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Abstract 

In global media governance, there is a growing emphasis on free trade which could 

rock the foundations of media regulation in Western democracies. While the US gov-

ernment pushes for a further liberalization of audio-visual services under the umbrella 

of the World Trade Organization (WTO), the EU, European countries and Canada are 

more reserved. They see the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) as a 

threat to their national media culture. Indeed the liberalization of the audio-visual ser-

vices sector could restrict the possibilities of statutory media regulation dramatically: 

the funding of public service broadcasting, quotas for local content and support pro-

grammes for the audio-visual industry are claimed to be at stake. In their effort to resist 

the looming liberalization of film and broadcasting, the United Nations Educational, 

Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) experiences an unexpected revival as 

an actor in global media governance. By bringing in a non-economic perspective on the 

media, the UNESCO is thought to justify regulation that considers the media as not just 

another commodity. With the adoption of the new UNESCO Convention on Cultural 

Diversity (CCD) there is for the first time a legally binding international instrument 

which justifies regulation for the protection and the promotion of cultural diversity. 

However, the question remains whether the expectations associated with the CCD – 

namely to create a counterweight to the GATS – are realistic. This presentation aims 

not only at exploring the potential future implications of a further liberalization for me-

dia regulation but also at discussing whether the CCD can possibly stop this develop-

ment. First it will be argued that the emphasis on purely economic aspects of the media 

in the current phase of global media governance puts strong pressure on societal regu-

lation of the media. While the implications of the GATS are rather limited at the mo-

ment, future trade negotiations are likely to affect media regulation on both the Euro-

pean and the national level. Second, the presentation will investigate the UNESCO's 

role in global media governance, with a special focus on the new Convention on Cul-

tural Diversity. It will be pointed out that the CCD fills a void within international law 
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by highlighting the sovereign right of nation-states to take measures to protect and fos-

ter cultural diversity, including media diversity. Third, before coming to a conclusion, 

the relationship between the GATS and the CCD will be dealt with. While several 

clashes between the two treaties are conceivable, at the moment there is no solution in 

the actual event of a conflict. It will be argued that there is little scope to invoke the 

UNESCO Convention as a defence against GATS obligations. The chances that WTO 

bodies take the CCD into account when deciding on conflicts are probably slim at best. 

Thus, the convention is unlikely to stop the liberalization of audio-visual services. 

1 The WTO’s Potential Influence on Media Regulation 

Basics of the WTO and the GATS 

The most important and most powerful player in global media governance is the World 

Trade Organization (WTO). It is its mission to eliminate barriers to international trade. 

Quite uncommon for an IGO, the WTO was given remarkable power to sanction 

breaches of the rules. Today, the WTO is administering agreements that cover trade in 

goods (the GATT), trade in services (the GATS) and trade-related aspects of intellectual 

property rights (the TRIPS) (see figure 1).  

Figure 1: The WTO Agreements 

Framework Agreement Agreement establishing the WTO 

Trade Agreements GATT GATS TRIPS 

 Basic principles Basic principles Basic principles 

 Other goods agree-

ments and annexes 

Services annexes  

 Countries’ schedules 

of market access 

commitments 

Countries’ schedules 

of specific commit-

ments and MFN ex-

emptions 

 

Dispute Settlement Dispute Settlement Understanding 

Transparency Trade Policy Review Mechanism 

Source: WTO (2007: 24) 
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The General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS), dealing with governmental 

measures regarding trade in services, is especially relevant for the electronic media. The 

agreement covers audio-visual services (film and broadcasting) as well as services in 

telecommunications. The GATS consists of both general and specific commitments. 

The general commitments apply to all service sectors directly (article II and III GATS). 

 According to the most-favoured-nation treatment (MFN), benefits granted to services 

and service suppliers residing in one member state have to be granted also to services 

and service suppliers from other WTO member states. However, there is a remark-

able difference to the GATT. Back in 1995, the individual countries were allowed to 

take exemptions from the MFN principle of non-discrimination for a limited but still 

persisting time period (so-called MFN exemptions).  

 Following the transparency principle, governments have to publish all relevant regu-

lations affecting trade in services. 

The GATS’ specific commitments only apply if a member state opted to liberalize a 

certain service sector during trade negotiations (article XVI and XVII GATS). 

 The principle of market access should guarantee that governments do not take meas-

ures to prevent the access of foreign services or service suppliers to their domestic 

markets.  

 According to the principle of national treatment, foreign services and service suppli-

ers cannot be discriminated against domestic services and service suppliers.  

To fully understand which commitments were entered in a particular service sector, it is 

necessary to take a look at individual countries’ schedules of specific commitments and 

lists of MFN exemptions. 

Status Quo 

At the moment, the implications of the GATS for media regulation are rather limited. It 

is necessary, however, to distinguish between telecommunications and audio-visual 

services.  

In telecommunications the service agreement has already unfolded its full impact. In 

1998 the so-called Agreement on Basic Telecommunication was adopted as the fourth 

protocol of the GATS. Accordingly, the scope of the GATS was broadened to the whole 
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telecommunications sector. The signatory states of the protocol, on the one hand, com-

mitted themselves to the liberalization of basic telecommunications services. On the 

other hand, they now have to comply with certain regulatory principles. In the meantime 

over 90 countries made specific commitments in telecommunications, among them all 

the industrialized nations. Therefore, the fourth protocol nowadays affects over 90% of 

world trade in telecommunications services (Geradin and Kerf, 2004: 130, 144-5; Luff, 

2004: 45-8).  

While the GATS applies to audio-visual services as well, up to this day the agreement 

has been of minor impact. Less than 30 countries accepted commitments in this sector. 

Looking at Western democracies, only the United States and New Zealand opted for the 

liberalization of (almost) all audio-visual services. Neither the EU and its member states 

nor other European countries, Canada and Australia have yet made any specific com-

mitments to liberalize broadcasting or film markets. Moreover, these countries have 

requested extensive exemptions from the MFN principle. Accordingly, most countries 

only have to comply with the transparency principle.  

Future WTO Negotiations  

While MFN exemptions and the absence of specific commitments prevent a liberaliza-

tion of world trade in audio-visual services at the moment, it would be a mistake to un-

derestimate possible consequences of the GATS. Although the Europeans and their 

partners were able to postpone the liberalization of the audio-visual sectors until now, 

the sector is not ‘safeguarded against future attempts at liberalization’ (Pauwels and 

Loisen, 2003: 306). Already in 2001 another trade negotiations round began in Doha 

(Qatar). Four aspects that could restrict the possibilities of media regulation are subject 

to future WTO negotiations (Graber, 2003: 140-4; 2004a: 206-14; 2004b: 56-64; Pau-

wels and Loisen, 2003: 306; 2004: 494-5; Wagner, 2001: 3-4): 

 First, the GATS builds upon the principle of progressive liberalization (article XIX 

GATS): Commitments in the audio-visual sector are automatically part of future 

trade negotiations rounds. Primarily the US government, considering the economic 

interests of its own audio-visual production industry, presses for a liberalization. One 

the one hand, the MFN exemptions still in effect were temporally limited from the 

beginning (Pauwels and Loisen, 2003: 298-9; 2004: 491). Thus, they are anticipated 
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to expire. On the other hand, the United States request specific commitments (na-

tional treatment and market access) in order to continue the liberalization of the au-

dio-visual sector. Until now, neither the European Union nor national governments 

did agree to any concessions in this respect. 

 Second, there is disagreement regarding governmental subsidies for service indus-

tries. At the moment such subsidies are permitted as long as they do not infringe 

upon general or specific commitments in a certain service sector. Mainly the US 

government pushes for an agreement that restricts the legitimacy of service subsidies 

in general.  

 Third, the United States call the separation between GATT and GATS into question. 

The US government proposes to classify products that can be delivered over or 

downloaded on the Internet (i.e. movies, TV shows, music) as ‘virtual goods’. It is 

argued that these products have a tangible equivalent (i.e. DVD, CD). Following this 

logic, audio-visual services would not be covered by the GATS but by the GATT. 

This implies a far stronger liberalization. 

 Fourth, not only the separation between goods and services is disputed. The same is 

true for the existing classification scheme within the GATS. By referring to the tech-

nological convergence between the telecommunications and the broadcasting sectors, 

the US government proposed a reclassification. This proposition is based on the ar-

gument that some sub-sectors currently subsumed under audio-visual services better 

match telecommunications. Obviously, this would imply a stronger liberalization of 

said sub-sectors.  

Possible Future Implications of the GATS for Audio-Visual Services 

Progressive liberalization, a restriction of service subsidies and reclassification efforts 

are viewed as serious threats to media regulation by Europe and Canada. They fear that 

concessions in future trade negotiations will result in an increased commercialization. 

Indeed, media regulation on the European and on the national level would be directly 

affected. 

To begin with, a progressive liberalization, involving an unfettered application of GATS 

principles to audio-visual services, has implications for media regulation (Bernier, 

2004a: 226-31; Graber, 2003: 241-83; Krajewski, 2005: 13-6; Ó Siochrú and Girard, 
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2002: 64; Pauwels and Loisen, 2003: 306; 2004: 498; Wagner, 2001: 3-4). If the MFN 

exemptions are not extended or if a WTO member enters the specific commitments of 

national treatment and of market access, several regulatory measures would be affected 

(see figure 2):  

Figure 2: Possible Implications of a Progressive Liberalization
1
 

 co-production 

treaties 

support pro-

grammes for 

audio-visual 

production 

quota  

regulations 

must-carry  

obligations 

most-favoured-

nation treatment 

    

national  

treatment 

    

market access 

 

    

The shaded fields demonstrate possible implications 

 Co-production treaties: The MFN treatment conflicts with bilateral as well as multi-

lateral co-production treaties like the Council of Europe’s (CoE) European Conven-

tion on Cinematographic Co-production. 

 Support programmes for audio-visual production: The MFN treatment is incompati-

ble with European support programmes like the CoE’s Eurimages fund and the EU’s 

MEDIA programme. Regarding specific commitments, national treatment might be 

contradictory to national support programmes. 

 Quota regulations: The transmission and production quotas for European content in 

broadcasting contained in the CoE’s European Convention on Transfrontier Televi-

sion (article 10 ECTT) and in the EU’s Audiovisual Media Services Directive (article 

4 and 5 AVMSD) run counter to the MFN treatment. National treatment would pro-

hibit transmission and production quotas for domestic content in broadcasting (i.e. 

                                                 

1  While trade unions like the European Community are granted an exception from the principle of MFN 
treatment (article V GATS), this cannot be called upon for the regulatory measures discussed here. 
The quota regulations in the AVMSD and the MEDIA programme accept content from some non-EU-
member-states as European as well. Accordingly, audio-visual services from some non-EU-member-
states are favoured over all the other WTO members. 
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local music or TV productions) which exist in some countries (e.g. Australia, Canada 

and France). A commitment to grant market access would render impossible quotas 

for European or for national content in broadcasting.2 

 Must-carry obligations: Must-carry obligations that favour the distribution of domes-

tic radio and TV channels (e.g. in cable networks or on digital platforms) would be 

prohibited since they infringe national treatment. 

However, as indicated the progressive liberalization of audio-visual services is not the 

only threat to the regulation of electronic media. The possible adoption of an agreement 

regarding subsidies for service sectors could not only impede any support programmes 

for the audio-visual industry on the European and the national level but would bring the 

funding of public service broadcasting (i.e. license fees in most countries) under pres-

sure as well. The latter could lead to the end of the ‘dual’ broadcasting systems in place 

in many Western democracies. 

Finally, the attempts for reclassification of some audio-visual services are of importance 

too. In the wake of convergence and digitization it will be difficult to exclude broadcast-

ing from WTO rules (Freedman, 2006: 22; Winseck, 2002: 31). New services like 

Video or Audio on Demand, Podcasting, applications accompanying digital television 

(e.g. Electronic Programme Guides) or even the websites and the dissemination of tradi-

tional broadcasting channels over the Internet could a) be classified as e-commerce or 

‘virtual goods’ and fall under the GATT or b) be treated as telecommunications services 

– thus bringing liberalization in through the back-door. This could not only prohibit 

several regulatory measures for these sub-sectors but also prevent public service broad-

casters from being present on new platforms and from adapting to a changed environ-

ment. In the end, with the growing importance of new media, the very existence of non-

commercial, public-funded broadcasting could be in danger.  

In sum, quota regulations, must-carry obligations, support programmes for the audio-

visual industry and the future of public service broadcasting are at stake. Not surpris-

                                                 

2  It is debatable, however, if quotas that prescribe the language and not the origin of content (e.g. quotas 
for French music in France or Québec instead of quotas for domestically produced music) would con-
stitute a discrimination. Theoretically, such content could be produced in every country. In reality, 
however, this may discriminate service providers residing in other language markets (Krajewski, 
2005: 16). 
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ingly, politicians, audio-visual production companies benefiting from existing regula-

tion and especially public service broadcasters express severe criticism.  

Taking a look at the situation in New Zealand demonstrates the implications of GATS 

commitments for media regulation. At the end of the 1990s the low percentage of do-

mestic content in television provoked discussions about the necessity of compulsory 

local content quotas. After the new Labour-government was elected in late 1999 it 

planned to reintroduce quotas for free-to-air broadcasting but was advised ‘that such 

measures would breach the market access and national treatment provisions of the 

GATS’ (Kelsey, 2003: 5). Other options, e.g. support programmes or subsidies, were 

breaching GATS commitments as well. Obviously, there was little scope for media 

regulation. Helen Clark, New Zealand’s Prime Minister and Minister for Culture, was 

quoted as follows: 

‘We have unilaterally disarmed ourselves on trade but very few others have been so fool-

ish. We’re now left with perfectly legitimate calls for local content and people saying 

‘You can’t do that because of GATS’. This seems a bit ridiculous […]’ (New Zealand 

Herald, 10 April 2000, cited by Kelsey, 2003: 5). 

2 UNESCO – Bringing Cultural Diversity Back in 

Considering these implications, it becomes apparent why a free trade logic is perceived 

as a threat by many Western democracies. They are afraid of the effects of a purely 

commercial media landscape that cannot be regulated beyond the economic anymore. 

Particularly they fear that an increase in commercialization will squeeze programming 

in the public interest out of the market. Additionally, they worry about a marginalization 

of their local (media) culture by successful American audio-visual products.  

In this situation, the EU, European countries and Canada at least partly put their hopes 

into the UNESCO. By highlighting the importance of cultural diversity they attempt to 

set a counterpoint to the free trade doctrine of the WTO. The UN’s cultural organization 

is expected to deliver an alternative perspective on the media.  

Hence, the UNESCO experiences a sudden comeback in global media governance. Af-

ter the eventful debates surrounding the ‘New World Information and Communication 
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Order’ in the 1970s and 1980s, the UNESCO moved to calmer waters following the 

withdrawal of the United States and the United Kingdom. The organization focused on 

less controversial activities. Since recently, however, the UNESCO increasingly deals 

with the promotion of cultural diversity. In 2001, the UNESCO’s General Assembly 

unanimously adopted the Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity (Resolution 

31C/25). The non-binding declaration calls cultural diversity ‘the common heritage of 

humanity’. In the following years, ‘moving with astonishing speed’ (Harvey and 

Tongue, 2006: 225), a binding convention on the same issue was prepared and intensely 

negotiated. This work resulted in the adoption of the Convention on the Protection and 

Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expression (CCD; Resolution 33C/41) in Octo-

ber 2005 – albeit against the vote of the United States. The convention already entered 

into force in March 2007, three months after 30 countries ratified it. For the media, and 

specifically broadcasting regulation, the convention is highly relevant: 

 First, the CCD acknowledges the importance of culture by stating that the ‘cultural 

aspects of development are as important as its economic aspects’ (article 2 (5) CCD). 

 Second, and most importantly, the CCD legitimates the regulation of electronic me-

dia. The convention entitles its signatory states to adopt measures and policies to 

‘protect and promote the diversity of cultural expressions’ (articles 2 (2) and 5 (1) 

CCD). This provision includes the sovereign right to provide opportunities for the 

production, dissemination and distribution of cultural goods and services (e.g. must-

carry obligations; article 6 (2) (b) CCD), to provide public financial assistance (e.g. 

support programmes; article 6 (2) (d) CCD) and to implement measures ‘aimed at 

enhancing diversity of the media, including through public service broadcasting’ (ar-

ticle 6 (2) (h) CCD). 

The CCD fills a void within international law: ‘Until now, there has been no binding 

instrument of public international law recognizing the pursuit of the diversity of cultural 

expression as a legitimate goal of governmental policy’ (Graber, 2006: 558-9). The 

United States, however, do not support the convention and recognize it as some kind of 

protectionism to be stacked against the US-American film and television industry. Ac-

cording to Jane Cowley, US Department of State, the CCD is ‘relatively anti-American’ 

and ‘open to misinterpretation’ (Free Press, 2005). Robert S. Martin, who was part of 
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the US delegation in UNESCO negotiations, goes even further and connects the conven-

tion directly to the WTO trade negotiations: 

‘The […] convention […] is deeply flawed […]. […] this convention is actually about 

trade. […] Because it is about trade, this convention exceeds the mandate of UNESCO. 

Moreover, it could impair rights and obligations under other international agreements and 

adversely impact prospects for successful completion of the Doha Development Round 

negotiations’ (US Department of State, 2005). 

Governments outside the USA, public service broadcasters and companies benefiting 

from existing media regulation hope that the convention will curb the liberalization of 

the audio-visual sector. While the European Commission (2006) points out the CCD’s 

recognition of ‘the legitimacy of public policies in protecting and promoting cultural 

diversity’, some officials see it as a counterbalance to liberalization. For instance, the 

former French Minister of Culture, Renaud Donnedieu de Vabres (2005), believes that 

the CCD ‘allows to resist the pressures exerted on culture by trade agreements and the 

WTO’. It comes as no surprise that European public broadcasters are in favour of the 

CCD too.  

In sum, the UNESCO convention highlights the sovereign right of nation-states to take 

measures to protect and foster cultural diversity, including media diversity. 

3 Cultural Diversity – a False Hope? 

The question that remains unanswered is whether trusting in the UNESCO convention 

is not a false hope: Are the expectations associated with the CCD to create a counter-

weight to the WTO justified or are they just an illusion?  

A major shortcoming of the convention is its normative weakness. In contrast to the 

WTO agreements, the CCD does not impose binding and enforceable obligations on the 

contracting parties but merely reaffirms the right of states to protect and promote cul-

tural diversity (Graber, 2008; Smith, 2007: 37; Wouters and De Meester, 2007: 51). 

Nevertheless, since the CCD permits regulatory measures prohibited by the GATS, sev-

eral conflicts between the two treaties are possible. As long as WTO members that are 

party to the CCD do not enter specific commitments regarding audio-visual services and 
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as long as the MFN exemptions do not expire, no problem arises (Voon, 2006: 642; 

Wouters and De Meester, 2007: 51). Thus, most countries are not confronted with in-

consistencies yet. However, the following conflicts may emerge (Bernier, 2004b: 71; 

Krajewski, 2005: 32-3; Schorlemer, 2005: 50; Voon, 2006: 639-40): 

 First, problems between the GATS and the convention could arise between the com-

mitment to national treatment (article XVII GATS) and the rights of parties at the na-

tional level (article 6 CCD). Especially the measures that provide opportunities for 

the production, dissemination and distribution (article 6 (2) (b) CCD) and the meas-

ures aimed at providing public financial assistance (article 6 (2) (d) CCD) could be 

inconsistent with national treatment.  

 Second, the MFN principle (article II GATS) may come into conflict with the co-

production and co-distribution agreements explicitly envisioned in the convention 

(article 12 (e) CCD) and with the postulated preferential treatment for developing 

countries (article 16 CCD). Since most countries still assert several MFN exemptions 

this is not yet an issue. 

 Finally, a possible new agreement on subsidies for the service sectors would conflict 

with public financial assistance (article 6 (2) (d) CCD) and possibly with measures 

aimed at enhancing diversity of the media like public service broadcasting (article 6 

(2) (h) CCD). 

At the moment, there is no solution in that the event of a conflict between the two trea-

ties. In all likelihood, a complaint against a state adopting regulatory measures in accor-

dance with the CCD but violating provisions of the GATS would be brought before the 

WTO’s Dispute Settlement Body (Wouters and De Meester, 2007: 45). However, there 

is little scope to invoke the UNESCO convention as a defence against GATS obliga-

tions within the framework of a WTO dispute settlement procedure (Smith, 2007: 47; 

Voon, 2006: 648; Wouters and De Meester, 2007: 35). The reason for this is not only 

the normative weakness of the CCD but also the relationship between the two treaties. 

The conflict clause of the convention makes clear that the convention is not subordi-

nated to any other treaty (article 20 (1) CCD). The CCD and other treaties not only have 

to be applied in a manner fostering mutual supportiveness. The signatory states must 

also take the relevant provisions of the convention into account when a) interpreting or 

applying other treaties and b) when entering other international obligations. ‘The first 
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situation could become relevant if WTO Panels were confronted with a dispute between 

governmental measures on cultural policy and WTO principles of free trade’ (Graber, 

2006: 566). The second situation applies to the conclusion of new treaties or the 

amendment of existing ones, e.g. within the WTO framework (Graber, 2006: 567). At 

the same time, though, the conflict clause confirms existing obligations of states under 

other treaties (article 20 (2) CCD) like the GATS. ‘The use of the Convention to pre-

serve policies to protect cultural diversity against the impact of WTO obligations thus 

seems very limited’ (Wouters and De Meester, 2007: 44).  

Since the CCD cannot alter the obligations of states under the GATS, it could at least 

help WTO dispute settlement authorities in interpreting GATS provisions (Smith, 2007: 

52). However, even this is controversial (Wouters and De Meester, 2007: 48). In search 

for a solution, Graber (2006: 571) suggests several options how to link WTO law with 

the UNESCO Convention on Cultural Diversity when WTO bodies were confronted 

with a dispute: 

 The WTO dispute settlement authorities could ‘evolutionary’ interpret the agree-

ments by including justifications of cultural policy. However, they are not allowed to 

change existing obligations in their sentences. 

 A special agreement regulating issues of trade and culture could amend existing 

WTO law. Considering the different positions of the member states this seems highly 

unlikely. 

 The WTO legal framework could be amended with a procedural interface linking the 

treaties allowing for an observation in all conflicts between culture and trade.  

Graber (2006: 571) favours the third option; however, ‘the problem consists in finding 

the right place in the WTO architecture in which to insert such a link.’ Only if there 

were a procedural clause member states could refer to the convention: ‘There is an op-

portunity for the Convention to be used as a point of reference when the definition of 

boundaries between trade and culture is discussed in future WTO trade negotiations or 

dispute settlement procedures’ (Graber, 2006: 574). Otherwise, the chances that the 

WTO bodies take the UNESCO convention into account when deciding on conflicts are 

probably slim at best. Thus, the CCD’s role today is more political than legal: In trade 

negotiations the convention may strengthen states that are opposing a liberalization of 

the audio-visual sector (Wouters and De Meester, 2007: 52). Nevertheless, the conven-
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tion’s significance should not be underestimated. For the first time there is a legally 

binding instrument which justifies regulation for the protection and the promotion of 

cultural diversity and that recognizes the distinctiveness of cultural assets (Bernier, 

2004b; Pauwels and Loisen, 2004; Schorlemer, 2005). 

It is still in the open what the exact implications of the on-going but suspended Doha-

round will be for the regulation of electronic media. However, be it a liberalization of 

the whole audio-visual sector, be it an agreement on service subsidies or be it a reclassi-

fication of some services as ‘virtual goods’ or telecommunications: The impact on me-

dia regulation will be far-reaching and could cause a dismantling of existing societal 

regulation in favour of a commercialized media landscape. Support programmes for the 

audio-visual industry, must-carry obligations, quota regulations as well as the future of 

public service broadcasting are at stake. Regarding convergence and digitization, a re-

classification would be particularly threatening since it could prevent a regulation of 

new services.  

Thus, it is obvious why governments outside the United States, public broadcasters and 

the audio-visual production industry benefiting from the current situation are greatly 

concerned and put their hopes at least partly into the new UNESCO convention. Mean-

while, the allegation of protectionism, brought forward by the US government and au-

dio-visual producers in the United States, cannot be completely dismissed. At least 

some regulatory measures are not only in the interest of the domestic media companies 

and producers but suit the purpose of strengthening the global competitiveness of the 

European media industry as well. 

With the WTO and the UNESCO two international governmental organizations face 

each other in global media governance. Both pursue very different goals. The first is 

perceived as a threat for culture. The latter is seen as some kind of knight in shining 

armour defending the righteous. To precisely predict the future development and poten-

tial effects for European and national media regulation is impossible. At least for the 

moment, the GATS does not cause any imminent problems for countries that did not 

make specific commitments yet. Even so, it may well be that audio-visual services be-

come ‘bargaining tools for trade officials when attempting to make deals in other areas’ 

(Freedman, 2006: 30) in order to conclude negotiations. Will there be a further liberali-

zation with consequences for media regulation? Or will a new fourth phase of global 
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media governance set an end to the current era of free trade? Whether it will still be 

possible to complement economic by societal regulation depends not least from the na-

tion-states. In the end, it is them who decide which goals to prioritize and consequently 

under which global framework media regulation is taking place. 
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