free trade of TV programmes, described in the first chapter, these reasons underpin the objections against a further
commercialisation and globalisation of the media on the supra-national and international level. There are concerns, for instance, about the WTO’s attempts to
include the audiovisual sector, especially broadcasting programmes, into the
GATS. They mainly stem from non-governmental and non-market organizations
of civil society. UNESCO, for instance, has recently passed a “Convention on
the Protection of the Diversity of Cultural Contents and Artistic Expressions”
(CCD),3 as a counterweight to the WTO regime. Broadcasting programmes
(and other audiovisual goods and services) are not considered as economic
goods therein, but as parts and forms of national, regional, and local cultures.
This would allow WTO-members to exclude certain audiovisual services from
the GATS, and to regulate its production and distribution by national law. With
the World Summits on the Information Society (WSIS), which took place in 2003
(in Geneva) and in 2005 (in Tunis),4 these voices have created a platform to
articulate particular views.5 It will be interesting to observe to what extent the
world wide globalisation, commercialisation, and concentration of the media can
1

2
3

4
5

In his book “Rich Media, Poor Democracy”, Robert McChesney has criticised this
perspective (which partly has come true already), and he has warned that these
global media companies possess a high political power which is not controlled by
public institutions. For details see KOPS 2006.
ibid
See http://portal.unesco.org/culture/en/ev.php-URL_ID=11281&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC
&URL_SECTION =201.html
http://www.itu.int/wsis/
KLEINWÄCHTER 2004
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be combated, which presently takes place in most parts of the world as a consequence of changing cost structures (especially as a result of digitalisation) .
In the course of the GATS negotiations the member states of the WTO must
reveal their positions. For once they have to decide about the allocation between goods (ruled by the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, GATT) and
services (ruled by the GATS); and within the services they have to decide about
the allocation of the specific services into a “Service Sectoral Classification
List”. The latter is important as some classes (like telecommunication services)
are more liberalized than others (like audiovisual services). On the base of this
classification list all member states can request and offer measures for liberalisation. At present the “Doha Round” (which temporarily was stopped after the
WTO Ministerial Conference in Cancun failed in 2003) aims to fit the “initial requests” from 2002 with the “initial-offers” from 2003.1
The member states’ positions in these negotiations depend on their national
views about the relative capabilities of markets and free trade, and on whether
they perceive the media primarily as an economic or cultural good. Additionally,
or maybe even predominantly, these positions are determined by the states’
differing chances to make a profit with a commercial audiovisual industry.
Therefore, it is not surprising that states with a well-established audiovisual industry and with a sufficiently large domestic market attempt to classify certain
services that are currently classified as (less liberalized) audiovisual services
(e.g. audio streams) as (more liberalized) telecommunication services. It is also
not surprising that – within the audiovisual services – these countries try to eliminate the existing exemptions from free trade (the so called “carve-out”).States
with small domestic markets and without domestic audiovisual industries, on the
other hand, usually try to preserve their autonomous national audiovisual policies. These states therefore prefer a broader definition of the audiovisual sector,
and they try to expand the number and strength of the exceptions for the audiovisual sector.
In addition, the effects of commercialisation and globalisation of mass media on
their citizens and societies as a whole determine the states’ positions in the
WTO negotiations. If the mainstream content of the commercialized mass media corresponds to citizens´ opinions and attitudes (and thus confirms and reinforces them) the states will evaluate the disadvantages (costs) of commercialisation as small. The USA, for instance, is not bothered by American dominance
of the international film industry, as these films – in economic terms – suit the
“consumer preferences” of its citizens. A benevolent American government that
aims to maximise the welfare of American citizens will therefore promote com1

See http://www.wto.org/English/tratop_e/dda_e/dohaexplained_e.htm. For the Doha
Round an agreement originally was expected for 2005. Meanwhile many observers
fear that the agreements of the Doha Round cannot be put into practice at all (see
BBC News:“Q&A: World trade in crisis”, http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/business/4512367.
stm.), especially after the Ministerial Meeting in Summer 2006 in Geneva was terminated without results. See “WTO Talks Called Off”, http://www.euractiv.com/en/
trade/wto-talks-called/article-156912.
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mercialisation and globalisation. Under these conditions, even an authoritarian
government that tries to maximize the welfare of ruling politicians would favour
a commercialized media supply which is in line with its citizens’ social, cultural,
and political attitudes, and thus would stabilize the existing political system.
In contrast, the disadvantages (the costs) of commercialisation are high, if citizens’ attitudes (in economic terms again: consumer preferences) deviate considerably from the mainstream supply of a globalised commercial media industry. With regard to cultural attributes, media economists traditionally have labelled this as “cultural discount”.1 However, to what extent the (globalised) supply differs from citizens’ demands depends not only on cultural peculiarities but
also on social and political attributes. If, for instance, in a given country, the political attitudes of citizens contrast with those presented by a commercialized
mainstream media industry, this could induce a rapid and perhaps uncontrollable social and political transformation. Even benevolent governments could
consider this as high costs for the society (not to mention authoritarian governments, for which the influences of foreign mass media could be the cause of a
peaceful or violent revolution).
Figure 6 illustrates this. It distinguishes between states for which an increased
commercialisation of the audiovisual sector would generate
a) high or low benefits of a further commercialisation of the media (due to additional market revenues), on the horizontal axis; and
b) high or low costs of a further commercialisation of the media (due to a deviation and modification of the citizens’ cultural, social, or political attitudes (in
economic terms: consumer preferences with regard to audiovisual services),
on the vertical axis.
States that yield additional revenues from a further commercialisation of the
audiovisual sector and that are not affected by large discrepancies between
demand and (globalised) supply (cell 2 in Figure 6) will clearly prefer the globalisation of the audiovisual sector, and they will support the WTO regime (in Figure 6 the U.S.A. is taken as an example). States that yield no or only small additional revenues and are considerably affected in their cultural identity (cell 3), on
the other hand, will combat the WTO regime (Malaysia is taken as an example).2
1

2

If for instance viewer (consumer) preferences for films in a country differ considerably from the output of the Hollywood film industry, the costs of a further globalisation of the film industry are high. Already in the sixties of the last century this effect was discussed and criticized as “media imperialism”, with regard to the dominance of US-American media products also as “Americanization” of the media, e.g.
by SCHILLER 1969, p. 8: “Free trade is the mechanism by which a powerful economy penetrates and dominates a weaker one, the “free flow of information”, the designated objective incidentally of UNESCO, is the channel through which life styles
and value systems can be imposed on poor and vulnerable societies.” Similar arguments are provided by Noam, Collins, and Tracey, in NOAM/MILLONZI 1993.
It is a simplification that the nations’ decisions about combating or supporting the
globalisation of the AV-sector only are determined by the related benefits and costs.
Also states whose net benefit from globalising the AV-sector is negative might support it (and vice versa states whose net benefit is positive might condemn it), if they
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Figure 6:
The Position of States as Supporters or Opponents of the Commercialisation
of the Audiovisual Sector as Determined by the
Related National Benefits and Costs

costs of a commercialisation of the AV-sector
due to increasing cultural, social, and political
discrepancies between supply and dem and
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(The Netherlands)
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combatting
globalisation
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high

high

undetermined
action

3

4

(Malaysia)

(France, Germany,
Canada, U.K,
Japan, India, China)

For states that do not gain considerable additional revenues from a further commercialisation of the audiovisual sector and also are not considerably affected
by large discrepancies between demand and (globalised) supply (cell 1, e.g. the
Netherlands), the action is not determined per se. The same is true for states
that do gain considerable additional revenues from a further commercialisation
of the audiovisual sector, but also have to suffer from expanding discrepancies
between demand and (globalised) supply (cell 4, e.g. France, Germany, Canada,
the U.K., Japan, India, and China). In these cases the positions depend on the
nations’ evaluation of the costs and benefits, which often are intangible and seldom are evaluated explicitly and transparently.
Some states, like France, seem to consider the costs of a further commercialisation of the audiovisual sector as high, perhaps because of the assumed alteration
of the (cultural) preferences that were induced by a globalisation (Americanisation) of audiovisual products, especially of movies and broadcasting programmes. Although France could benefit substantially from a further commercialisation
and globalisation of its audiovisual sector, as there is a large Francophile and
are compensated for their decisions by advantages in other sectors. BIRDSALL
/LAWRENCE 1999, p. 147, state that such bargains are common practice: “In the
Uruguay Round, for example, many developing countries were only willing to conclude an agreement on intellectual property in return for the elimination of the MultiFibre Arrangement, which restricted textile export from developing countries.”
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French-speaking-community worldwide, and although it possesses a considerable audiovisual (film) industry, it has always opposed the WTO’s attempts to
liberalize the audiovisual sector,1 and it was one of the European nations that
recently paved the way for the adoption of the UNESCO CCD. Similarly Canada
traditionally has defeated all attempts to commercialise the audiovisual sector,
especially by its neighbour state, the USA, although Canada’s audiovisual products would find large markets in English and French speaking foreign countries.2
The positions of other countries, like Germany, the U.K., India, Japan, or China,
are more ambivalent, and have been less consistent and continuous in the past.
In these countries many media companies would definitely benefit from a commercialisation of the audiovisual sector, where they could raise additional market revenues. These companies consequently favour commercialisation, and
they support the WTO regime. On the other hand, there are voices from civil
society organisations that resist a commercialisation of the audiovisual sector.
The public service broadcasters in these countries usually share these concerns. Hence, a clear national position cannot be identified for these countries.3
6. TV Programmes as Marketable or Non-Marketable Economic Goods:
Implications for the Chinese Broadcasting Order
It would be interesting, but probably also difficult, to analyse the media policy of
China using this model. With regard to the gigantic domestic market, one could
assume that China, similarly to the USA, would favour a further globalisation
and commercialisation of the audiovisual sector. However, one should realize
that this would only affect the viewers and listeners of Chinese audiovisual
products living abroad. While this is a large community, it is much smaller than
the number of Chinese people living in their home country. Secondly, and
maybe even more importantly, globalisation would reduce the diversity of programmes within China, which would contrast with the program needs of viewers
and listeners with rather heterogeneous program preferences, e.g. about cultural affairs or about “common life” problems.4 Thirdly, and probably most im1
2

3

4

See CHAUDENSON 2003, COCQ 2005.
The Canadian broadcasters cannot compete with the US-American networks that
possess considerable economies of scale. The Canadian government, therefore,
traditionally has regulated the Canadian broadcasting system to enable its domestic
broadcasters to provide content for the Canadian citizens. See the instructive report
of the “Standing Committee on the State of the Canadian Broadcasting System“ under
www.parl.gc.ca/InfoComDoc/37/2/HERI/Studies/Reports/herirp02/18-Ch17-e.htm#4,
also see DORLAND 1996, ACHESON/MAULE 2005.
For Germany, the U.K., and other ambivalent European countries such a clear position might not really be necessary, though, as the European states are not directly
involved in the GATS negotiations (the European Commission takes a common position on behalf of all European states). However, as unanimity is required for all
contracts that affect the cultural and linguistic diversity of the European Community,
the national interests of the member states are guaranteed.
Large differences in common live problems result for instance from the large discrepancies in income and education, and in the sharp contrast between the way of
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portantly, a full liberalisation would not only open up world markets for Chinese
programming, but also Chinese markets for foreign programming, especially
from the USA. One can assume that the “costs of a commercialisation of the
audiovisual sector due to increased cultural, social, and political discrepancies
between supply and demand” connected with such imports are perceived as
high in China, especially if possible influences on its political ideology and political system are taken into account.1
China therefore, like any country, has to weigh the advantages and disadvantages of opening its media markets, and it is an open question which factors will
dominate and determine the political future. For a political economist, it is most
interesting to observe this process of qualifying and preferably quantifying the
national costs and benefits that are related to opening up China’s media market.2
Chinas accession to the WTO also has affected the Chinese media industry, in
particular the Chinese TV programme industry.3 During the last years the Chinese Government gradually has deregulated its media markets and has opened
it to foreign companies. The Chinese Government has described this process
as follows: “Since China entered the World Trade Organization, the trend within
China's media industry is to form inter-media and trans-regional media groups
operated with multiple patterns so as to meet competition and challenges from
powerful overseas media groups. In 2001, the Chinese government put forward
a goal of promoting media amalgamation by establishing trans-regional multi-

1

2
3

life in the urban areas versus rural areas of China. WU/GUO 2006, p. 2, state in this
context: “Although the official ‘national culture’ has been compromised ideologically
to some extent to accommodate Confucianism, it persists in adhering to its principle
of uniformity, particularly in the national TV system. Cultural representations on
CCTV trend to be too uniform – a uniformed nation with a uniform language. Such a
holistic image conceals and suppresses a rich variety of regional diversity within
China which, besides 55 ethnic minorities, also entails astonishingly diverse local
cultures within the Han nationality alone.”
See ibid. That these costs are evaluated as high – at least by the Chinese Government – is indicated by the strict censorship that still is common for films and broadcasting programmes in China (POLUMBAUM 2003). From this perspective the new
digital services might be a threat for the Chinese government: “The expansion of
these new channels of communications has important implications for the dissemination of knowledge and ideas in a society where news and information traditionally
have been restricted. The growth of Internet access and activity has prompted some
Western commentators to attribute to this medium the ability to silently but inexorably undermine Communist rule, citing as a harbinger the growth of the quasi-religious Falun Gong movement through computer-mediated communication and the
Chinese government’s panicky reaction in outlawing the group in the summer of
1999. However, the transformation of China’s mass communication system may
have its most profound repercussions not in ideological domains but rather in much
more mundane details of material life” (ibid, p. 225). In contrast, SY (2005) states,
that “the government is concerned about material that is spreading "politically and
socially dangerous" influences. Regulators frequently cite foreign culture as a source of unwholesome influence.”
See KOPS 2006, pp. 16 et seq.
See “China To Open Its Media Market”, Business Alert, Issue 06, 2002, http://www.
tdctrade.com/alert/cba-e0206sp1.htm “.
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media news groups. It also instituted detailed regulations on media industry
fund-raising, foreign-funded cooperation and trans-media development. China
Radio, Film and Television Group, founded at the end of 2001, integrated the
resources of central-level radio, television and film industry plus those of the
radio and television, Internet companies into China's biggest and strongest
multi-media group covering the fields of television, Internet, publishing, advertising, etc. At the same time Chinese media industry is cooperating with overseas
media groups. By 2003, 30 overseas television stations, including "Phoenix
Satellite TV," "Bloomberg Finance," "Star Satellite TV," "Eurasian Sports" and
"Chinese Entertainment TV" had landed in China with limitations. At the same
time, the English language channel of CCTV entered the United States through
Fox News Internet under the jurisdiction of the News Group.”1
According to these official voices, China’s media are on a clear and fast trend
moving from the state sector to the market sector (see Figure 7). These official
voices have to be complemented and adjusted, however. The optimistic outlook
that was caused when the Chinese State Administration of Radio, Film and
Television (SARFT) and the Chinese Ministry of Commerce (MOFCOM) jointly
enacted several remittals that enable foreign investors to form a joint venture
with Chinese companies for the production of films in 20022 and when the “Provisions on the Administration of Sino-foreign Cooperation in the Production of
TV Programmes” came into force in 2004 meanwhile has been substituted by
less optimistic expectations. The pace of opening its markets is rather slow, and
there are still many restrictions for foreign companies that do not conform to the
WTO regime.3 Considering more recent developments in this area some observers even think that since 2005 the liberalisation of the media sector has
stagnated or even been inverted:4 The so-called February 2005 Notice, for in1

This is the official view of the Chinese government (http://english.gov.cn/200602/08/content_182637.htm). Independent observers confirm it in general, though:
“Most notably, China has now created the possibility of equity investment in film or
tv programme producing companies - even though this may not be a majority stake.
It has also recently allowed the first of such a joint venture to broadcast a children’s
tv programme via a cable tv network (that is a joint venture between Viacom/Nickelodeon and Shanghai Film Group), though this appears to contravene the February
2005 Notice. However, China clearly encourages big scale investment in China’s
media industry, though it also ensures this investment is not too big scale to constrain a genuine Chinese industry in their development.” BENSINGER (2005, p. 8).

2

See FABER 2005, pp. 3 et seq.
The strongest barriers stem from the SARFT that strictly controls all foreign TV programmes, e.g. with regard to cultural, moral and political criteria (see FABER/
XIAOMEI 2005, p. 7 et seq.). Also the detailed documents and files that have to be
provided to SARFT by the importers of foreign programmes (in Chinese language)
are a considerable complication. Another barrier is the restriction that maximally 15 %
(films and dramas: 25 %) of all programmes may stem from abroad. See ibid, p. 14,
also see BENSINGER 2005; CMM 2005b, pp. 10 et seq. actual reports about the
state of the Chinese media law and practice can be obtained from http://www.
chinalawandpractice.com/default.asp).
See SY 2005. On the other hand many procedures that beforehand were subject to
internal and unpublished administrative rules or guidelines have now been regulated

3

4
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stance, limited the scope of the TV Joint Venture Regulation and the possibilities for foreign media companies to form joint ventures,1 and during the summer
of 2005 Chinese authorities blocked the release of most foreign (and in particular, US) films.2 In the analogy of our triangle model, this would mean that the
shift from the left to the right corner was smaller or slower than claimed officially, or that even a backward shift from right to left has occurred.
Figure 7 visualizes this. Before the political and social reforms took place in the
early 1980s, the Chinese position certainly was located in the left corner of the
triangle: Almost all revenues directly or indirectly stemmed from the state. To
determine the present location is more complicated, as there are about 350
broadcasters in China, for which no official data about the revenue structures
are available.3 Especially there are no data which classify the revenues precisely as market revenues, state revenues, and civil society revenues. Therefore only a rough estimation for the sum of all Chinese broadcasters is attempted here, based on data from CMM 2005a, on estimates about the relative
importance of the different revenue types by ZHANG 2001, p. 233, QUIAN
2002, p. 80, and CHIN 2005, p. 121, and on own assumptions. According to
CMM, the total net revenues from advertising in 2004 for all Chinese broadcasters
summed up to 3,521 m. US $.4 If one adds 5 % of this amount (=176 m. US $) for
“other self generated revenues,5 1.92 % (=81 m. US $) for “private investments”,6
and 1.66 % (=70 m. US $) for “other sources”,7 the sum of all market revenues is
3.849 m. US $ (3,521 + 176 + 81 + 79 + 70). For state revenues we assume a
proportion of 9.22 % in total revenues;8 in absolute figures this accounts for
381 m. US $. – Donations are zero in China, according to this source. -- The average revenue vector for the Chinese broadcasters then is 0 %, 9 %, 91 % for the
civil society sector, the state, and the market sector (see column 12 in the upper
part of Table 2).

1
2
3

4
5

6

7
8

in a far more transparent and comprehensible way (see CARNABUCI 2004, BENSINGER 2005, GUO 2005).
BENSINGER 2005, p. 8.
ibid
For 2002 OLLIG 2006, p. 3, reports 338 national, regional and local broadcasters.
CMM 2005a
According to QUIAN 2002, p. 80 (quoted by CHIN 2005, p. 121), the share of advertising revenues in total self generated revenues has increased from 85 % in 1995 up
to 92 % in 2002. For 2004 there are no data, but if one extrapolates these figures,
one can assume that in 2004 95 % of all revenues stem from advertisements, and
5 % (=176 m US $) consequently stem from other self generated revenues.
This proportion stems from ZHANG 2001, p. 233 (quoted by CHIN 2005, p. 121). It
applies to 2000, and we assume that this proportion also holds for 2004.
ibid
ibid
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Table 2:
Revenue Vectors of Chinese Broadcasters

(1)
All Broadc.
1
2

CS Donations
Gov.'l Rev. 1 Market Revenues 2
Mill. $
%
Mill. $
%
Mill. $
%
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
0 0.0%
391
9.2%
3.849
90.8%

License Fee
Mill. $
%
(8)
(9)
0
0.0%

Total Revenues
Revenue Vector
Mill. $
%
Civil Soc./Gov.mt/Market
(10)
(11)
(12a) (12b) (12c) (12d)
4.240 100.0%
0%
9% 91% 100%

"Subsidies" from Government (9,22 % of 4,240 m US $ total revenues)
"Self Generated Revenues" from advertising (3,521 m US $)
plus other Self Generated Revenues (5 % from 4,240 m US $ total revenues = 176 m US $),
plus Private Investment (1,92 % from 4,240 m US $ total revenues = 81 m US $),
plus "Other Sources" (1,66 % from 4,240 m US $ total revenues = 70 m US $)

0
(1)
All Broadc.

CS Donations 1 Gov.'l Rev. 2 Market Revenues 3
Mill. $
%
Mill. $
%
Mill. $
%
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
42 1.0% 2.292 54.1%
1.905
44.9%

License Fee
Mill. $
%
(8)
(9)
0
0.0%

Total Revenues
Revenue Vector
Mill. $
%
Civil Soc./Gov.mt/Market
(10)
(11)
(12a) (12b) (12c) (12d)
4.240 100.0%
1% 54% 45%
0%

1 % of the Government Rev. of 391 m US $ (=3.9 m US $) and 1 % of the Market Rev. of 3,849 m US $ (=38,49 m US $)
99 % of the "Subsidies" of 391 m US $ (= 387 m US $) plus 49,5 % of 3,849 b US $ (=1,905 m US $) of the Market Rev.
3 49,5 % of the Market Rev. of 3,849 m US $
1
2

Source: estimations based on CMM 2005, ZHANG 2001, p. 233, QIAN 2002, p. 80, CHIN 2005, p. 121

However, this vector has to be corrected for hidden qualitative peculiarities of
the Chinese broadcasting system (similarly to the corrections that have been
explained above for the German broadcasting order). A first correction refers to
the revenues from the civil society sector. Although there are no donations
which directly stem from or are controlled by civil society institutions (as the license fee in Germany), there are some indications that also in China elements
of the civil society have appeared and have managed to influence the decisions
about the broadcasting order, also about the amount and the allocation of the
broadcasters’ revenues. Although these influences are still small and they
mainly function indirectly, e.g. via the decision-making processes of the political
parties and governments, it would be wrong to neglect them totally.1 As a rough
estimation we assume that 1 % of the state revenues and 1 % of the market
revenues mentioned in the upper part of Table 2 are allocated to the civil society sector. This compounds to 41 m US $ of revenues from the civil society sector, this is 1 % of the broadcasters’ total revenues (columns 2 and 3 in the lower
part of Table 2).
A second correction affects the market revenues. As already mentioned, the
Chinese broadcasters are still controlled rigorously by the Chinese government,
namely by SARFT and MOFCOM. A closer examination unveils, however, that
also the “market revenues” of the Chinese broadcasters are strongly steered by
the state, either as the market prices are administered or as the state protects
the broadcasters’ monopolies on (advertising) markets.2 Therefore the state
1

2

Several studies report that tendencies for grassroots and civil society organisations
tendencies to blossom have developed during the last years (YE 2003, YU 2003,
QIN 2004, LU 2005). Others evaluate the development of civil society organisations
more pessimistically. HEILMANN 2004, p. 217, for instance, expects a gradual incorporation of interest groups into the political decision-making process rather than
the eminent formation of a pluralistic civil society.
See CHIN 2005, pp. 125 et seq., with further references.
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easily can use these market revenues to discipline the amount of these revenues – and to control the financial positions (and the programmes) of the
broadcasters. From that regard it seems appropriate to reallocate half of the
“market revenues” listed in the upper part of Table 2 as state revenues.1 With
these corrections the revenue vector of the Chinese broadcasting order alters to
1 %, 54 %, 45 % (see column 12 in the lower part of Table 2).
In Figure 7 this vector is used to locate the present status of the Chinese broadcasting order. As mentioned, it only should be considered as a rough estimation. If one would assume a higher correction factor for the political influences
on the broadcasters’ “market revenues”, it would be located nearer to the left
corner, if one would assume a lower correction factor it would be located nearer
to the right corner (in Figure 7 this corridor is indicated by the light brown ellipse).
Also the vertical position might deviance slightly, if other correction factors for
the civil society were used. Due to the negligible influence the civil society sector still has on the Chinese broadcasting order (or more general: on the media
order), the vertical corridor is smaller, though, and the changes have mainly
affected and probably also will affect the horizontal axes. This is not really astonishing, as the political system in China traditionally has emphasized the state
as main steering instrument of the public interest that did not allow the development of a civil society for a long time.
Such a restriction on horizontal shifts along the base line causes ambivalent
feelings. On the one hand it has to be evaluated positively, as the freedom of
the media increases when it is released from state control; on the other hand
new restrictions and failures emerge when the market becomes the dominant
mechanism for the provision of mass media.2 Therefore one could say that the
commercialisation moves the Chinese media “out of the frying pan into the fire”
– i.e. that it substitutes the old (state) failures by new (market) failures.
No matter how China decides about the development of the media order, especially about the WTO regime in general and the GATS negotiations about the
audiovisual sector in particular, it is obvious that all states will be highly affected
by the organisation of the media industry and of international public communication. The media industry generates a great deal of money and many jobs – with
a strong upward trend.3 It has a high impact on public and political communication, both within and among nations. Therefore, it is worthwhile to carefully examining the legal and factual decision-making processes concerning international communication, cultural and other policies that affect the ability of states
1

2

3

Taking into account that 1 % of the market revenues are allocated to the civil society
sector, only 49.5 % of the market revenues of 3,849 m. US $ (=1.905 m US $) are
allocated to the state sector. The other 49.5 % remains classified as market revenues.
See the market failures mentioned above. For details see KOPS 2005, for the reduction in diversity and the negative effects of a reduced diversity of the media for
public communication see KOPS 2006.
See once more the outlook by PRICEWATERHOUSECOOPERS 2005. According
to this outlook, the Chinese media sector will grow by 25 % between 2005 and 2008.
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to regulate the media. This requires instruments and institutions which prevent
the domination of these decision- making processes by large countries that
mainly profit from a further globalisation of the media, and provide room for the
influence of small countries whose national identities are most threatened by
media globalisation. The discussion of the UNESCO CCD has increased awareness about these matters, but its acceptance does not necessarily mean that
this sufficiently tempers the strong influence towards globalisation that is induced
by the WTO-regime. It still remains to be determined during the next WTOnegotiations, to what extent the UNESCO CCD will become relevant politically.
Figure 7:
Chinas Broadcasting Order on the Way from the State Control to the Market
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7. Some Final Remarks from an International Comparative Perspective
The last remark leads to a short final look at the international stage. Again we
use the triangle model for a geometric exposition and comparison (Figure 8).
The dots there do not stand for single broadcasters, but represent the averages
for the sum of all broadcasters of the countries that are considered for this international comparison (the different sizes of the dots again represent the differences in resources, in this case the countries total revenues from broadcasting).1
The plot points demonstrate that public service broadcasters in most European
countries (the United Kingdom and Germany are taken as examples in Figure
8) are relatively closely related to the voluntary sector, further away both from
the state and the market. These positions have been rather stable over time.
Some observers believe, that in the U.K. during the last decade there has been
a minor shift towards the market pole (mainly as a result of increased market
shares of commercial broadcasters and of a self-commercialisation of the
BBC),2 and maybe also toward the state pole (as a consequence of increased
political pressure on the BBC after the Gilligan affair).3 In Germany the powers
in favour of a higher influence of the market and in favour of a stronger and
transparent embedding into the civil society have almost cancelled each other
out;4 and also the powers in favour of a higher influence of the state and in favour of a higher political independence of broadcasters have been offset.5
1

2

3

4

5

The dot for Germany, for instance, represents the sum for all German broadcasters
(15.270 m €, which equals 19'583 m US $, see Table 1, p. 19 and Figure 5, p. 20),
and the dot for China represents the sum for all Chinese broadcasters (4,240 m. US $,
see Table 2, p. 29). For other purposes a comparison of the per capita values would
be more appropriate. In this case the difference between Germany and China would
be much bigger.
See PADOVANI/TRACEY 2003; UBIQUS 2004, pp. 20 et seq.; BORN 2005, for the
complicated consideration of the BBC’ to yield market revenues on the one hand (in
order to relieve pressure on the license fee) and to avoid a strict market orientation
(in order to promote public interest and to ensure diverse programmes) see DCMS
2006, pp. 38 ff.
For details about the dispute between the BBC and the British government that accused BBC’s reporter Andrew Gilligan of tendentious reporting see CHAFETZ 2003,
PHILIPS 2004. For the impact of this conflict on the position against governmental
attempts to control the BBC see PALAST 2004, BORN 2005.
Since 2002 the revenues and market shares of the German public service broadcasters (that decreased dramatically after commercial broadcasters went on air
since 1984) have consolidated and even increased. On the other hand, similarly to
the U.K., also in Germany there are several indications of a self-commercialisation
of public service broadcasters.
On the one hand the independence of German public service broadcasters has
been strengthened by the Supreme Court that in 1994 installed a procedure to determine the amount of the license fee by an independent board of experts (the
“KEF”, see footnote 2 on p. 16, for a description of this “cable penny decision” see
INSTITUTE OF GLOBAL LAW 1994) and by the successive implementation and
application of an applicable KEF-procedure; on the other hand in 2005 the parliaments of the German states (Länder) for the first time refused to fully accept the
KEF recommendation about a lifting of the license fee, although the preconditions
for this (as stated by the Supreme Court) were hardly fulfilled. See MEIER 2005, p.
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Compared to Germany and the U.K., the broadcasting orders of most other
countries either are much more commercialised (the USA is the most prominent
example)1 or they are influenced by the state (like in the former communist
states in Eastern Europe).2 With the transformation process, the broadcasting
orders in these countries, however, are on the march away from the state and
nearer to the market. And states where this transformation has started sooner,
like Poland, have gone further than states like the Ukraine, where this transformation only recently has started.3,4
If we take the German situation as the benchmark, the advice of course would
be that neither the state nor the market should dominate. For our triangular
model this means that the average of all Chinese broadcasters should be positioned sufficiently far away from the state pole, further away than in the past; but
also sufficiently far away from the market pole. A second piece of advice would
be to strengthen the civil societies’ influence on the broadcasting order5 (in the

1

2

3

4

5

29 et seq. for details about this conflict and for the possible impact on the independence of the German public service broadcasters.
In the U.S.A. broadcasting is traditionally located near the market pole. In the 1990s
the narrow elements of public service broadcasting even declined (see TRACEY
1998). However, during the last years the criticism against commercialization has
become louder and elements of non-commercial broadcasting have been strengthened (see for instance http://www.freepress.net/content/projects). This explains the
slight upward shift in Figure 8. During this time period, especially after the attack on
the World Trade Centre in 2001, the US Government has intensified the political
control and influence on US broadcasters (see LEONE/ANRIG 2003), this explains
the leftward shift in Figure 8.
The plots in Figure 8 are based on data from McKINSEY 1999 and McKINSEY2004.
These studies provide a useful quantitative description of the revenue structures of
broadcasters in 20 countries (2004: 12 countries), and the comparison of the data
for 1997 and 2003 also points out shifts in the national broadcasting orders of the
countries included. However, also the McKINSEY data do not categorize the revenues according to our theoretical approach (into civil society revenues, market revenues, and state revenues), but they distinguish between “Government grants”, ”advertising/sponsoring”, “license fee”, and “other” (McKINSEY 1999, pp. 29 et seq.)
Therefore also these data, similarly to the data for Germany and China presented
above, have to be adjusted in accordance with the countries peculiarities, e.g. the
different practices of the governments of license fee funding. See KOPS 2001 for
details. The McKINSEY surveys have been discussed intensively, e.g. by WITHERS
2000, MACQUARIE 2002 (both with focus on the Australian ABC), and by JACKSON/THOMAS 2001 (with focus on the Canadian CBC). For qualitative descriptions
of the broadcasting orders of selected countries see ESSER/PFETSCH 2004;
HALLIN/MANCINI 2004a.
This conclusion matches with KLEINSTEUBER (2003, p. 156), who states that in
the cause of globalisation markets expand more than states and the civil society.
Figure 8 also unveils the economic importance of the broadcasting sector: The sizes
of the dots represent the total amount of resources that are deviated to this sector.
With a budget of 4,240 m. US € (see above Table 2, p. 29) the Chinese broadcasters, for instance, gain less than one third of the total revenues of the German broadcasters (15,270 m. US €, see above Table 1, p. 17), and less than one fifth of the
US-American broadcasters. The difference would be much higher, if the per capita
revenues would be used as a measure for the importance of the broadcasting sector.
For the chances and difficulties of this suggestion that are related to the low importance of civil society elements in China in general see the literature mentioned in
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triangular model this would mean an upward shift). Such advices would be inappropriate, though, as national broadcasting orders never can be optimised
without considering a nation’s cultural, social, political and economic peculiarities. Especially the social structure and the citizens´ ideologies have to be considered. As the conceptions of a well functioning society differ between the nations, especially about the role of the state, a broadcasting order that is well
suited for China definitely differs from the broadcasting order we consider best
for Germany. International comparisons therefore, as usual, cannot render simple answers. But they can describe and enlarge the set of options from which a
state can choose.
Figure 8:
The International Broadcasting Landscape
between the Voluntary Sector, the State and the Market

Civil Society

U. K. 1995 - 2 005
Germany
1995 - 2005
Pola nd 1 99 5 - 20 05

U kra ine 199 5 - 2005
China
1980 - 19 94

State

China
1995 - 2 005

USA
1995 - 2005

Market

footnote 1, p. 29. For practical suggestions to enlarge the influence of the civil society on the established public service broadcasters in the Western World see RUMPHORST 2003, UNDP 2004, BANERJEE/KALINGA 2006.
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8. Summary
Broadcasting programmes, like other mass media, serve private interests for
information, education, and entertainment. As such they can be sold like other
economic goods, either to the viewers and listeners directly (pay TV) or to advertising companies that use the programmes as a medium to catch attention
and to transport its advertising messages. In this form TV programmes can be
provided by the market, and they can generate high profits.
The exchange of TV programmes can raise these profits. Due to the non-rivalry
in consumption additional revenues can be generated without additional production costs, especially if large foreign markets can be opened up. At the same
time the enlargement of markets and output units diminishes the average costs
per unit, and it thus strengthens the media companies´ efficiency and competitiveness – to the benefit of the companies and the national economies where
they reside, but also to the benefit of the viewers and listeners. From this regard
the expansion of markets also increases public welfare.
However, there are some economic peculiarities of broadcasting programmes,
– at least for programmes with certain contents – for which the market fails. 1.
sub-additivity of costs (due to non-rivalry in consumption), 2. non-excludability,
3. positive and negative externalities, and 4. an asymmetric distribution of information about the programme quality are the most important reasons. They
cause 1. concentration and a low diversity of programme contents, 2. discrepancies between the viewers and listeners´ programme preferences and the advertising companies´ programme preferences, served by commercial broadcasters, 3. a lack of programmes with positive externalities to the benefit of the
public, and an excess of programmes with negative externalities to the disadvantage of the public, and 4. an adverse selection of viewers and listeners,
crowding out high quality (and expensive) programmes by low quality (and inexpensive) programmes. For these reasons a mere market provision cannot sufficiently fulfil the broad and diverse public communication which is necessary for
complex societies that have to adjust to changing environments and that have
to find common and integrative solutions. In Germany, this has been recognised, especially by the Constitutional Court, and a dual order has been established, consisting of commercial broadcasters that provide marketable programmes, and public service broadcasters that provide the whole range of marketable and non-marketable programmes.
Because of these market failures, also on the supra-national and international
level an overly zealous commercialisation would be to the disadvantage of the
public communication – both for the public and political communication within
the nations and between them. The expansion of international programme exchanges and the concentration of the media in the course of globalisation (for
broadcasters especially as a consequence of the digitalisation) thus jeopardize
the diversity and the nations´ chances to participate in the international public
communication. At present there are conflicting forces, like the WTO, which
promotes the international free trade of audiovisual services, on the one side,
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and certain NGOs, like the UNESCO, which combat these attempts, on the
other side.
In this dispute, large nations with well settled audiovisual industries that profit
economically from a further commercialisation of the international broadcasting
markets, like the U.S.A., promote the WTO regime; and small nations that
would not render profits on these international markets but whose national culture and identity would be jeopardised, resist it. Many countries, Germany and
China among them, would be affected both positively and negatively by a further commercialisation and globalisation of the media, making it hard to predict
its future policies.
In an international comparison, the German “dual” broadcasting system is less
commercialised than the broadcasting systems of other countries, as public
service broadcasting has a strong position. Also the states´ influence on the
broadcasters is comparatively low in Germany. In contrast, in China the states´
influence on broadcasters traditionally has been high. However, since the beginning of the 1980s a steady and considerable release from the state’s control
can be observed here, and after China’s WTO accession this process probably
will go on. Compared with the German order, this is an ambivalent development, corresponding with the German principle of the broadcasters’ necessary
distance from the state on the one side, but conflicting with objections against a
too strong orientation to commercial purposes on the other. In contrast to Germany, nameable influences on broadcasters from the third sector, i.e. from institutions and organisations of a non-commercial and non-governmental civil society are still missing in China.
The German experiences and solutions cannot be exported to China. National
broadcasting orders never can be optimised without considering the nations’
different cultural, social, political, and economic peculiarities. Especially the social structures and the citizens´ ideologies have to be considered. As the conceptions of a well functioning society, especially about the role of the state, differ considerably between China and Germany, also a broadcasting order that is
well suited for China differs from the broadcasting order the Germans consider
best. International comparisons therefore, as usual, cannot provide a role model
for China, but they can clarify and enlarge the set of options from which China
can choose.

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

37

References
Acheson, Keith: Globalization, in: Towse, Ruth: Cultural Industries, in: Towse,
Ruth (ed.): A Handbook of Cultural Economics, Cheltenham, UK/Northampton, USA, 2003, pp. 248 - 254
Acheson, Keith/Maule Christopher: International agreements and the cultural
industries, Ottawa, ON: Centre for Trade Policy and Law, 1996
Acheson, Keith/Maule, Christopher: Canada – Audio-visual policies: impact on
trade, in: Guerrieri, Paolo/Iapadre, P. Lelio/Koopmann, Georg (eds.): Cultural
Diversity and International Economic Integration. The Global Governance of
the Audio-Visual Sector, Cheltenham/ Northampton 2005, S. 156 - 191
Adamson, Fiona B: International Democracy Assistance in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan: Building Civil Society from the Outside? In: Mendelson, Sarah E./
Clenn, John K. (eds.): The Power and Limits of NGOs, Columbia University
Press, New York 2002, pp. 177 - 206
AIB (Association for International Broadcasting): AIB Directory of Global Broadcasting, Cranbrook, U.K., August 2005
ALM (Arbeitsgemeinschaft der Landesmedienanstalten): ALM Jahrbuch 2005,
Vistas, Berlin 2006
Banerjee, Indrajit/Seneviratne, Kalinga (eds.): Public Service Broadcasting: A
best practices sourcebook, 2006, http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/ 0014/
001415/141584E.pdf#search=%22civil%20society%20public%20service%
20broadcasting%20carol%22
Barker, Chris: Television, Globalization and Cultural Identities, Open University
Press, Milton Keynes 1999
Benhabib, Seyla: The Claims of Culture. Equality and Diversity in the Global Era,
Princeton University Press, Princeton/Oxford 2002
Bensinger, Viola: Cooperation with China in the TV Sector; Working Papers of the
Institute for Broadcasting Economics, No. 207, Cologne 2005, www.rundfunkinstitut.uni-koeln.de/institut/publikationen/arbeitspapiere/ap207.php
Bernier, Ivan: The Recent Free Trade Agreements of the United States as Illustration of Their New Strategy Regarding the Audiovisual Sector, http://www.
mediatrademonitor.org/node/view/146
Bettermann, Erik: Mediale Visitenkarte Deutschlands, in: ssm gazette, Nr. 2/
2005, p. 11-12, www.ssm-site.ch/Gazette/visitenkartedeutschlands.pdf.
Beviglia-Zampetti, Americo: WTO rules in the audio-visual sector, in. Guerrieri,
Paolo/Iapadre, P. Lelio/Koopmann, Georg (eds.): Cultural Diversity and International Economic Integration. The Global Governance of the Audio-Visual
Sector, Cheltenham/Northampton 2005, pp. 261 - 284
Bhattasali, Deepak/Li, Shantong/Martin, Will (eds.): China and the WTO, World
Bank, Washington 2004

38

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

Birdsall Nancy/Lawrence Robert Z.: Deep integration and trade agreements:
Good for developing countries? In: Kaul, Inge/Grunberg, Isabelle/Stern, Marc
A.: Global public goods: international cooperation in the 21st century, Oxford
University Press, Oxford 1999, pp. 128 - 152
Birkhölzer, Karl u. a. (Hrsg.): Dritter Sektor/Drittes System. Theorie, Funktionswandel und zivilgesellschaftliche Perspektiven, VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften, Wiesbaden 2005
Blumenthal, Howard J./Goodenough, Oliver R.: This Business of Television,
2nd edition, New York 1998
Bollier, David: Asserting the Public Interest in Digital Media: The Challenge for
Philanthropies, http://www.bollier.org/pdf/digitalage.pdf
Born, Georgina: Uncertain Vision: Birt, Dyke and the Reinvention of the BBC,
London: Vintage, 2005
Bourreau, Marc/Gensollen, Michel/Perani, Jérôme: The relationship between
program production costs and audiences in the media industry, http://egsh.
enst.fr/bourreau/Recherche/scale.pdf
Börner, Thomas: German Broadcasting Law, n. d., http://www.hull.ac.uk/php/
lastcb/rundfunk.htm
Bryan, Lowell/Farrell, Diana: Market Unbound, John Wiley&Sons, New York 1996
Buchwald, Manfred: Öffentlich-rechtlicher Rundfunk: Institutionen – Auftrag –
Programme, in: Schwarzkopf, Dietrich (Hrsg.): Rundfunkpolitik in Deutschland. Wettbewerb und Öffentlichkeit, Band1, dtv, München 1999, S. 316 –
406 (1999a)
Buchwald, Manfred: Fernsehen im Wettbewerb, in: Schwarzkopf, Dietrich
(Hrsg.): Rundfunkpolitik in Deutschland. Wettbewerb und Öffentlichkeit, Band
2, dtv, München 1999, S. 615 – 642 (1999b)
Carnabuci, Conni: The Opening of China’s Media Sector, Hong Kong Lawyer
06/2004, p. 57 et seq.
Chalaby, Jean K. (Hrsg.): Transnational Television Worldwide: Towards a New
Media Order, I.B. Tauris, New York 2005
Chaudenson, Robert: Geolinguistics, geopolitics, geostrategy: The case of
French, in: Maurais, Jacques/Morris, Michael A (eds.): Languages in a Globalising World, Cambridge University Press, 2003, pp. 291 - 297
Cherribi, Oussama: Internet, Global Aspects of, in: Johnston, Donald H. (ed.):
Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications, Vol. 2, Academic
Press. Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 517 - 540
Chin, Yik-Chan: From the Local to the Global: Chinese Television from 1996 to
2003, unpublished Ph.D. Thesis, Westminster University, London 2005
CMM Intelligence (ed): China Media Facts, http://www.cmmintelligence.com/
2005 (2005a)
CMM Intelligence (ed): China Media Yearbook & Directory, Beijing 2005 (2005b)

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

39

Cocq, Emmanuel/Messerlin, Patrick: French audio-visual policy: impact and compatibility with trade negotiations, in: Guerrieri, Paolo/Iapadre, P. Lelio/Koopmann, Georg (eds.): Cultural Diversity and International Economic Integration. The Global Governance of the Audio-Visual Sector, Cheltenham/Northampton 2005, pp. 21 - 51
Collins, Richard: The Internationalization of the Television Program Market:
Media Imperialism or International Division of Labor? The Case of the United
Kingdom, Chapter 6 in: Noam, Eli M./Millonzi, Joel C. (eds.): The International Market in Film and Television, Norwood 1993, pp. 125 - 146
Council of Europe: Transnational media concentrations in Europe, Report prepared by the Advisory Panel to the CDMM on media concentrations, AP-MD
2004, 7, http://www.coe.int/T/E/Human_Rights/media
Croteau, David/Hoynes, William: The Business of Media. Corporate Media and
the Public Interest, 2. ed., Sage, London/New Delhi 2006
DCMS (Department for Culture, Media and Sport): A public service for all: The
BBC in the digital age, March 2006, http://www.bbccharterreview.org.uk/have_
your_say/white_paper/bbc_whitepaper_march06.pdf
Deutsch, Karl W.: The Nerves of Government: Models of Political Communication and Control, New York, N.Y., 1963
Díaz, Anscensión Andina: Asymmetric Information and Electoral Campaigns: The
Role of the Media, http://www.econ.kuleuven.ac.be/smye/abstracts/p351.pdf
Dorji, Dasho Leki: Uncommercializing the Media, in: Eashwar, Sucharita S.
(ed.): Responses to Globalization and the Digital Divide in the Asia-Pacific,
published by the Asia-Pacific Institute for Broadcasting Development, Kuala
Lumpur, 2003, pp. 89 - 90
Dorland, Michael (ed.): The Cultural Industries in Canada: Problems, Policies
and Prospects, James Lorimer, Toronto 1996
EBU (European Broadcasting Union): Audiovisual services and GATS. EBU
Comments on US negotiating proposals of December 2000, Doc. DAJ/MW/
mp, 12. 4. 2001
Edwards, Michael: Civil Society. Polity Press, Cambridge, 2004
Eifert, Martin/Hoffmann-Riem, Wolfgang: Die Entstehung und Ausgestaltung
des dualen Rundfunksystems, in: Schwarzkopf, Dietrich (Hrsg.): Rundfunkpolitik in Deutschland. Wettbewerb und Öffentlichkeit, Band 1, dtv, München
1999, S. 50 - 116
ERICARTS (European Research Institute for Comparative Cultural Policy and
the Arts): “All Talents Count”, A Pilot Inventory of National Cultural Policies
and Measures Supporting Cultural Diversity, Bonn, July 2001
Esser, Frank/Pfetsch, Barbara (eds): Comparing Political Communication. Theories, Cases, and Challenges, Cambridge University Press, 2004

40

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

Esser, Frank/Pfetsch, Barbara: Meeting the Challenges of Global Communication and Political Integration: The Significance of Comparative Research in a
Changing World, in: Esser, Frank/Pfetsch, Barbara (eds.): Comparing Political Communication. Theories, Cases, and Challenges, Cambridge University
Press, 2004, pp. 384 - 411
European Audiovisual Observatory: Yearbook 2005, Vol. 1: Economy of the
radio and television industry in Europe, Strasbourg 2005 (2005a)
European Audiovisual Observatory: Yearbook 2005, Vol. 5: Television Channels – Programme Production and Distribution, Strasbourg 2005 (2005b)
Faber, Tim/Xiaomei, Fu: Rechtliche Rahmenbedingungen für Film und Fernsehen
in China; Working Paper No. 208 of the Institute for Broadcasting Economics,
Cologne, No. 208, Cologne 2005, www.rundfunk-institut.uni-koeln.de/institut/
publikationen/arbeitspapiere/ ap208.php
Fourie, Pieter J.: Leapfrogging into the market approach: the loss of public service broadcasting for development and nation building, http://www.pucrs.br/
famecos/iamcr/textos/fourie.pdf
French Ministry of Foreign Affairs: Cultural Diversity and Multipolarity Versus
Standardization, in: Eashwar, Sucharita S. (ed.): Responses to Globalization
and the Digital Divide in the Asia-Pacific, published by the Asia-Pacific Institute for Broadcasting Development, Kuala Lumpur, 2003, pp. 55 – 56
Fritz, Antje: Watching the watchdogs: the role of the media in intelligence oversight in Germany, in: Caparini, Marina (ed.): Media in Security and Governance. The Role of the News Media in Security Oversight and Accountability,
Baden-Baden 2004, pp. 283 - 330
Georgiou, Myria: Mapping minorities and their Media: The National Context – the
UK, http://www.lse.ac.uk/collections/EMTEL/Minorities/papers/ukreport.pdf
Glasius, Marlies/Kaldor, Mary: The State of Global Civil Society: Before and
After September 11, in: Glasius, Marlies/Kaldor, Mary (eds.): Global Civil Society 2002, Oxford University Press 2002, pp. 3 – 33
Glynn, Carrol J./Jeong, Irkwon: Public Opinion and the Media, in: Encyclopedia
of International Media and Communications, Vol. 3, Academic Press. Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 631 - 640
Grant, Peter S./Wood, Chris: Blockbusters and Trade Wars. Popular Culture in
a Globalized World, Vancouver 2004
Griffin, Michael: From Cultural Imperialism to Transnational Commercialization:
Shifting Paradigms in International Media Studies, in: Global Media Journal, Fall
2002, http://scholar.google.com/url?sa=U&q=http://lass.calumet.purdue.edu/cca/
gmj/OldSiteBackup/SubmittedDocuments/archivedpapers/fall2002/griffin.htm
Guerrieri, Paolo/Iapadre, P. Lelio/Koopmann, Georg (eds.): Cultural Diversity
and International Economic Integration. The Global Governance of the AudioVisual Sector, Cheltenham/Northampton 2005
Guo, Zhenzhi: WTO, "Chanye Hua" of the Media and Chinese Television, Working Paper No. 189 of the Institute for Broadcasting Economics, Cologne
2004, http://www.rundfunk-institut.uni-koeln.de/institut/pdfs/18904.pdf

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

41

Gunther, Richard/Mughan, Antony (Hrsg.): Democracy and the Media: A Comparative Perspective, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2000
Haas, Tanni: Public Journalism, in: Johnston, Donald H. (ed.): Encyclopedia of
International Media and Communications, Vol. 3, Academic Press. Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 617 - 629
Hallin, Daniel/Mancini, Paolo: Comparing Media Systems, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2004 (2004a)
Hallin, Daniel C./Mancini, Paolo: Americanization, Globalization, and Secularization: Understanding the Convergence of Media Systems and Political Communication, in: Esser, Frank/Pfetsch, Barbara (eds.): Comparing Political Communication. Theories, Cases, and Challenges, Cambridge University Press,
2004, pp. 25 – 44 (2004b)
Handelsblatt: Klage wegen Rundfunkgebühren. ARD zieht vors Verfassungsgericht, 25.10.2005, http://www.handelsblatt.com/news/Default.aspx?_p= 201197
&_t=ft&_b=979326
Hannerz, Ulf: Transnational Connections: Culture, People, Places, Comedia/
Routledge, London 1996
Hardy, Henry Edward: Internet, History and Development of, in: Johnston,
Donald H. (ed.): Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications,
Vol. 2, Academic Press. Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 541 - 550
Harrison, Samuel P.: Promoting Progressive Cultural Change, in: Harrison,
Lawrence E./Huntington, Samuel P. (eds.): Culture Matters, Basic Books,
New York 2000, pp. 296 - 307
Hashim, Arshad: Media, Cultural Diversity and Peace, in: Eashwar, Sucharita
(ed.): Responses to Globalization and the Digital Divide in the Asia-Pacific,
published by the Asia-Pacific Institute for Broadcasting Development, Kuala
Lumpur, 2003, pp. 57 – 60
Hatch, David: Media Ownership, in: CQ Research, Oct. 10/2003, pp. 845et seq.
Heilmann, Sebastian: Das politische System der Volksrepublik China, 2. Aufl.,
Wiesbaden 2004
Heino, Timo-Erkki: Globalisation, Restructuring and Public Broadcasting: International Experiences, Paper presented at the SABC stocktaking conference,
4.- 5. 11. 2000, http://www.ifj-europe.org/docs/psb-safrica2.doc
Heinrich, Jürgen: Medienökonomie, Band 2: Hörfunk und Fernsehen, Westdeutscher Verlag, Opladen 1999
Helm, Dieter et al: Can the Market Deliver? Funding Public Service Television in
the Digital Age, Eastleigh 2005
Helm, Dieter: Consumers, Citizens, and Members: Public Service Broadcasting
and the BBC, in: Helm, Dieter et al: Can the Market Deliver? Funding Public
Service Television in the Digital Age, Eastleigh 2005, pp. 1 - 22
Herman, Edward S./McChesney, Robert W.: The Global Media: The New Missionaries of Corporate Capitalism, Continuum, New York 1997

42

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

Higgins, John W.: Alternative Media and the Cult of Individualism: Experiences
from U.S. Public Access Cable TV, Paper presented at the “Our Media” preconference of the International Association for Media and Communication
Research, Community Communication Section, Barcelona, Spain, July 20,
2002, http://faculty.menlo.edu/~jhiggins/ourmedia
Holtz-Bacha, Christina: Medienpolitik für Europa, VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften, Wiesbaden 2006
Hoskins, Colin/McFadyen, Stuart/Finn, Adam: Global Television and Film. An
Introduction to the Economics of the Business, New York 1997
Hoskins, Colin/McFadyen, Stuart/Finn, Adam: Refocusing the CBC, In: Canadian Journal of Communication, Vol. 26, No. 1, 2001, open journal systems,
http://www.cjc-online.ca/viewarticle.php?id=616&layout=html
Hoskins, Colin/McFadyen, Stuart/Finn, Adam: Media Economics. Applying Economics to New and Traditional Media, Sage, London/New Delhi 2004
Hosp, Gerald: The Media Rent-Seeking Society: Differences in Democratic and
Authoritarian Environments, http://www.isnie.org/ISNIE03/papers03/hosp.pdf
Howen, Nicholas: The Importance of the United Nations in the Protection of Universal Rights for Ethnic Minorities and Religions, in: Dialogue and Cooperation, No. 2/2204, edited by Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, Singapore 2004, pp. 39 44
Hu, Zhanfan: Broadcasting and the Public Interest: The Chinese Perspective,
in: Eashwar, Sucharita S. (ed.): Responses to Globalization and the Digital
Divide in the Asia-Pacific, pubished by the Asia-Pacific Institute for Broadcasting Development, Kuala Lumpur, 2003, pp. 27 – 32
Institute of Global Law: 6. Rundfunkurteil. North Rhine-Westphalia Broadcasting Case, http://www.ucl.ac.uk/laws/global_law/german-cases/cases_bverg.
shtml?05feb1991
Institute of Global Law: Cable penny-decision, http://www.ucl.ac.uk/laws/global_
law/german-cases/cases_bverg.shtml?22feb1994
IP International Marketing: Television 2005, International Key Facts, 12. ed.,
October 2005
Jackson, Joseph E. F./Thomas, Terrence J.: The State of the Canadian Broadcasting, Report prepared for the House of Commons, 23 April 2001, revised
1 May 2001, http://www.parl.gc.ca/InfocomDoc/37/1/HERI/PressReleases/
TermsRef-e.htm
Jin, Tian: Broadcast and Diversity of Culture in the Context of Globalization,
Speech at the Asia Media Summit 2005, mimeo
Johnston, Carla Brooks: Cross-Cultural Communication, in: Johnston, Donald
H. (ed.): Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications, Vol. 1,
Academic Press, Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 357 - 368
Jones, Barbara M.: Internet, Government Regulation of, in: Johnston, Donald H.
(ed.): Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications, Vol. 2, Academic Press. Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 527 - 540

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

43

Keane, John: Global Civil Society? Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2003
Kleinsteuber, Hans J.: Der Dialog der Kulturen in der Kommunikationspolitik, in:
Cippitelli, Claudia (Hrsg.): Nur Krisen, Kriege, Katastrophen, München 2003,
pp. 145 - 192
Kleinwächter, Wolfgang: Macht und Geld im Cyberspace. Wie der Weltgipfel zur
Informationsgesellschaft (WSIS) die Weichen für die Zukunft stellt, Heise,
Hannover 2004
Kolb, Felix: The Impact of Transnational Protest on Social Movement Organizations: Mass Media and the Making of ATTAC Germany, Paper to be presented at the conference “Transnational Processes and Social Movements”, Villa
Serbelloni, Bellagio, July 22 - 26, 2003, http://falcon.arts. cornell.edu/sgt2/
contention/documents/Kolb-ATTAC2003.pdf
Kops, Manfred: Combating Media Concentration by the German Market Share
Model, in: The European Journal of Communication Research, Vol. 25, No.
3/2000, S. 233 - 267, also published as Working Paper No. 118 of the Institute for Broadcasting Economics, Cologne 2000, www.rundfunk-institut.unikoeln.de/institut/publikationen/arbeitspapiere/ap118.php
Kops, Manfred: What Is Public Service Broadcasting and How Should It Be Financed? (Summary); Working Paper No. 145 of the Institute for Broadcasting
Economics, Cologne 2001, http://www.rundfunk-institut.uni-koeln.de/institut/
publikationen/arbeitspapiere/ap145se.php
Kops, Manfred: Soll der öffentlich-rechtliche Rundfunk die Nachfrage seiner
Zuhörer und Zuschauer korrigieren? In: Ridder, Christa-Maria u. a. (Hrsg.):
Bausteine einer Theorie des öffentlich-rechtlichen Rundfunks, VS-Verlag für
Sozialwissenschaften, Wiesbaden 2005, S. 341 - 366, also published as Working Paper No. 196 of the Institute for Broadcasting Economics, Cologne 2005,
www.rundfunk-institut.uni-koeln.de/institut/publikationen/arbeitspapiere/ ap196.
php
Kops, Manfred: Globalising Media Markets. Benefits and Costs, Winners and
Losers, Working Papers of the Institute for Broadcasting Economics, No.
211e, Cologne, May 2006, http://www.rundfunk-institut.uni-koeln.de/institut/
pdfs/21106e.pdf
Krajewski, Markus: Effects of the GATS on instruments of cultural polity and cultural promotion in Germany, Legal opinion prepared for the German
UNESCO Commission, vervielfältigtes Manuskript, Potsdam 2005
Lang, Sabine: Local Political Communication: Media and Local Publics in the
Age of Globalization, in: Pfetsch, Barbara/Esser, Frank (eds.): Comparing
Political Communication. Theories, Cases, and Challenges, Cambridge University Press, 2004, pp. 151 - 183
Langenbucher, Wolfgang R.: Rundfunk und Gesellschaft, in: Schwarzkopf, Dietrich (Hrsg.): Rundfunkpolitik in Deutschland. Wettbewerb und Öffentlichkeit,
Band 1, dtv, München 1999, S. 149 - 315

44

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

Laponce, Jean: Babel and the market: Geostrategies for minority languages, in:
Maurais, Jacques/Morris, Michael A. (eds.): Languages in a Globalising
World, Cambridge University Press, 2003, pp. 58 - 63
Lee, Chin-Chuan: Rethinking the Political Economy: Implications for Media and
Democracy in Greater China, in: the public, Vol. 8/2001, No. 3, pp. 1 – 22,
http://www.nottingham.ac.uk/iaps/cclee2.pdf
Leone, Richard C./Anrig, Greg: The War on Our Freedoms: Civil Liberties in an
Age of Terrorism, Public Affairs, New York 2003
Libertus, Michael: Essential Aspects Concerning the Regulation of the German
Broadcasting System. Historical, Constitutional and Legal Outlines, Working
Papers of the Institute for Broadcasting Economics, University of Cologne, No.
193, Köln 2004, http://www.rundfunk-institut.uni-koeln.de/institut/pdfs/19304.pdf
Lobigs, Frank: Medienmarkt und Medienmeritorik – Beiträge zur ökonoischen
Theorie der Medien, Diss. Zürich 2005
Lobigs, Frank/Bracht, Bernd: “Information You Can Trust – Workable Journalistic Competition as a Fundamental Institution of the Media“, Paper presented
at the EAEPE 2003/Infonomics Conference „The Information Society – Understanding Its Institutions Interdisciplinary” in Maastricht, 2003
Löffelholz, Martin: Communication as a Key Ressource of Warfare, in: Hanitzsch, Thomas/Löffelholz, Martin/Mustamu, Ronny (eds.): Agents of Peace.
Public Communication and Conflict Resolution in an Asian Setting, FriedrichEbert-Stiftung u. a., o. O., o. J. (2004), pp. 13 - 36
LPR (Landesanstalt für Privaten Rundfunk) Hessen: Programmanalyse nichtkommerzieller Lokalradios in Hessen, Schriftenreihe Band 10, koPäd, München 2000 (2000a)
LPR (Landesanstalt für Privaten Rundfunk) Hessen: Organisations- und Kommunikationsstruktur nichtkommerzieller Lokalradios in Hessen, Schriftenreihe Band 11, koPäd, München 2000 (2000b)
LPR (Landesanstalt für Privaten Rundfunk) Hessen: Image- und Akzeptanzuntersuchung nichtkommerzieller Lokalradios in Hessen, Schriftenreihe
Band 13, koPäd, München 2001
Lu, Yiyi: The Growth of Civil Society in China. Key challenges for NGOs,
Chatham House, Asia Program, Briefing Paper, February 2005, http://www.
chathamhouse.org.uk/pdf/research/asia/China.pdf
Macquarie (Macquarie Bank Limited): Report to the Australian Broadcasting
Corporation. An Analysis of the ABC’s Funding Relative to International Public Broadcasters and Domestic Peers, 2002, http://www.aph.gov.au/Senate/
committee/ecita_ctte/estimates/add_0304/cita/abc_q009att1.pdf#search=
%22macquarie%20Report%20to%20the%20Australian%20Broadcasting%2
0Corporation%22.
Malek, Abbas: Foreign Policy and the Media, in: Johnston, Donald H. (ed.):
Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications, Vol. 2, Academic
Press. Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 23 - 30

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

45

Manguy, Jean-Gabriel: Impact of Globalization on Asia-Pacific Media and Cultures, in: Eashwar, Sucharita S. (ed.): Responses to Globalization and the Digital Divide in the Asia-Pacific, published by the Asia-Pacific Institute for Broadcasting Development, Kuala Lumpur, 2003, pp. 17 - 20
Mattelart, Armand: Mapping World Communication: War, Progress, Culture,
University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis 1994
Maule, Christopher: Television, in: Towse, Ruth: Cultural industries, in: Towse,
Ruth (Ed.): A Handbook of Cultural Economics, Cheltenham, UK/Northampton, USA, 2003, pp. 458 - 464
Maurais, Jacques/Morris, Michael A (eds.): Languages in a Globalising World,
Cambridge University Press, 2003
Maurais, Jacques: Towards a new linguistic world order, in: Maurais, Jacques/
Morris, Michael A (Eds.): Languages in a Globalising World, Cambridge University Press, 2003, pp. 13 - 36
McCain, Roger A.: Taste formation, in: Towse, Ruth: Cultural industries, in:
Towse, Ruth (Ed.): A Handbook of Cultural Economics, Cheltenham, UK/
Northampton, USA, 2003, pp. 445 - 450
McChesney, Robert W.: Media and Democracy: The Emergence of Commercial
Broadcasting in the United States, 1927 – 1935, http://www.oah.org/pubs/
magazine/communication/mcchesney.html
McChesney, Robert: Rich Media, Poor Democracy. Communication Politics in
Dubious Times, Urbana/Chicago 1999
McChesney, Robert: The Problem of the Media, U.S. Communication Politics in
the Twenty-First Century, Monthly Review Press, N. Y. 2004
McChesney, Robert/Nichols, John: Our Media Not Theirs. The Democratic
Struggle Against Corporate Media, Seven Stories Press, New York 2002
McChesney, Robert W./Schiller, Dan: The Political Economy of International
Communications. Foundations for the Emerging Global Debate about Media
Ownership and Regulation, United Nations Research Institute for Social Development, Technology, Business and Society Programme Paper Number 11,
Geneva, October 2003, summary available at http://subsol.c3.hu/subsol_2/
contributors3/ mcchesney-schillertext.html
McKinsey&Company: Public Service Broadcasting Around the World, 1999,
mimeo
McKinsey&Company: Review of Public Service Broadcasting Around the World,
Sept. 2004, http://www.mckinsey.com/practices/mediaentertainment/home/
content/pdfs/PSB_Review.pdf
Meier, Henk Erik: “Für ein paar Cent weniger”? Ein Beitrag zur aktuellen Rundfunkgebührenpolitik, Arbeitspapiere des Instituts für Rundfunkökonomie, Heft
197, Köln 2005

46

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

Mendelson, Sarah E.: Conclusion: The Power and Limits of Transnational Democracy Networks in Postcommunist Societies, in: Mendelson, Sarah E./
Glenn, John K. (eds.): The Power and Limits of NGOs, New York 2002, pp.
232 - 251
Mendelson, Sarah E./Glenn, John K.: Introduction: Transnational Networks and
NGOs in Postcommunist Societies, in: Mendelson, Sarah E./Glenn, John K.
(eds.): The Power and Limits of NGOs, New York 2002, pp. 1 - 28
Metze-Mangold, Verena/Merkel, Christine M.: Magna Charta der internationalen
Kulturpolitik. Die UNESCO-Kulturkonvention vor der Ratifizierung, in: Media
Perspektiven, Nr. 7/2006, S. 362 – 373
Milan, Stefania: Communicating Civil Society: Participation as the Main Benchmark of Civil Society Media. The Case of the third World Social Forum,
http://www.pucrs.br/famecos/iamcr/textos/milan.pdf
Miller, Emma: “Television, International Understanding and Globalization”, http://
lass.calumet.purdue.edu/cca/gmj/OldSiteBackup/SubmittedDocuments/archiv
edpapers/spring2004/grad_research/non_refereed/miller.htm
Miller, Eric D.: Balancing national security and the public´s right to know after
September 11, Chapter 15, in: Caparini, Marina (ed.): Media in Security and
Governance. The Role of the News Media in Security Oversight and Accountability, Baden-Baden 2004, pp. 267 – 329
Miller, Toby/Govil, Nitin/McMurria, John/Maxwell, Richard: Global Hollywood,
BFI, London 2001, pp. 17 – 43
MiXian, Jiang Shu: Promoting Human Rights Development in the People’s Republic of China: The Germany-China Human Rights Dialogue, in: FriedrichEbert-Stiftung (ed.): Southeast Asia Europe, occasional papers, No. 9, Singapore 2004, pp. 45 - 48
Morley, David/Robins, Kevin: Spaces of Identity: Global Media, Electronic Landscapes and Cultural Boundaries, Routledge, London 1995
Morley, Simon J.: New Media and the End of the Nation State: On Power and
Morality in Our Diverse World, A Thesis in the Field of Government for the
Degree of Master of Liberal Arts in Extension Studies, Harvard University,
November 1998
Mosley, Ivo (ed.): Dumbing down. Culture, politics, and the mass media, Imprint
Academic, Thorverton 2000
Motta, Massimo/Polo, Michele: Concentration and public policies in the broadcasting industry: the future of television in: Economic Policy, Oct. 1997, pp.
295 - 334
Munger, Michael C.: The Importance of Culture: Terrorism as an Organizationally Rational Strategy, Paper presented for the Conference on the Political
Economy of Terrorism, George Mason University, May 24 - 25, 2005, http://
cipp.gmu.edu/archive/The-Importance-of-Culture-Munger.pdf
Naveh, Chanan: The Role of the Media in Foreign Policy Decision-Making: A
Theoretical Framework, in: conflict & communication online, Vol. 1, No. 2/2002,
pp. 1 - 14, http://www.cco.regener-online.de/2002_2/pdf_2002_2/naveh.pdf

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

47

Netzer, Dick: Non-profit organizations, in: Towse, Ruth: Cultural industries, in:
Towse, Ruth (ed.): A Handbook of Cultural Economics, Cheltenham, UK/
Northampton, USA, 2003, pp. 331 - 341
Niepalla, Peter: Deutsche-Welle-Gesetz, Kommentar. Das Gesetz über den
deutschen Auslandsrundfunk, Nomos, Baden-Baden 2003
Niepalla, Peter: Selbstverpflichtungserklärungen als Instrument der Qualitätssicherung – Positionen und Erfahrungen der Deutschen Welle, Working Paper
No. 198 of the Institute for Broadcasting Economics, Cologne 2005, www.
rundfunk-institut.uni-koeln.de/institut/publikationen/arbeitspapiere/ap198.php
Noam, Eli M.: Media Americanization, National Culture, and Forces of Integration, Chapter 3 in: Noam, Eli M./Millonzi, Joel C. (eds.): The International
Market in Film and Television, Norwood 1993, pp. 41 - 58
Noam, Eli M.: Will Internet TV Be American? in: Ward, David (ed.): Impact of
New Technology on the Traditional Media. Trends in Communication, Vol.
11, No. 2/2003, pp. 101 - 110
Noam, Eli M./Millonzi, Joel C. (eds.): The International Market in Film and Television, Norwood 1993
Norris, Pippa: Ballots not Bullets. Testing Consociational Theories of Ethnic
Conflicts, Electoral Systems, and Democratization, in: Andrew Reynolds
(ed.): The Architecture of Democracy. Constitutional Design, Conflict Management, and Democracy. Oxford University Press, New York 2002, pp. 206 - 247
Oliver, Mark: The UK’s Public Service Broadcasting Ecology, in: Helm, Dieter et
al: Can the Market Deliver? Funding Public Service Television in the Digital
Age, Eastleigh 2005, pp. 1 - 22
Ollig, Stefan: Chinese TV Programmes for Foreign Countries? A Consumer Theory
Perspective, Working Papers of the Institute for Broadcasting Economics, No.
205c, Cologne 2005, www.rundfunk-institut.uni-koeln.de/institut/publikationen/
arbeitspapiere/ap205c.php
Ollig, Stefan: Wettbewerbsstrategien für den Export chinesischer Fernsehprogramme, unpublished Ph.D.Thesis, Cologne 2006
Owen, Bruce M./Beebe, Jack/Manning, Willard: Television Economics. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books 1974
Owen, Bruce M./Wildman, Steven S.: Video Economics. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 1992
Padovani, Cinzia/Tracey, Michael: Report on the Conditions of Public Service
Broadcasting , in: Television & New Media, Vol. 4, No. 2/2003, pp. 131 - 153
Palast, Greg: Waging War on the BBC, GregPalast.com. Posted January 29,
2004, http://www.alternet.org/story/17694/
Pavlik, Jackie O./Powell III, Adam Clayton: New Media, in: Johnston, Donald H.
(ed.): Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications, Vol. 3,
Academic Press. Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 225 - 233

48

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

Pavlik, Jackie O.: Internet: Commercial and Corporate Web Sites, in: Johnston,
Donald H. (ed.): Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications,
Vol. 2, Academic Press. Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 509 – 516
Perino, Grischa/Schulze, Günther G.: Competition, cultural autonomy and global
governance: the audio-visual sector in Germany, in: Guerrieri, Paolo/Iapadre,
P. Lelio/Koopmann, Georg (eds.): Cultural Diversity and International Economic Integration. The Global Governance of the Audio-Visual Sector, Cheltenham/Northampton 2005, pp. 52 - 95
Pfetsch, Barbara: From Political Culture to Political Communications Culture: A
Theoretical Approach to Comparative Analysis, in: Esser, Frank/Pfetsch, Barbara (eds.): Comparing Political Communication. Theories, Cases, and Challenges, Cambridge University Press, 2004, pp. 344 - 366
Pfetsch, Barbara/Esser, Frank: Comparing Political Communication: Reorientations in a Changing World, in: Esser, Frank/Pfetsch, Barbara (eds.): Comparing Political Communication. Theories, Cases, and Challenges, Cambridge
University Press, 2004, pp. 3 - 23
Phillips, Melanie: The BBC’s lost ethic, Melaniephillips.com, Daily Mail, 2 February 2004 http://www. melaniephillips.com/articles-new/?p=192
Polumbaum, Judy: China, Status of Media in, in: Johnston, Donald H. (ed.):
Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications, Vol. 1, Academic
Press. Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 215 - 226
Pratt, Andy C.: New media, the new economy and new spaces, in: Geoforum
No. 31/2000, pp. 425 – 436, http://www.lse.ac.uk/collections/geographyAnd
Environment/whosWho/profiles/pratt/pdf/newMediaNewEcon.pdf
Price, Monroe E: Global Media, Historic Development of, in: Johnston, Donald
H. (ed.): Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications, Vol. II,
Academic Press. Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 279 – 292
Price, Monroe E.: Media And Sovereignty: The Global Information Revolution
and Its Challenge to State Power, MIT Press, Boston 2004
Price, Monroe E./Krug, Peter: The Enabling Environment for Free and Independent Media, Office of Democracy and Governance, Occasional Papers Series,
http://www.usaid.gov/our_work/democracy_and_governance/publications/pdfs/
pnacm006.pdf, 2002
PriceWaterhouseCoopers: Global Entertainment and Media Outlook 2005 –
2009, 6th Annual Edition, New York, June 2005
Quian, Wei: Politics, market and media: Research on the institutional transformation of China’s television. Zhengzhou: Henan People’s Publish House,
2002 (in Chinese)
Qin, Hui: NGO in China: The third sector in the globalization process and social
transformation, 2004, http://web.mit.edu/chinapolicy/www/seminars/ 4_21_04_
ngo.pdf#search=%22market%20failure%20transformation%20process%22
Real, Michael: Hollywood, Culture and Influence of, in: Johnston, Donald H.
(ed.): Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications, Vol. 2,
Academic Press. Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 329 - 338

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

49

Reis, Raul: Traditional Cultures, Impact of Media on, in: Johnston, Donald H.
(ed.): Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications, Vol. 4,
Academic Press, Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 501 - 510
Renaud, Jean-Luc: International Trade in Television Programs: Quota Policies
and Consumer Choice Revisited, Chapter 7 in: Noam, Eli M./Millonzi, Joel C.
(eds.): The International Market in Film and Television, Norwood 1993, pp.
151 - 162
Rosemann, Nils: The Position on the European Union of the Rights of Ethnic
Minorities and Religions – An NGO Perspective of the European Union’s Internal and Foreign Policy, in: Dialogue and Cooperation, No. 2/2004, edited
by Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, Singapore 2004, pp. 23 - 26
Rössler, Patrick: Political Communication Messages: Pictures of Our World on
International Television News, in: Esser, Frank/Pfetsch, Barbara (eds): Comparing Political Communication. Theories, Cases, and Challenges, Cambridge
University Press, 2004, pp. 271 - 292
Roth, Andrea: The Ecology of a Dual Television Market: Competition and Diversity in the Netherlands, paper presented at the 6th World Media Economics
Conference, Montréal, 2004, www.cem.ulaval.ca/6thwmec/roth.pdf
Rumphorst, Werner: Model Public Service Broadcasting Law, Handbook, revised edition, 2003, http://www.ebu.ch/CMSimages/en/leg_p_model_law_ psb1_
tcm6-14334.pdf#search=%22rumphorst%20model%20public%20service%
20broadcasting%20law%22
Rüter, Klaus: Föderalismus als Organisationsprinzip des öffentlich-rechtlichen
Rundfunks in Deutschland, Working Paper No. 93 of the Institute for Broadcasting Economics, No. 93, Cologne 1998, http://www.rundfunk-institut.unikoeln.de/institut/publikationen/arbeitspapiere/ap093.php
Schiller, Dan: Digital Capitalism: Networking the Global Marketing System, MIT
Press, Cambridge MA 1999
Schiller, Herbert: Mass Communication and American Empire, New York: Kelly
1969
Schuler-Harms, Margarete: Rundfunkaufsicht im Bundesstaat, Baden-Baden
1995
Schulz, Wolfgang: Die Rechte von Rundfunk-Aufsichtsgremien – Ein Überblick,
in: Hemmer, Hans-Otto (Hrsg.): Wieviel Macht den Räten? Rundfunkaufsicht
– zur gesellschaftlichen Kontrolle des Rundfunks, Schüren, Marburg 2004,
pp. 44 – 59
Schulz, Wolfgang/Held, Thorsten/Dreyer, Stefan: Regulation of Broadcasting
and Internet Services in Germany - A brief overview, Working Papers of the
Hans Bredow Institute, No. 13, Oktober 2002 (pdf-file, 78 KB), http://www.
hans-bredow-institut.de/publikationen/apapiere/ 8selfreg.pdf
Schulz, Wolfgang/Held, Thorsten: Prospects of Guaranteeing Free Public Communication: Findings of an Interdisciplinary Study on the Necessity of Noncommercial Services on the Basis of German Constitutional Law, in JILT, No.
2/2002, http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/ law/elj/jilt/2002_2/schulz/

50

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

Schwarzkopf, Dietrich: Das duale System in der sich verändernden Medienordnung, in: ders. (ed.): Rundfunkpolitik in Deutschland, Vol. 2, dtv, München
1999, p. 1140 – 1189
Semetko, Holli: Political Bias in the Media, in: Johnston, Donald H. (ed.): Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications, Vol. 3, Academic Press,
Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 517 - 526
Shaw, Martin: Civil Society and Media in Global Crises. Representing Distant Violence, London 1996
Shipman, Alan: The Market Revolution and its Limits. A Price for Everything,
London/New York 1999
Silverstone, Roger: Regulation, Media Literacy and Media Civics, http://www.
lse.ac.uk/collections/media@lse/pdf/medialiteracy.pdf
Sinclair, John (ed.): Contemporary World Television, The University of California Press, Berkeley 2004
Singh, J. P. International Communication Regimes, in: Johnston, Donald H. (ed.):
Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications, Vol. 2, Academic
Press. Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 463 - 476
Smith, Larry E.: English Language, Role in International Communications, in:
Johnston, Donald H. (ed.): Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications, Vol. 1, Academic Press, Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 523 - 528
Soroka, Stuart N.: Media, Public Opinion, and Foreign Policy, in: Harvard International Journal of Press and Politics, 2003, pp. 27 – 48, http://scholar.
google.com/url?sa=U&q=http://www.degreesofdemocracy.mcgill.ca/other/
SorokaHIJPP2003.pdf
Spanswick, Simon: Lost in translation, in: The Channel, Vol. 1/2006, pp. 14 - 19
Sreberny-Mohammadi, Annabelle/Winseck, Dwayne/McKenna, Jim/Boyd-Barrett,
Oliver (eds.): Media in Global Contexts: A Reader, Arnold, London 1997
Stenou, Katérina (ed.): UNESCO and the Issue of Cultural Diversity. Review
and Strategy, 1946-2004. A study based on official documents, Revised version, Paris 2004
Stern, Susannah R.: Internet: Private and Personal Web Sides, in: Johnston,
Donald H. (ed.): Encyclopedia of International Media and Communications,
Vol. 2, Academic Press. Amsterdam et al, 2003, pp. 575 - 592
Stock, Martin: Das deutsche duale Rundfunksystem: Alte Probleme, neue Perspektiven, LIT-Verlag, Münster 2004
Stock, Martin: Zum Reformbedarf im dualen Rundfunksystem: Public-ServiceRundfunk und kommerzieller Rundfunk – wie können sie koexistieren? Working Paper No. 204 of the Institute for Broadcasting Economics, Cologne 2005,
www.rundfunk-institut.uni-koeln.de/institut/publikationen/arbeitspapiere/ap204.
php
Sutter, Daniel: Can the Media Be So Liberal? The Economics of Media Bias, in:
Cato Journal, Vol. 20, No. 3, pp. 431 – 451, http://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/
cj20n3/cj20n3-7.pdf

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

51

Sy, Habib: Global Communications for a more equitable world, in: Kaul, Inge/
Grunberg, Isabelle/Stern, Marc A.: Global public goods: international cooperation in the 21st century, Oxford University Press, Oxford 1999, pp. 326 – 343
Sy, Gregory: China's Media Clampdown: Going Back on Past Promises? In:
China Law & Practice, (2005), http://www.chinalawandpractice.com/includes/
print.asp?SID=4770
Taalas, Mervi: Costs of production, in: Towse, Ruth (Ed.): A Handbook of Cultural Economics, Cheltenham, UK/Northampton, USA, 2003, pp. 152 - 161
Taylor, Maureen: Toward a Public Relations Approach to Nation Building, in:
Journal of Public Relations Research, Vol. 12/No. 2, 2000, pp. 179 - 210
Terrington, Simon/Dollar Caroline: Measuring the Value Created by the BBC, in
Helm, Dieter: Consumers, Citizens, and Members: Public Service Broadcasting and the BBC, Eastleigh 2005, pp. 60 - 78
Thussu, Daya Kishan (ed.) Electronic Empires: Global Media and Local Resistance, Arnold, London 1998
Thussu, Daya Kishan: International Communication: Continuity and Change,
Arnold, London 2000
Tian Jin: Broadcast and Diversity of Culture in the Context of Globalisation,
Speech at the Asia Media Summit 2005, May 9, 2005
TM Treasury: Green Book, Appraisal and evaluation in central government,
http://greenbook.treasury.gov.uk/annex01.htm
Towse, Ruth (ed.): A Handbook of Cultural Economics, Cheltenham, UK/Northampton, USA, 2003
Towse, Ruth: Cultural industries, in: Towse, Ruth (ed.): A Handbook of Cultural
Economics, Cheltenham, UK/Northampton, USA, 2003, pp. 170 - 176
Tracey, Michael: A Taste of Money: Popular Culture and the Economics of Global Television, Chapter 9 in: Noam, Eli M./Millonzi, Joel C. (eds.): The International Market in Film and Television, Norwood 1993, pp. 163 - 197
Tracey, Michael: The Decline and Fall of Public Service Broadcasting, Oxford/
New York 1998
Ubiqus Reporting: BBC Royal Charter Review: An Analysis of Responses to the
DCMS Consultation, June 2004, http://www.bbccharterreview.org.uk/pdf_
documents/ubiques_analysis_bbccr_responses.doc
UNESCO (ed.): World Forum on Human Rights, Conference Report, published
in 2005 by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, Paris 2005
UNDP (United Nations Development Programme): Supporting Public Service
Broadcasting. Learning from Bosnia and Herzegovina’s experience, 2004,
http://www.undp.org/governance/docs/A2I_Pub_PublicServiceBroadcasting.p
df#search=%22public%20service%20broadcasting%20civil%20society%22

52

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

Valenti, Jack: Expanding Competition in the International Market – An Industry
Perspective, Chapter 7 in: Wildman, Steven S.l/Siwek, Stephen E. (eds.):
The Economics of Trade in Recorded Media Products in a Multilingual World:
Implications for National Media Policies, Norwood 1993, pp. 147 - 150
Varis, Tapio: Trends in the Global Traffic of Television Programs, Chapter 1 in:
Noam, Eli M./Millonzi, Joel C. (eds.): The International Market in Film and
Television, Norwood 1993, pp. 1 - 12
Wagner, Bernd: Kulturelle Globalisierung. Von Goethes “Weltliteratur” zu den
weltweiten teletubbies, in: Das Parlament, Heft B 12/2002, S. 10 - 18
Wang, Hui, China’s New Order. Society, Politics, and Economy in Transition,
Harvard University Press, Cambridge/London 2006
Waterman, David: World Television Trade: The Economic Effects of Privatization and New Technology, Chapter 4 in: Noam, Eli M./Millonzi, Joel C.
(eds.): The International Market in Film and Television, Norwood 1993, pp.
59 - 82
Wiedemann, Verena: Promoting Creative Industries: Public Policies in Support
of Film, Music and Broadcasting in Developing Economies, Study prepared
for UNCTAD XI, High Level Panel on Creative Industries and Development,
13 June 2004, Sao Paulo, Brazil, mimeo, June 2004
Wildman, Steven S.l/Siwek, Stephen E.: The Economics of Trade in Recorded
Media Products in a Multilingual World: Implications for National Media Policies, Chapter 2 in: Noam, Eli M./Millonzi, Joel C. (eds.): The International
Market in Film and Television, Norwood 1993, pp. 13 – 40
Willers, Peter: Bürgermedien in der Praxis, www.buergermedien.de
Withers, Glenn: Public Broadcasting Policy: Two Studies, Discussion Paper No.
79, Nov. 2000, http://arc.cs.odu.edu:8080/dp9/getrecord/oai_dc/eprints.anu.
edu.au/oai:eprints.anu.edu.au:1250
Wittebols, James H.: News and the Institutional Perspective: Sources in Terror
Stories, in: Canadian Journal of Communication, Vol. 20/No. 1, 1995, http://
www.cjc-online.ca/viewarticle.php?id=270
Woldt, Runar et al: Perspectives of Public Service Television in Europe, Düsseldorf, EIM Monograph 24
Woll, Cornelia: The Politics of Trade Preferences: Business Lobbying on Service
Trade in the United States and the European Union, Diss, Institut d´Etudes
Politiques de Paris und Wirtschafts- und Sozialwissenschaftliche Fakultät der
Universität zu Köln, Paris/Köln 2004
Wu, Xin Xun/Chen, Ji Yin: The Changing Structure of Media Organizations and
its Meaning During the Transformation of the Social and Economic System in
China, in: Dal Zotto, Cinzia (ed.): Growth and Dynamics of Maturing New
Media Companies, JIBS Research Reports No. 2005-2, Jönköping 2005, pp.
87 - 102
Wu, Mei/Guo, Zhenzhi: Globalization, national culture and the search for identity: A Chinese dilemma, http://www.wacc.org.uk/de/publications/media

Kops: The German Broadcasting Order. A Model for China?

53

_development/2006_1/globalization_national_culture_and_the_search_for
_ identity_a_chinese_dilemma
Xu, Yingzi: The Successful Model of Overseas Investment in Chinese New Media Companies, in: Dal Zotto, Cinzia (ed.): Growth and Dynamics of Maturing
New Media Companies, JIBS Research Reports No. 2005-2, Jönköping
2005, pp. 185 -194
Ye, Zhang: China's Emerging Civil Society, CNAPS Working Paper, August
2003, http://www.brookings.edu/fp/cnaps/papers/ye2003.pdf
Yu, Keping: The Emerging of China’s Civil Society and its Significance for Governance, Focus Asien, Schriftenreihe des Asienhauses, Nummer 11, Essen
2003
Zart, Birgit (Hrsg.): Nach dem Feuerwerk: 20 Jahre duales Fernsehen in
Deutschland, Reinhard Fischer, München 2005
Zhang, Yi (2001) Analysing 2000 Shanghai TV Rating. Shanghai Broadcasting
Studies. 03/04:31-33. (in Chinese)
Zimmermann, Thomas A.: WTO Dispute Settlement at Ten: Evolution, Experiences, and Evaluation, in: Aussenwirtschaft, Heft 1/2005, S. 27 - 61

ISBN 3-938933-16-X
ISSN 0945-8999

