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OPENING SESSION



I would like to welcome you to
this European Audiovisual Confer-
ence. Allow me to greet the
European institutions present here
today: the Presidency of the
Council of Ministers, the European
Parliament, the Council of Europe,the Economic and Social
Committee and the Committee of
the Regions. I convey a warm wel-
come to the representatives of the
EFTA countries participating in the
European Economic Area and of
the Member States of the Euro"
pean Union, also extended to the
delegates of the Central and East

European coun~ries with v:'h?m
the Union has signed Association
agreements covering the audiovis-
ual sector. last but not least, I hail
the professionals themselves to
whom this conference is addres-
sed and whose presence and role
are indeed essential for a positive
outcome.

I would like to thank very deeply
the President of the European
Parliament, Dr Egon Klepsch, who
unfortunately cannot be here with
us today, for having granted us

these magnificent new installa-
tions, allowing for the notable
representation we have in this
hemicycle.

A special word of thanks to the
members of the Think tank and to
the chairmen of the Forward
Planning Group and of the thema-
tic hearings who contributed in a
decisive way to make this confer-
ence a reality.

AUDIOVISUAL IS NOT A

MERCHANDISE LIKE ANY

OTHER

It has often been said that audio-
visual is not a merchandise like
any other. I cannot but concur
with this view. Audiovisual pro-

ducts, that is films and television

programmes, have a specificity of
their own. First of all , because of
their undeniable cultural content;
secondly, because of their major

PROFESSOR jOAO
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economic importance and their
potentiality for job creation and,
finally, because of the ever-chan-
ging technology that is used both
to produce and distribute them. I
have to underline the cultural
dimension of audiovisual which is
a very unique and distinctive trait
and which clearly sets it apart
from other sectors. In short, we are
dealing with a specific, I dare say,
an exceptional product from
several points of view

If these characteristics are widely
known, we need to have a sound
policy for the sector. This policy
must be redefined in light of the
swift mutations we are witnessing
at the turn of this century and it
must be consistent with other
ongoing European Union policies.

NEED TO ACT NOW

Why do we need to act now? let
me give you a brief outlook.

The end of 1993 was a .decisive
cornerstone for rendering the stra-
tegicimportance of the audiovis-
ual sector clearly transparent and
revealing the importance of defin-
ing the basic direction of the fu-
ture policy of the EU in the com-
munications sector.

Two main factors have acted
almost simultaneously to encour-

age a major change in attitude in
the way we Europeans look at the
audiovisual sector. These factors
have been the negotiations of ser-
vices in the framework of the

Uruguay Round and the adoption
by the European Council of the
White Paper on growth, compe-
titiveness and employment.

The analysis of the final accord
after the GATS negotiations leads
the Commission to express two
fundamental considerations which
define the scope of any reflection
on future action in the audiovisual
sector:

(a) the audiovisual sector is not
excluded from GATS and it has
been accorded no special status,
cultural or otherwise. As such it is
subject to the provisions of the

accord relative to progressive
liberalization.

(b) The EU's obligations are limited
to assuring transparency on any
possible new measures adopte~.
Beyond this we have succeeded , In

maintaining a free hand with
regards to the different aspects of
our audiovisual policy.

The White Paper opened the de-
bate on the major trends in our
society on the eve of 21st century,
and underlined the important
potential of the European audio"
visual sector, mainly in terms of

employment, and the need to
improve its competitiveness
making effective use of the new
information and communication
technologies.



The first visible consequences of
the White Paper were duly apprai-
sed by the Commission and con-
crete actions were envisaged.
Thus, the need for a strategy re-
garding the content, i.e. the pro-
grammes, and we ventured into
the Green Paper exercise. Thus,

the need for a strategy on infra-
structures and applications and
the Bangemann Group produced
its report on the ' Global
Information Society , presented at
the recent European Council in
Corfu. Moreover, one of the con-
clusions of this Summit was the
need to underline the importance
of the linguistic and cultural
aspects in this context.

To summarize, Europe is now in a
transitory phase of limited dura"
tion, We have a brief respite in the
audiovisual field. And our funda-
mental political option is either to
use this respite to create efficient
industries that match our ambi-
tions or to give up and take the
economical and cultural conse"
quences that lack of action would
entail. The definition and imple-
mentation of a European policy for
the programme industry is there-
fore most urgent. We have to act
now.

That is the main reason why I con-
sider 1994 'to be the European
audiovisual year, Therefore, on my
political calendar I have set some
clear objectives and correspon-

ding deadlines, I shall come to
these points a little later on,

COMMISSION STRATEGY

In the light of the above analysis,
the Commission undertook a vast
and ambitious re-examination of
policies in Europe in order to ren-
der the European audiovisual sec-
tor competitive inside the Union
and with the aim of making its
products attractive to foreign mar-
kets.

In this context the Commission
adopted the Green Paper on stra-
tegy options to strengthen the

European programme industry in
the context of the audiovisual
policy of the European Union. It
was based on numerous contribu"
tions from the industry and from
professionals of the sector, on sub-
missions by Member States and on
a report by a Think-tank of highly
esteemed European experts.

let me emphasize that in my own
view one could say that the Green
Paper exercise can be seen as
being composed of two parts.
What I might call a part A which is
the Commission s official docu-

ment with institutional implica-
tions and which has been duly
submitted to the Council of
Ministers and to the European Par-
liament, among other institutions.
And a part B which is the Think-
tank report. Although commissio-
ned by the Commission in order to
obtain direct input from a selected
group of professionals into the
Green Paper drafting process it is
an autonomous document of the
sole responsibility of the Think-

tank and its members. I must point
out that its conclusions and pro-
posals, daring as they may be, are
indeed very relevant to nouri5h
the ongoing debate regarding the
European audiovisual sector.

In other words in the Green Paper
after a brief explanation of the cur-
rent state of play in the audiovis-
ual sector, we mention the chal-
lenges facing the European pro-

gramme industry, the existing
instruments and we refer to the
options for the future in terms of

open questions. We hope these

are the right ones. The Think-tank
report has a more detailed diagno-
sis of this situation , calls for a stra-
tegic transformation of the sector

and puts forward concrete recom-
mendations.

It must be stressed once again that
a clear line separates both docu-
ments, as their respective status
objectives and methodologies are
different.

GREEN PAPER 

BRIEF ANALYSIS

Allow me, now, to give you an
overall view of the Green Paper. It
starts off with two basic premises:

A. Films and television program-
mes are important vectors of cul-
ture conserving their specificity
amongst new types of audiovisual
products.

B. The programme industry is
more and more a strategic element
in the audiovisual sector insofar as
it is deemed necessary to provide
content to render the newly avail-
able facilities and services mean-
ingful to the consumers. That is the
reason why the most powerful
operators (constructors of equip"

ment or cable and telecommuni-

cation operators) try to control the
most important catalogues of pro-
grammes.



The initial contributions and dis-
cussions have shown that there
exists a virtual consensus on the
following four points confirming

the need for a wide-ranging
debate on the future of the audio"
visual industry in Europe:

(i) the audiovisual industry is a
special case amongst high-growth
industries, in particular with
possibilities it offers for job cre"
ation;

(ii) the safeguarding of the divers-
ity of national and regional cul-
tures, often expressed in terms of
maintaining the choice available
to the public, is now clearly linked
to the development of a predo-
minantly European programme
industry which must be profitable;

(iii) digital compression techno-
logy is seen as revolutionary be-

cause it appears set to transform
the sector, accentuating the strate-
gic role of the programme indus-
try;

(iv) if the European Union wants
to strengthen its audiovisual
policy, it must act quickly, other-
wise it will be overtaken by the
rapidly developing technology
and the unavoidable liberalization
of the industry at international
level.

The essential problem can there"
fore be summed up as follows:

How can the European Union
contribute to the development of a
European film and television in-
dustry which is competitive on the
world market, forward looking
and capable of radiating the influ-
ence of European culture and of
creating jobs in Europe?

In view of the importance of the
issue, I convened this gathering
which consists of a wide consul-
tation of European professionals
based On the Green Paper. It goes
without saying that the themes

and recommendations of the
Think-tank report, as well as other
submissions from the profes-

sionals, from the European institu-
tions and from the Member States
will also be very much in the
centre of the debate.

EUROPEAN AUDIOVISUAL

CONFERENCE 

ORGAN IZA TION

As you are aware, the Conference
is organized around two modules:
the first, regarding the operational
themes of the Green Paper, that is
to say the rules of the games, pan-
European perspectives, support
mechanisms on the European
level and the convergence of
national systems of support, and

the second consisting of a wide
debate on the grand issue to
which shall be confronted the
European programme industry in
the beginning of the 21 st century.

EUROPEAN AUDIOVISUAL

CONFERENCE 

OBJECTIVES

On the basis of the conclusions of
this conference and the numerous
written contributions it has re-
ceived, the Commission should be
able to propose and implement a
sound, effective and efficient
policy based on the following stra-
tegic elements:

(i) remove barriers between na"
tional markets;

(ii) ensure genuine choice for the
European public;

(iii) optimize opportunities for an
industry with a future;

(iv) in the long term ensure the
profitability of a sector in deficit.

Besides these long-term strategic
objectives, this Commission will
be in a position to put forward
concrete proposals, for the short
term, namely the possibility of set-
ting the MEDIA programme on a
new course after 1995 and the
revision of the 'Television without
frontiers ' directive. These specific
questions will be addressed and
hopefully solved in the autumn.

Deadlines will have to be met
imperatively by the latter part of
the year.

We do hope that within the frame-
work of this conference the ques-
tions of the Green Paper will be
able to find the appropriate
answers from all concerned par-
ties. I believe that is basically the
purpose of this conference: to take
stock of the reactions of represent-
ative European professional organ-
izations and individual practition-
ers to this questions raised by the
Green Paper. As the conference
also has an institutional dimension
it might also be considered as a
forum for debate on possible
Commission proposals for actionat European Union level.
Therefore, Union institutions will
take part in the proceedings as

well as the Member States and
other interested parties.

OTHER ISSUES - THEMES

NOT COVERED BY THE

GREEN PAPER AND

RELATIONS WITH THIRD

COUNTRIES

At this stage, there are two issues
on which I feel I should provide
you with a brief explanation.

First of all , I have to acknowledge
that perhaps we did not cover the
whole terrain 'or all the possible
themes when dealing with the
audiovisual sector in our Green
Paper. I' ll have to argue that some
of those themes are already cover-
ed or will be included in other

Commission exercises and initia-



tives. We focused on the audiovis-
ual programme industry, but we
are quite open to any suggestions
or ideas related to this central
theme.

Secondly, being unable to invite
everyone with an interest on
audiovisual policy and acknow-
ledging that this conference 
mainly targeted at European pro-
fessionals, I intend to brief third

countries on the outcome of the
conference, as it is also my inten-
tion to maintain and reinforce a
dialogue with them, namely with
those with which we enjoy a pri-
vileged relationship.

Finally, I would like to stress, that
we are always open to submis-
sions from each and everyone
with an interest on audiovisual
issues, irrespective of their natio-
nality or whatever interests they
might represent.

EUROPEAN AUDIOVISUAL

CONFERENCE 

EXPECTED OUTCOME

What is the expected outcome?
Ideally we would be aiming at a
consensual response regarding the
essential questions put forward by
the Green Paper. I firmly believe
that this goal is achievable, provi-
ded there is sufficient will on your
side to move ahead. At the very
least, I believe that we can all
benefit .from a recognizable
added-value for a consistent and
coherent European audiovisual
policy, as a detectable result of
this reunion. But this would be the
minimum minimorum' and we
surely have to be more ambitious
than that. We shall make efforts, to
the maximum extent possible, to
sort out differences and move for-
ward. What we cannot and we
shall not accept is that we have
met here to make public our diver"
gences, that we have agreed to
disagree.

The Commission has the right of
initiative but it will take into
account the conclusions of the

conference, in as far as possible.

Thus, it is 'paramount to have tan-
gible and substantive results.
Otherwise, you will leave us with
no other choice but to act on our
own.

I appeal to your good sense, and
to a spirit of goodwill and com"
promise in order to attain the

desired goals. Indeed, you will be
the first beneficiaries.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

I believe that the right policies for
the audiovisual sector can only be
pondered, delineated andimple-
mented within the framework of a
permanent consultation.

We encourage, therefore, all con"
tributions that may enrich our per-
ception and shed further light for
the future course.

At this stage it is important to
stress the following points:

(a) the bottom-up approach of this
exercise;

(b) that it will be conducted in
total openness and transparency;

(c) That the Commission policies
must be consistent and coherent.
To this end all coordination

efforts have been undertaken and
we shall continue to do so at all
levels, up to now and in the
future;

(d) The conference does not
preclude further discussion
namely at the political level;

(e) Besides the compliance with
our oWn calender, I understand
that there will be a follow-up of
the conference in many under-
takings all over Europe. I do wish
they will bear fruit;

(f) It is needless to say that this
conference is aimed at you, the

professionals. Therefore its succes"
sful outcome is basically in your
own interests;

(g) And, last but not least, it is
clear that the cooperation and the
engagement of all European insti"
tutions is not only desirable, but
indispensable for the success of

our objectives. The Commission
has indeed the role of a catalyst by
promoting positive measures fully
in tune with the policies to be pur-
sued by each and every Member
State of the Union.



ladies and gentlemen , let me start
by thanking you, on behalf of the
European Commission, for taking

part in this exercise, which we
have every reason to believe is
vital. Let me also thank the
European Parliament and the
Greek Presidency for their part in
this conference, of which we have
high hopes. Mr Pinheiro, who is
responsible for these matters in the
European Commission, has al-
ready outlined the state of play

and the sort of questions that arise
in a world of rapid change. You

will have understood that the
principles remain constant. Two of
these are worth reiterating here.

The first is that culture is not a
piece of merchandise like any
other. I made this point at the first
Audiovisual Conclave on 
October 1989, and we shall
repeat it here today. This principle
was certainly a fundamental factor
behind our firmness in the
Uruguay Round negotiations, over
and above the commercial inter-
ests at stake, for of course we are
also well aware that the audiovis-
ual sector is an important produ-
cer and exporter in many (:oun-
tries. But the fact remains that it is
not a piece of merchandise like
any other, and our thinking and
policies continue to be based on
this principle.

The second principle is equally
self-evident: the need to preserve
the diversity of our cultures and
ways of life. Hence the insistence

MR JACQUES DELORS

PRESIDENT

OF THE
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on subsidiarity and the rejection of
uniformity, Whatever the dema-
gogues may say, the European
Commission is concerned about

this issue and is trying to reassure
the various parties. It is a com-
monplace to say that ordinary
people are disorientated by the
pace of change, the globalization
of problems, the internationaliz-
ation of the economy. They need
points of reference and a sense of
belonging, but until now Euro"
pean integration has been seen as
contributing to this mmplexity
and anxiety. Culture, as the ulti-
mate point of reference, can calm
these fears. It encapsulates the

sense of belonging. In an endea-
vour common to all of us we try,
through contemporary works, to

express our collective memory,

our history and traditions,

How can we put these principles
into practice today? This is the
question you have to consider. For
my part I should like to place it
once again in the context of
European integration. Whatever
the complacent optimists may say,
the European economies have
reached a crossroads: survival
beckons in one direction but dec-
line theatens in the other. We have
been warning the governments of

the 12 Member States of the dan-
gers of decline for the past year.

You are meeting here to discuss
these issues at a time when, to be
perfectly frank, the European

Union faces a latent political cri-
sis. Why is this? Plagued with self-
doubt as we are, we fail to endow
ourselves with the means to fulfil
our stated ambitions. The nomina-
tion issue at the Corfu Summit was
a prime example: the Member
States cannot agree among them-
selves about the the purposes of

European , action. If this situation
were allowed to continue, the
result would be a loss of influence
for Europe and, whatever some

people might think, regardless of
the form national introversion
might take, an erosion of the
diversity which we value so
dearly.

Of course I recognize that artistic
creation is not inevitably crushed
by the weight of dictatorship. I
admit that it is not necessarily
affected by economic decline,
How else can we explain the
flowering of latin American liter-
ature over the last 30 years, which
predates the return of democracy
and the economic revival. These
conditions alone cannot guaran-

tee the prosperity of the cultural
industry. For this is also an in-

dustry which must disseminate
European culture, contribute to
economic and social development
and job creation. The cultural pole
and the industrial pole are both
important. This is why Mr Pinheiro
was so insistent that the audiovis"
ual industry should feature in the
debate about growth , employment
and (:ompetitiveness and contribu-
ted these ideas to the White Paper.
The three issues raised by the
White Paper are indeed of interest
to you. How can we make our"
selves more competitive? How
can we control technical progress?
And how can we create more
jobs? These questions are aimed at
the leaders and workers in the

creative audiovisual industry as
much as those in other industries.

Turning first to competitiveness: in
your field to put it bluntly 
is measured by box-office sales
and television audience ratings,
but this does not stop the authori-



ties from pursuing an audiovisual
policy based on broader criteria.
We cannot, however, afford to
ignore the market. There is no

point in constructing an artificial
industry, catering for minority cul-
tural interests, which would have
absolutely no impact abroad. A
policy like this, founded on illu-
sions, would inevitably end in fail-
ure. We must find ways of be-
coming more competitive; this is
one of the defining factors in your
debate.

Secondly, technical progress: in
your sectOr the crucial factor is the
information society. It is a phe-
nomenon which ranks in import-
ance alongside Gutenberg s inven-
tion of the printing press. We have
not yet fully assessed the conse-
quencesin terms of social orga-
nization, work organization or the
ways and means that will in future
make knowledge, education and
culture accessible to all. This is
something which is beyond the
scope of our countries indi"
vidually; the European Council in
Corfu recognized that this is 

battle we can only win together.
We have lost the electronics race
and the computer race; we cannot
afford to lose the race for the infor-

mation society too. If we are suc-
cessful and make use of all the
latest technical advances, our
audiovisual sector will flourish
and break out of its national
boundaries.

Thirdly, the European audiovisual
industry can create large numbers
of jobs, as Mr Pinheiro has
demonstrated in various submis-

sions to the Commission. In this
respect it deserves to be given the
same amount of attention by our
leaders as any other industry.
Indeed it is more deserving of
attention because this is the me-
dium for transmitting our collec~
tive memory, our national identity,
our culture. Obviously there are
many contradictions to be resolv-
ed; we are counting on you to
help us. In the first place there is
the matter of free trade. This is

topical, it is at the basis of the
Uruguay Round agreement and it
will be the guiding philosophy of
the new World Trade Organi-
zation. Free trade is a factor for
peace and prosperity, but it cannot
be allowed to become a free-for-
all: there must be opportunities for
everyone. This is the golden rule of
the market, but does it hold good
for Europeans today? Do they have
the means to compete on the mar-
kets? Are they strong enough to
impose a minimum set of rules in
the World Trade Organization?
These are the questions being

asked not only of you but also of
our governments. And this brings
us back onCe again to the White
Paper.

Diversity must be accepted and
encouraged. But if it is to survive
and regain its vitality, shouldn
culture produc:e works that are
appreciated and admired the
world over, as well as special
works and works with purely
national appeal both of which
are also needed? let me ask you
this: are our creative artists and
leaders psychologically ready to
listen to this message and draw the
right condusions?

Diversity must not be used as a
pretext. Subsidiarity must not be
an excuse for not building a
united Europe. In this area, as in

others, there is strength in unity.
This is where the greatest risk lies
today: the risk of dissipating our
efforts. Is this so very alien to your
concerns as creative artists? I don
think so. It is your problem too, for
you will never succeed in your

business if the Europe of tomorrow
is weak, if it lacks common rules
if it is unable to reconcile healthy
competition with greater co-
operation.

We are all in the same boat. We
shall sink or swim together, unless,
that is, we have already given up
and set our sights no higher than
minor ephemeral successes before
our national parliaments. If this
were the case there would be lit-
tle hope for either Europe or
individual European countries.

For all these diffic:ulties, the
European Commission has not lost
hope and remains resolute.
Encouraged by the healthy com-
petition of the single market, forti-
fied by increasing cooperation
not least in the audiovisual sector
and determined to defend culture
and .cultural identity, Europeans
can create something .strong offer-
ing mutual solidarity. It goes by
the name of political Europe, a
Europe capable of taking de-
cisions and acting accordingly. I
can assure you, it is never too late
to get back to the essentials.

Thank you.



The Greek Presidency of the
Council has been particularly
fortunate, in that the past six
months have been a time of pro"
found and systematic reflection on

single European audiovisual
industry.

In April the Council received and
had the opportunity to discuss the
Green Paper on the European pro-
gramme industry at an informal
meeting in Athens. This was draft-
ed by the Commission , at the spe-
cial initiative and under the super-
vision of Professor Pinheiro.

The conclusions drafted by the
Greek Presidency took the form of
the 10 'Athens guidelines , which
reflect the level at which posi-
tions, trends and reflections are
being formulated within the
Member States of the European
Union. The Green Paper provides
an initial response to the anxiety
and issues raised in the White
Paper with regard to the potential
which exists for improving Euro-
pean competitiveness and creating
new highly-skilled and highly-
paid jobs in the audiovisual indus-
try. The fact that this sector is a top

priority sector in the White Paper
is no coincidence.

The Green Paper provides an init-
ial response ion that it raises a num-
ber of crucial questions. It descri-
bes the present situation and con-
centrates and sets out the problem
under consideration. And that is
already an important step, be-
cause, if a problem can be set out,
then the human brain can solve it.

The Green Paper takes as its start-
ing point the experience and
inspiration of the creators themsel-
ves. The experience and inspira-
tion of the members of the indus-
try. It is, after all , they who are
applying their talents, sensitivity
and efforts in order to form a pan"
European audiovisual industry. I
am sure that the Audiovisual
Conference and the discussions
held over the next three days at

this major forum will reflect the

MR EV ANGELOS

VENIZELOS

PRESIDENT OF THE

COUNCIL OF MINISTERS

ON AUDIOVISUAL

MEDIA OF THE

EUROPEAN UNION

dynamism, depth, realism and

intuition of the sector itself.

Allow me, therefore, to address
you and build on the solid founda-
tions of the Green Paper by form-
ulating, quite briefly and by way
of a contribution from the Presi-
dency of the Council , six ' intro"
ductory points ' to the matter with
which we are concerned:

POINT ONE

The European audiovisual pro-
gramme industry has to cater fora
post- industrial society: a less
standardized or mass society: a
society with more than one face
which demands greater variety
and greater flexibility. Conse-
quently, we must talk in terms of a
post- industrial' audiovisual pro-

gramme industry, which will also
satisfy the multi-media s voracious
appetite for programmes.

POINT TWO

The single audiovisual market has
ipso facto, come into being pas-
sively, through the predominance
of American programmes. Europe
must make this passive single mar-
ket an active one. It must organize
its attack from within and win
back the market by re-establishing
national markets and setting up a
pan-European audiovisual indus-
try.

POINT THREE

All this assumes that there is a uni-
form taste in audiovisual program-
mes throughout Europe, which
can be liberated from the
American taste in programmes.
National tastes within the Member
States and the variety of cultures
and languages can help to devel-
op this uniform taste throughout
Europe. Consequently, a pan"
European audiovisual industry
must be founded not on the con-
cept of aesthetic uniformity, but

on a receptiveness to European
diversity and the demand for such
diversity on the part of the audio"
visual programme user. Conse-
quently, the demand for audiovis-
ual products must be based on this
sort of preference on the part of
the public, which favours
European programmes.

POINT FOUR

Selective matches between tele-
communications, television and
computing, currently under dis-
cussion by the Bakerman
Committee on the ' Information
society , are fostering all types of
development in the audiovisual
sector.

Thanks to technological progress
and standardization of the
metho.ds of transmitting radio and
television signals, the insurmount-
able obstacle of multiple language
barriers is being overcome.



Multiplicity of languages and
diversity of cultures are no longer
a problem, thanks precisely to this
technological progress. This ' clas-
sical' drawback to a pan-European
audiovisual industry may well turn
out to be its comparative advant-
age.

POINT FIVE

Unification of the market at the
level of distribution and decentral-
ization of all the creative audiovi-
sual centres at the level of produc-
tion are being more and more
widely accepted as a starting
point. Community support for
audiovisual creators and the
audiovisual infrastructure could
very well come within this frame-
work, with full optimization of the
MEDIA II programme, which
needs to be more ambitious, but
no less realistic. The participation
of Cyprus and Malta in these pro-
grammes could be a legitimate
goal, once the Europe of the
Sixteen has been created. The
same applies to the creation of a
Balkan section of the MEDIA pro-
gramme, insofar as the history and
sensitive nature of the Balkans
could be a source of interest and
inspiration for a pan-European
audiovisual industry.

Assistance could take on a specific
meaning in the audiovisual indus-
try by gradually converging na,

tional support systems and
Community initiatives, especially
at points 'which are still not fully
covered under the individual
national systems.

As far as financial support is con-
cerned, we must of course boost
the additionality of initiatives by
the European Union and initia,
tives at national level. It would
perhaps be expedient if the Union
were to centre its efforts on certain
priority sectors of the program-
mingindustry, such as develop-

ment, distribution and training.

The training sector could be com"
bined with a new permanent
think-tank for the audiovisual
industry, which could give birth to
new institutions. The Greek Presi-
dency has already adopted in
principle the proposal to create a
free open post-graduate program-
me for professions based, for
obvious symbolic reasons, at
Delphi.

POINT SIX

The 'Television without frontiers
directive already has the makings
of a standard, but its application

should be monitored more strictly.
From this viewpoint, the directive
must be processed further in order
to prohibit concentration and pro-
tect diversity of opinion in the
mass media , which is the conCern
of the Ministers of the single mar-
ket. It is no coincidence that this
forms one of the gateways to the
Information society' according to

the initial report by the Bakerman
Committee.

The more general observation,
however, is that Community legis-
lation on these matters cannot be
too soft or flexible, nor can it take
charge of the crucial issues in
various stages. It must be ready,
alongside harmonization and
coordination of nationallegisla-
tion, to meet and regulate the
multi-media explosion.

ladies .and gentlemen

The question is not merely one of
technological progress. It is not

merely one of financial support or
cultural sensibilities. It is not
merely one of political institu-
tions. The question relates to the
very efforts of democracy itself, to
the attitude and cohesion of a
European society. This .is a chal-
lenge which goes beyond standard
agreements and what we have to
say must therefore be more roun~
ded, more sceptical and more
historic. Only then will it be truly
realistic.



This conference is being held at a
crucial time for the European
Union and concerns a matter of
fundamental importance to the
Union s place in the world.

No-one can fail to realize that, in
all its specific areas of activity, the
audiovisual industry s production

opportunities are highly depend-
ent on its ability to respond effec-
tively, appropriately and resolutely
to the challenges which are loom-
ing ahead.

The European Parliament- on
behalf of whose President it is my
pleasure to deliver these words of
welcome and good wishes has
long stressed the need for effective
coordination in the field of re-

search and technological develop-
ment programmes, the importance
of compatible industrial policies

and the need to fully exploit the
diversity of experience and lan-

. guages which is the hallmark of
our continent.

In a continuously changing world
of increasingly planetary com-
munication with no regard for bor-
ders or barriers, efforts at protec-
tionism are illusory and concepts
of national pride an anachronism.
Europe will only be able to play an
incisive and recognizable role if it
adopts strategies based on a
shared spirit of determination
and solidarity.

Coincidentally, at the very time
when the GAIT talks were strug-
gling painfully towards a conclu-
sion , Parliament asserted on sever-
al occasions that the audiovisual

sector had to be approached on
the basis of specific criteria dis"
tinct from those applied to other
types of services. In other words, if
we hold culture to be unlike any
other market, then this view can-
not be translated into mere gen-
eral guidelines but must find
expression in criteria which are
consistently applied.

While the audiovisual sector has
not been strictly excluded from
the agreement on services, the
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government support systems and
Community standards in force
have all been recognized as legiti-
mate. Europe s semi-victory may
serve as a useful starting point for
attempts to lend dynamism and
incisiveness to our policies con"
cerning the audiovisual sector.

One paragraph of the resolution
unanimously adopted by Parlia-
ment on 6 May states that 'the
European Union s strategy must

not be to embark on a futile trade
war but rather to develop with
determination and ona basis of
reciprocity an audiovisual indus"
try which can exist and expand in
a world in which the promotion of
culture is becoming increasingly
necessary as a means of furthering
knowledge and stimulating crea-
tivity

I have often used the word indus-
try and even the recent Green
Paper refers to the strengthening of
the programme industry. It must
be pointed out that any approach
in which priority is given to indus-
trial considerations while an entire
complex of interconnected and
corresponding places, methods
and traditions, each deserving of
respect and understanding, is rele-
gated to second place if not total-
ly disregarded is unacceptable

and detrimental to the sound eco-
nomic criteria and appropriate
cultural foundations on which
audiovisual production should be
based.

If the multicultural Europe is to
survive, we must abandon the
kind of schematic opposition
which has served to create misun-
derstanding and powerlessness. In

the parlance of analyses and pro-

posals, the audiovisual sector
means television and cinema
both individual and mass produc-
tion, talented craftsmanship and
effective marketing, prodigious

technological developments such
as in the field of satellite broad-
casting, quantity targets and quali"
ty safeguards, culture or, better

said, cultures in the plural

, .

and the
economy, i.e. the market. All
depends on the ability - and this
is an ambitious aim to har"

monize the various parts of the
system in such a way as neither to
mutilate nor to restrict it, since to
do so would be harmful both artis-
tically and, if we do not watch out
economically.

Only the full-scale deployment of
all its creative assets and the plan-
ned convergence of its growth
objectives will secure Europe a
future in a field which is set to
assume increasing strategic
importance. Moreover, our very

capacity to pass on customs and
identities and ensure the survival
in modern form of the ideas and
symbols that make up our heritage
is contingent upon it.

The powers .of the Union in the
audiovisual field derive chiefly
from a combination of two new



articles in the Treaty of Maastricht,
Article 128 on culture and Article
130 on industrial policy. It is not
my intention here to address such
legal problems as may arise from
them but to point out the need for
all aspects to be approached with
great fairness and with an eye to
effective decision-making. 
would be paradoxical were the
timid progress made in the context
of a treaty which is already being
severely criticized and, indeed, is
already undergoing revision, to be
negated or circumvented. We real-
ize that, in the crucial fields cover"
ed by the conference, credible
and substantive action is more
likely to emerge from a clear
choice of a European Union
which is inspired by political
resolve to steer changes rather
than total reliance on market
forces.

The methodological approach of
the Green Paper is particularly
interesting and reopens discussion
of numerous issues. I trust you will
bear with me if I briefly review a
number of the considerations or
questions raised by Parliament in
the run-up to this meeting.

The erstwhile aim of developing a
European type of high-definition
television has undergone consid-
erable adjustment. Today, we are
focusing more intensely on soft-
ware and programme-develop-
ment than on an autonomous
approach to technological and
industrial innovation. And these
are not merely my views, If those
parts of the White Paper on
growth , competitiveness and em"
ployment which are devoted to
this matter are to be taken serious-
ly and if we now genuinely want
to reduce the Union s pathological
annual trade deficit with the
United States (which is put at
some USD 3500 million), the
Community s meagre budget will
have to be considerably increa5ed

and the activities of the Member
States coordinated much more
promptly.

No-one deludes himself that a
process which is susceptible to
produce the most varied of results
can be directed from the top
down, and yet the command of
technologies is imperative if 
believe that progress must be
reflected by greater social cohes-
ion and opportunities for more
skilled work and must give birth to
the information society, which will
not emerge magically through the
ritual incantation of Clintonian

formulas.

The establishment of a fully fled"
ged framework of programmes
and standards serving to define a
European audiovisual area must
not be abandoned or shelved.
While we may have made some
progress, there is still a long way
to go,

On 3 October, the Commission is
expected to come forward with
the proposal for a possible revis-
ion of Directive 89/522, now
knowr. as the 'Television without
frontiers' directive, Given the fun-
damer.taI importance of this mat-
ter and the symptomatic test
which it represents I think it
appropriate to recall the most

important points of the
parliamentary resolution to which
we have just referred. Parliament
believes the Directive s basic

structure to be sound and accusa-
tions that the Directive is too
restrictive to be either out of step
with the current situation or unjus-

tified' . A ' ' therefore to just any
sort of dismantling or attenuation.
It is in the way in which the
Directive has been incorporated

by the Member States that grave
distortions are to be found. Unless
the Commission is extremely vigil-
ant in overseeing the application

of the standards adopted, it so

happens, at the time of the 1989
Paris Audiovisual Conference, any
hypothesis as to modifications to

be made or aspects to be integrat"
ed becomes an alibi for preserving
the status quo, for nipping the

beginnings of a realistic European
legislative framework in the bud.

The report on the effects of the
application of Articles 4 and 5
concerning the allocation of the
majority proportion ' of broadcast-
ing time to the transmission of
European programmes and sup-
port for independent producers

emphasizes various inequalities
and difficulties (going as far as the
standardized collection of data)

which need to be seriously
addressed.



It would be harmful at this point to
revive the debate between those
who have chosen to pass legisla-
tion setting out target figures and
those who take the view that other
ways and means must be found.
The fact remains that the aim set
must be reached by effective legal
means. It is after all an aim we are
talking about here and not, as
some caricaturists would have us
believe, a protectionist barrier.

The term 'European work' needs
to be defined much more precise-
ly. If we are to believe the report I
commissioned, much of the situ-
ation would even appear quite
rosy. Of the 105 broadcasters
surveyed, 70 had reached, and
even considerably exceeded, the

set percentage for the period

under consideration. But when
one probes a little more deeply, it
is easy to .see that there are no
grounds for complacency.

These percentages are the result of
a very general and all-embracing

interpretation of what constitutes a
European work'. Even were we

unable to accept an interpretation
which is more restricted to 'works
of fiction

, '

the overall percentage
of transmission time should', as

the resolution of 6 May puts it

, '

broken down to show the propor-
tion taken up by television serials
and that allocated to motion-pic-
ture films , In short, we must
deliberate on the possibility of
making Article 4 ' more specific
and more incisive' whilst bearing

in mind that most of the European
quota will be satisfied by national
productions, that broadcasting
schedules will have to be scrutin-
ized and that independent and

more recent productions have
generally not received they atten-
tion they deserve.

There are very many other parts of
this troubled text which await
appropriate answers and ap-
proaches! Advertising is often dis-
tributed in a completely unbal-

anced manner and is increasingly
reliant on the small screen to the
detriment of the press and fun-

damental sections of the mass
media.

The time has come to clarify the
particular role to be played by
public service broadcasting and

what arrangements should be
made so that 'without being gran-
ted inadmissible concessions,
public service television should
receive special treatment in res-
pect of application of the rules on
competition set out in Article 90 of
the EEC Treaty

Against such a varied and turbu-
lent background, a question arises
which cannot be put off for much
longer and which I hope to see
examined in connection with the
deliberations on the rules of the
game, If we are simultaneously to
ensure greater pluralism and fair
competition and prevent domi-

nant positions arising from media
concentrations and mergers, we
urgently need a directive which
serves both to increase the effec-
tiveness of the national anti-trust
laws and to bring them more
closely into line with each other.
Concerns whose activity is by

nature dependent on having a
multifaceted and multibased
European-scale presence must
necessarily be large. Alongside
them, we need to safeguard and
upgrade the position of the many
concerns forming a diversified
group which is in danger of
shrinking and being standardized
with every passing day.

The differences in styles, schools
and languages, experiences and

sensitivities which are 
characteristic of Europe not only
constitute a fundamental econ-
omic resource but are also part of
our cultural wealth. To be compet-
itive, Europe cannot afford to rely
totally on the blind race to estab-
lish giant corporations or on the
miracles of technology. We must
join together in building a pluralist
and unitary model for the devel-
opment of the audiovisual sector
in Europe. Even though the plural"
ity of concerns competing with
each other' and active on the
world level does not yet in itself
constitute a plurality of ideas, it is

nonetheless a prerequisite for it.

Cinema proper, the centenary of
whose birth is .about to be celeb-
rated everywhere, will not see its
function as the basic laboratory,
the heart and the driving force of
the audiovisual industry renewed
other than in a more highly articu-
lated system. Practical proposals

for bringing about the necessary

convergence between the national
laws are therefore to be wel-
comed. Community aid instru-
ments should be strengthened.
Meanwhile, the MEDIA program-
me has been modified and calls
are already being made for its
extension to 1995 and for its aims
to be more strictly defined.

The priorities identified must be
subdivided: training, pre-produc-
tion and distribution. Given all
that it involves, especially as

regards multilingualism, subtitling

or dubbing, depending on the
case, distribution is probably the
highest priority. The amount of
European production which suc-



ceeds in entering into circulation
and finding an attentive ear in
Europe, across borders and over-
seas is still ridiculously low.

At the time of the GATT talks, gal"
Ions of ink flowed either to portray
the European position as an exer-
cise in futile protectionism or to
depict the USNEurope confronta-
tion as an all-out clash between
different concepts as to how film
and television programmes shouldbe approached and made.
Nothing could be further from
reality, as the figures moreover go
to show. Europe has fought and

will have to continue fighting
because all have the right to enter
into competition on a free market,
e. a market which is regulated

and free from domination by large
groups for the sake of the

Sixteen and of a Europe which has
not yet settled into the changing
geography of the Union. When we
-deal with these problems, anyarti-
ficial territorial delimitation has a
distorting and restricting effect.

It is we who should call loudly on
the United States to remove its 

facto protectionist barriers, main-
tained as they are by the absolute
refusal to dub films or other in-
direct manoeuvrings, What is nee-
ded is an attitude of openness and
clear reciprocity on both sides.
Europe does not engage in protec-
tionism but is striving for a trans-
parent market organization
accompanied by various arrange-
ments to safeguard and ensure the
further growth of an increasingly
endangered identity.

Among the many aspects which
needed to be addressed, Parlia-

ment 'believes that consideration
should now be given to the draft"
ing of a cinema directive with a
view to the establishment of a
European market to mirror that
created in the television sector

This hypothesis should be given

detailed consideration rather than
dismissed out of hand. One of the
aspects to be studied is also one of
the most controversial: the estab~
lishment 'of a common, flexible
time schedule for harmonizing the
various stages of the distribution of
works.

It will then be a matter of adopting
standards on copyright to complete
the positive work already done.

We are certain that the delibera-
tions of the hearings, the Think-

tank and this conference will pro-
vide valuable momentum for at-
taining the awaited new stage of
the audiovisual policy. All the pre-
liminary requirements are met.

What we now need to do is act fast.

By restricting my cOmments to
some of the questions raised by
Parliament, I may have given you
the impression of someone who is
stubbornly intent on defending
specific provisions or, out of a cer-
tain nostalgia for the cinema
which we have all loved and still
love so much , is excessively con-
cerned with the present. But that is
not the case.

We are aware of the great changes
looming up on the horizon, They
range from the increasing num-
bers of satellite and cable chan-
nels to specific- interest channels
and interactive television. How-
ever, the doom and gloom mer-
chants are mistaken. For alongside
the age of the mass media, we are
witnessing the emergence 
unprecedented potential techno-
logical applications which will
help to promote critical thinking
and self-reliance, originality and
individuality. However, the future
has its roots in the present, i.e. in
the troubled present. Unless those
traditions and experiences which
are the characteristics of Europe
are actively protected by means of
measured rules and harmonized

guidelines, there can be no daring
and decisive investments, no drive
for competitiveness, no living fund
of new and authentic experience.

Europe s ability to convey its so"
cial message and pass on its varied
account of human progress hangs
on the fate of the audiovisual
media.

The challenge confronting us con-
cerns not only the economy and
development, employment and
the markets but the very bases of

our democracies, in other words

the guaranteeing of freedom and
the exchange of ideas.
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Taking stock of the present situ-
ation of television in Europe
within the given time of about a
quarter of an hour, is a little bit
difficult. So I have to focus on just
a few aspects.

My first key concept is the
European model of broadcasting
which I would like to see accept"
ed, defended and supported by
European media policy .as an
important difference from broad-
casting developments in the rest of
the world, instead of being ques-
tioned, hampered or even under-
mined.

After having listened carefully to
the speeches in the opening seS-
sion, I can leave aside some con-
cern, which I would otherwise
have expressed, about the real
nature of broadcasting in Euro-

pean terms. I do hope that what
we heard from the Commissioner
Prof. Pinheiro, and the President
of the Commission from him
not for the first time, as he rightly
said was comforting, but we
sincerely hQpe, We the public
broadcasters in Europe, that these
are not only verbal concessions

but really influence the policy to
be defined.

The second remark I would like to
make is as follows. If apparently
we concede altogether that broad-
casting is predominantly a cultural
phenomenon rather than a profit-
oriented business, then the other

side of the coin is not as self-evid-
ent as it seems. Not all program-
mes which are called 'broadca-
sting' contribute to culture. We
have to bear in mind that we also
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have a model , a European model
to the extent that we have two dif-
ferent sectors, two different seg-
ments: on the one hand, broad-

casting as a commitment to
society, a service to the general

public, and on the other hand, as

a general business. The two re-
porters of this afternoon s ses-

sion reflect that situation,

Whenever I hear the word ' indu-
stry even with the modifica-

tions given this afternoon in the
opening sessions in connection
with media broadcasting in par-
ticular, I have an uneasy feeling. I
am afraid of some semantic irrita-
tions. I am afraid that the word
industry' could lead into the

wrong direction. It reminds me of
words once said on television in
the United States of America by
the highly respected American
elder statesman and academician
McGeorge Bundy. He said a cou-
ple of years ago: " I deeply regret
that people running television in
my country have come to think of
it as mere industry, when it is so
much more , A simple sentence
but it includes all our own con~
cerns and anxieties for the devel-
opments in Europe. This finally is
the eSSence of broadcasting
understood as a predominantly
cultural commitment to society.
The European television model
has changed in recent years, from
a system of virtual public service
monopoly to a so-called 'dual'
system , where the public .and the
private sectors, of largely equival-

ent strengths, coexist, compete

and strive aggressively for the
audience s attention. We have the
situation that this dual system,

apparently politically, regarding
media policy, aimed to provide a
wider choice, at least by the
increased number of receivable
programmes, What we have really
got, we the audience, the
European citizens, is just more of
the same but perhaps sometimes

on a lower level. Trite, but true,
m afraid.

One other consequence for the
programme suppliers is, by the
way, a sharp increase in expendi"
ture: broadcasting has become
much more costly. An interesting
consequence of free market policy
and competition. This is to the
detriment of both the programme
suppliers and the clients who
finally pay the bill, be it through
licence fees or through the retail
prices, which include the share for
advertising for so-called free tele-
vision; public broadcasting all
over Europe is in a difficult finan-
cial and economic situation. The
economic power is limited, the

financial prospects are weak and
mostly not really appropriate to
meet the challenges which we all
now face.



In a recent decision, in February

1994, the federal constitutional
Court in Germany, confirming the
previous judgement on the so-cal-
led 'dual' system , declared that a
powerful public service broad~

casting system is the basis and

precondition of such a parallel
system of public and private
broadcasting. Public service
broadcasting, for constitutional
reasons, according to German
constitutional law, must be able

really to serve the general public
with all kinds of programmes and
to meet the competition effective-
ly with commercial competition. I
think that the reasoning of this
judgement, which is based on the
general perception of freedom of
information in a free and open
society, allows conclusions to be
drawn for all European media
policy. In its otherwise excellent
analysis, the Green Paper, to my
mind, fails to consider the specific
character of the European model
of broadcasting. I have to add that
from this point of view, the
Bangemann Report, with its
almost incantatory appeal to the

free market as the only possible

way to develop information high-
ways and future technology infor-
mation systems, totally ignores a
fundamental aspect of European

media; not only its history, but
also reality. At this stage we should
say that despite all our mental

restrictions and all the financial
difficulties in which television 
public television operates
nowadays, we have in Europe a

splendid landscape, rich in creati-
vity of original programmes. And
also listening to some remarks this
afternoon, one would have
thought that European broadca"

sting, European television , is in a
desperate situation; this impres"
sion may sometimes have been
given public attention by people
who have for time reasons
perhaps, limited access to the real
broadcast programmes.

I think .it can be saved but, in
recent years, public broadcasting

also proved on the whole amaz-
ingly successful and stable com-
pared with the power and the
financial strength of by far more
powerful competitors, which of
course attempt to sweep us out of
the market. In an economic study
carried out by the European
Broadcasting Union, in 17 Euro-

pean countries, it was found that
between 1988 and 1992 the total
annual average broadcasting
hours of public services increased
by some 55%, despite all econ-
omic constraints, In the same per-
iod of time, from 1988 to 1992

the production of original pro-

grammes increased by over 23%,
The study shows that, despite the
considerable rise in broadcasting

hours, the ratio of original pro-
grammes to purchased program-
mes and repeats remains surpris-
ingly constant. The share of origi-
nal programmes is by and large
50% of the total output, and this

, I think, a record unique in the
world.

In 1992 , the countries of Western
Europe alone produced 72 000
hours of original programmes, to
which we could add 9000 hours
of commissioned programmes and
8 hours of repeats. In the field of
information, in particular news
and sports, European cooperation
and the free flow of programmes
are in a very healthy state. The
creation of thematic programmes
like Eurosport and Euronews 
with all the problems they have, of
course bears witness to this, as

too, I think, does the system of

Eurovision this Europe-wide

programme exchange system and
pool, which enables all European
broadcasters to keep .anequal
standard in the field of informa-

tion.

However, there is one production
sector which does have major
problems; this is the field of fiction
programmes, The broadcasters
and not least the public service
broadcasters, have been and still
are the main investors in the pro-
duction of fiction, drama, docu-
mentary and animated films in
Europe. Feature films of European
origin are to a large extent finan-

ced primarily by television. The
high level of original production

also explains why public broad-
casters have no difficulty in re-
specting, even far exceeding, the
quotas laid down in Articles 4 and
5 of the 'Television without front-
iers ' directive, presented by the
European Commission , and in its
Communication to the Council
and the European Parliament. As a
footnote to this I would like to say
personally, and also on behalf of
the EBU, with regard to quotas,

asking for a better definition and
for an equal application , that we
still have major reservations
because all these quotas are an
interference in editorial indepen-
dence, and this we don t like, for

whatever reason and from which-

ever part of the public it would
come.



It is regrettable that, in its analysis
the Green Paper does not take into
consideration the predominant
share of public broadcasters in ori-
ginal European production, inclu-
ding cinema film production. The
fact remains, however, that the
distribution of European works
leaves much to be desired both
inside and outside Europe. The
analysis of this phenomenon does
not pay sufficient regard to two
factors, which are obvious to
broadcasters: audiences, by all
experience primarily favour
national productions, and there is
no great audience demand for
pan-European productions. In
other words, the Green Paper
underestimates the cultural impact
of production in favour of its indu-
strial aspect. At their meeting on
17th June 1994, the Ministers of
Culture also expressed the view as
stated by Commissioner Pinheiro
himself. I quote: 'Beyond techni-
cal and market considerations,
culture must also be the driving
force . I would say 'in the first
instance , not only 'also

Production aimed at the national
audience thus remains our prior-
ity, but funding of production
represents an increasingly difficult
prospect, especially for broad-
casters in smaller and economi"
cally weaker countries. It is there-
fore necessary to secure a better
financial return on our produc"
tion, in particular by improving
distribution outside the territory of
origin. Production must be en-
couraged from the very beginning
of the process to plan for distribu-
tion of the product to an audience
wider than the national one. To
encourage production broad-
casters and independent prod-
ucers to invest in works that are
exportable, Community financial
aid could cover the additional
costs involved, either at the writ-
ing stage, the production stage it-
self, dubbing or subtitling or mar-
keting. The funding, in particular
of public service broadcasting
through licence fee payers, by

public money so to speak, cannot

be used for export productions.
The politically popular approach
to demand more pan-European
co-productions does not neceSS-
arily lead to results which satisfy
the intention of fostering the
European profile of television.
Europe is too manifold and diver"
se in habits, languages, mentalities
and concerns, so co-productions
have their national limits. Many an
attempt was disappointing, des-
pite the reasonable amount of
money spent.

The European Co"production
Association, which includes major
EBU members, invests some
ECU 26 000 annually in the prod-
uction of over 50 hours of pro-

grammes per year. And it must
also be admitted that the ratings
were good, though not compar-

able with those for any national
productions of similar size and

type. Formal Europeanization of

such programmes is often counter-
productive; a successful example
in the field of co-production is an
animation serial set up by the
EBU, 'The animals of Farthing
wood' , an EBU co-production
which has now reached 39 epi-
sodes. It has been a major success,
not only in Europe, but also in

non-European markets, and an
example that one can organize a
European success at programme
level as well.

To sum up, production aimed at a
national audience, which guaran-
tees the wealth of programming
linked to the cultural profiles of

Europe, must remain our chief
goal. This production must circu-
late better inside and outside

Europe to improve the financial
return which, in the case of public
broadcasters, goes back into pro-
duction and is reinvested in new
products.

Another important issue of the
broadcasting landscape in a very
wide Europe, far beyond the bor-
ders of the Twelve, the Fifteen or
Sixteen, whatever it is, is the
media situation in Central and
Eastern Europe, which is a matter
of great concern. Since 1 January
1993, all those national broad-
casters have been members of the
now all-European Broadcasting
Union, but we know that there are
substantial differences in their
countries ' structure and problems.
With the emergence of genuine
democracy, the media have got



another oar in those countries too.
Free media are a constitutive pre"
condition of any other form of
freedom; the existing media in
those countries had lost public
trust and had to be reorganized.
This has been , and is still, a CUm"
bersome problem, and we have to
help them. We do so as a broad-
casting union, by all means avail-
able, including them, integrating
them, in all the systems of pro-

gramme exchanges. But again, I
think that in the sector of 'own
original programming' we have to
include those countries in
European schemes of support, also
financial support, otherwise they
will lose connection with the
identity of their societies. As has
already been said in one of the

speeches, it is a contribution to the
freedom of Europe and an all-
European interest that their na-
tional self-confident media

systems can be established and

not be sold out, before they even
exist, to foreign capital. And I
think it is part, or at least it should
be part, of European media policy
to encourage the development of
those countries' own audiovisual
structures and to help them wher-
ever necessary, and not only by
the very limited aid programmes,
like PHARE and TACIS. More
money is needed.

We pay them for the political stab-
ility in Europe; I think the coming
years in these countries, but also

in Western Europe, will be of de-
cisive importance for society in
Europe. It has been mentioned
that technological progress brings

us another technical revolution
changing substantially, rapidly,
explosively, the technical condit-
ions of the electronic media.
Under the threat of the dispersion
the multiplication of the means of
access to piOgrammes and of indi-
vidualized use, to my mind it is
essential that general interest
channels, aiming at the entire
audience through valid program-

ming, and not discriminating be-
tween audiences on the basis of
purchasing power in particular
should make it possible to main-
tain a social cohesion, This is one
of the major tasks for the public
service broadcasting systems in
the years to come, otherwise I'
afraid that, for any communica-
tion purposes, a two- or three-
class society will develop; for the
rich, paying for everything 

demand, and br those not able to
do so, being left alone and iso"
lated.

think public broadcasters,
through their well-approved
framework of cooperation, inclu-

ding their technical infrastruc-
tures, and through their knowled-
ge of the audience and the good
quality of their programme catalo-
gues, can play central and

impressive role in a policy desi.

gned to expand the distribution of
European works, and to stabilize
the coherence ofEuropean culture
and society. That's what we are
determined to do, and therefore
we ask the European media policy
to support us and not to demoti"

vate us, as sometimes happens.

Thank you, Chairman.



I should like to thank you for invit-
ing me to attend this European
Audiovisual Conference and to
address you both as a member of
the television industry, in 
capacity as Vice~Chairman and
Managing Director of TF1 and on
behalf of Patrick le lay, Chairman
of ACT, who has been detained in
Paris and sends his apologies.

I shall confine my address to three
facts which I feel are essential to
an understanding of what is 
stake for us, in our various roles as
guardians of the development of
our audiovisual industry.

(A) THE 1990s WILL SEETHE

ADVENT OF PRIVATE

TELEVISION STATIONS

WHICH WILL MAKE A

GROWING CONTRIBUTION

TO AUDIOVISUAL

PRODUCTION.

(j) Private channels now outnum-
ber State channels in Europe by
approximately two to one. This
ratio was the reverse 10 years ago.

The new channels which operate
via cable or satellite are nearly all
private commercial or subscriber
channels, and it is the private sec-
tor which has developed and
diversified the supply of thematic
programmes.

If we take France as an example
two new projects emerged in
1994, Multivision and the Inform-
ation Channel , both of which
were launched and financed by
private companies. It would be
easy to quote similar examples
abroad, especially in Germany,
Spain , the United Kingdom and
Italy.

The private sector is behind all the
thematic channels which have
diversified the supply of program-
mes: sport, information, docu-
mentaries, films, music, etc.
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(ij) The success of private televis~
ion is also reflected in the ratings.

1991 marked the turning point
when private television ratings
exceeded 50% of average viewing
audiences in Europe.

Since then, private television has
continued to grow by approxim-
ately 1 percentage point per
annum and the division of viewers
between State and private tele-
vision is now 55% to 45%.

For us, the lessons to be learned

from this development clearly
have their roots in the public
taste. Our maxim is a simple one
and may not suit everyone, but it
inspires all our action: the public
has impeccable taste, the public is
always right.

(iii) Private European television is
making a major contribution to
the growth of audiovisual produc-
tion in Europe:

Between 1987 and 1993 , total

investment by broadcasters in
European production rose from 10
to 20 billion French francs, i.e. it
doubled in six years,

During the same period, from
1987 to 1993 , total investment by
TF1 rose from 370 to 870 million
francs, i.e. an increase of 250%.
All those who predicted that priva-
tization would kill off the produc-
tion of audiovisual works have
been proven wrong.

Finally, in the absence of the regu-
latory constraints which shape our
audiovisual industry, investments
by commercial television in
Germany rose between 1989 and
1993 from 130 million to 1,9 bil-
lion Deutschmarks, i.e. 15-fold.

(B) THE EUROPEAN AUDIO.

VISUAL WORK IS A MYTH.

EUROPEAN PRODUCTION

IS BASICALLY THE SUM

TOTAL OF NATIONAL

PRODUCTION.

Like all great myths, the myth of
the European work continues to
fire the collective imagination.

One Irish author, one British direc-
tor, one Italian actor, one German
actress and three co-producers
(French, Belgian, Spanish) do not
constitute a European work; at
most they might turn out to be
what we could lovingly refer to as
a 'Europudding . We have seen a
goodly number of them so far
which Christian charity prevents
me from enumerating.

The major general channels in
Europe are State channels and will
remain so for a long time to come
because the television market is
essentially a domestic market.

Television viewers prefer national
productions, followed by Ameri-
can productions, to European pro-
ductions, which generally achieve
only very modest ratings.

The only international concepts as
far as television is concerned are
American. The public only knows
and appreciates series such as
The Bill' and ' Beverly Hills

Recent developments in the
public s taste are reinforcing this
trend, whereby French viewers opt
for French works, Italian viewers
for Italian works and so on.

What we are witnessing is a divi-
sion into two camps with national
works on the one hand and
American works on the other, and
there is very little room in between
for European works.



(C) THERE IS NO CONfliCT
BETWEEN PRODUCERS AND

DISTRIBUTORS; RATHER

THEIR COMPLEMENTARY

INTERESTS REQUIRE THEM

TO WORK TOGETHER.

Over-regulation in France was
based in the main on the false pre-
mise that it was only possible to
help and protect producers if dis-
tributors had their hands tied by a
web of rules and constraints:

(i) requirement to invest 15% of
turnover in the production of seri-
als, documentaries and cartoons
alone;

(ij) distribution quotas of 60%
European and 40% French pro-
grammes;

(iii) distribution quotas at peak
viewing times;

(iv) requirement to broadcast 120
hours of original works in French;

(v) quotas for music;

(vi) quotas for shows,

Such over-regulation is counter-
productive. It does not encourage
production and it undermines the
distributors. It was in fact one of
the decisive factors behind the
scrapping of ChannelS.

Relations between producers and
distributors must move away from
a statutory regulatory framework
and towards a freely-negotiated
contractual framework.

Which is why we propose the
return to a simple form of regula-
tion based loosely on the frame-

work set out by ACT:

(i) no more quotas or strict appli-
cations;

(ii) no restrictive amendments to
the definition of a work;

(iii) continuing jurisdiction of the
broadcasting State, guarantee of
free movement of works;

(iv) no additional advertising con-
straints. '

To finish, I will limit myself to
three conclusions which express

my deepest convictions.

(i) We must distinguish between
regulation for television, the harm-
ful effects of which are indisput-
able, and regulation for the cine-
ma, which , on the contrary, has
had a positive effect in protecting
cinema audiences and maintain-
ing national cinema industries.

(ii) We should not risk making
radical amendments to the direc-
tive, even if certain adjustments
are needed in order to adapt it to
technical innovations and new
services which did not exist five
years ago (tele-shopping, pay-as-
you-view).

The directive is in fact a flexible
and liberal compromise reached
after long negotiation between

States with differing attitudes and
regulations. Wanting to shift the
balance which has been found is a
dangerous exercise which could
backfire.

(iii) Our audiovisual policy should
give priority to an industry-wide
approach based on the principles
of the market economy, rather
than a regulatory and institutional
approach.

In conclusion, I should like to

launch an appeal to all the mem-
bers of the industry here today.

Don t follow the French example.
Allow us to create inform and

produce. Do not pin us down in a
straightjacket of decrees and regu"
lations, In a word, give us room to
breathe!



I should like first to thank Mr
Delors and Commissioner
Pinheiro for instituting the debate
on the multiple aspects of the
European audiovisual industry
and for inviting us to meet and dis-
cuss the way forward for the
European audiovisual industry.
This may be an historic occasion
and our time is too valuable to
waste by boring you with statis-
tics, given that we al.1 know the
state of the market. But I would
like, nonetheless, to quote a few
figures which do not come up all
that often:

Our inventory of Europe came up
with:

(i) 24 national cinema laws;

(ii) 70 bilateral co-production ag-
reements;

(iii) 53 regional laws;

(iv) 130 different cinema support
funds (Cnmmunity, national,
regional and local funds);

(v) plus several thousand imple-
menting decrees, regulations and
various texts relating to the cine-

ma which , I must admit, we have
been unable to list.

This entire unwieldy system was
thought up before the single
European market came into being.
Even texts which postdate it follow
the logic of 20 or 30 years ago
which was based on national
financing and national markets.

The members of the industry and
the politicians are blinkered by
this divisive logic, which is as
much a hindrance as a help within
the context of a single market. We
Europeans have slumbered sweet-
ly while the Americans have been
busy making their presence felt
everywhere and structuring mar-
keting operations on a worldwide
scale which enable them to con-
quer a continental market without
much difficulty.

Of course, we had the 'Television
without frontiers ' directive , a con-
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tradictory jumble based on a
system of connecting pipes, which
establishes the framework for a
single market in television broad-
casting, without so much as a pas-
sing thought as to who the future
contributors to such a market
might be. In other words, it creates
a made-to-measure market for the
American majors, which alone are
structured to such a scale.

Then of course there is the MEDIA
programme. But, like the national
funds, it still takes a one-off, film-
by-film approach, and is fragmen-
ted into a plethora of minor opera-
tions. The MEDIA programme has
had no structural impact, and
someone should have the courage
to stand up and say so.

The Americans have always
shown us how to distribute films
on a pan-European scale, but we
Europeans prefer to take refuge
and huddle behind our several
hundred national regulations.
When cinemas all started to close
down in Britain, who was it who
set up the new complexes and
modernized film distribution? The
Americans, who, seeing that they
were no longer managing to
exploit their films properly, devel-
oped a policy of complexes and
increased audience numbers from
54 million to 120 million in 10
years.

The current cinema market has
reached gridlock, with no room
left for European films,

It is quite usual to describe the
European cinema industry as
being in a parlous state. Some
even go so far as to mention the
word bankruptcy. The European
cinema industry is certainly in dif-
ficulty, in serious difficulty, no-One
can be unaware of that, but we
must beware of these doom and
gloom merchants; defeatism is a
poor bedfellow.

The practice of running down
one s competitors and, what is
worse, underestimating them , is a

waste of energy in economic and
commercial relations, to which
the Europeans succumb all too
often; and yet there is an equally
disastrous attitude which consists
in running down and underesti-
mating one s own activities and
one s own product. It seems to be
too readily admitted that the
European cinema today is of no
commercial value.

Yes, only a very small proportion
of European films can circulate
outside their own country in
Europe.

Yes, too few European films target
a wide audience.

Yes, European films which can
take on the world market are the
exception rather than the rule.

But let us refrain from masochistic
self-flagellation , which only ends
up by convincing cinema-goers
themselves that European films
have nothing to offer them. Europe
has as much talent today as it had
yesteryear and European films are
capable of becoming a spectacu"
lar commercial success. Just think
of Four we,ddings and funeral
Orlando, Nuovo Cinema Paradiso
Ta co nes Lejanos, The Visitors
Cyrano to name but a few.



Our screenplays are, it would
appear, too narrow, too 'parochial'
to interest audiences outside their
country of origin. And yet
American studios are constantly
buying the remake rights to
European films ~ a blatant con"
tradiction. A large proportion of
the most popular American films
are produced by European talent,
which discovers in the structure of
the American industry the means
and potential which they found
lacking in Europe.

So what is the problem? The prob-
lem is that European films do not
always have the wherewithal to
make their presence felt on the
market. The problems are mainly
industrial problems and a lack of
structures. From this point of view
the Green Paper would appear to
have been accurate in its diagno-
sis

What I should like to invite the
European politicians here to do is
to put themselves in the shoes of a
commercial company, to reason
globally in relation to the market
as it stands, a market which is
emerging today as a single market
the first audiovisual market in the
world and no longer a melting pot
of national markets. I would like
to ask the European Commission
and the members of the industry
to imagine for a moment that they
belong to ' European Cinema Ltd'

There are in Europe today a good
50 directors waiting in the wings

to produce works which are wor-
thy of European production and

pan-European distribution. let us
give them the funds which they

need before the song of the sirens
in Hollywood lures them away, as
it has already done with Jean

Jacques Annau , Jim Sheridan , Paul
Verhoeven , Wolfgang Petersen 

al. The four whom I have just men-
tioned alone represent a potential
of 500 million dollars in box
office receipts a year.

So the European Union must
become European Cinema Ltd
and allocate itself the resources
needed to set up an industry
which is commensurate with its
market. In order to do so, the

European Union must make mas"

sive direct interventions in order

to re-Iaunch this industry, as it has
done with other industries.

First, it must encourage Commu-
nity films by developing financial
co-productions, in order to re-
place co-productions as we know
them by Community films.

Governments have subjected trad-
itional forms of co-production to
numerous regulations which have
had an adverse impact on the very
creation of works and their poten-
tial to circulate throughout the
market.

Producers in several European

countries should be able to pool
their resources in order to make a
project without all necessarily
being involved in the production

itself. Criteria and conditions laid
down in order to define co-pro-
ductions should serve solely to
avoid dangers of abuse and should
not hamper the creation and pro-
duction of projects and their cir-
culation within Europe.

We must welcome the efforts
made by the Council of Europe to
standardize regulations governing
multilateral co-productions,
which already allow discrepancies
between the various bilateral agre-
ements to be avoided. But it is not
enough. Co-production regula-
tions must be made more flexible
and must recognize so-called
financial co-production , so that

the status of a co-production is
acknowledged as soon as major
financing is granted by several
countries, without that this neces-
sarily implies other obligations.

If the diversity of national policies
and in particular the absence in
some countries of systems of
national backing equivalent to
those in other countries, appears

to constitute a major obstacle to
the introduction of these support

funds, then multilateral financial
co-production agreements might
only be concluded between coun-
tries which can take advantage of
comparable support systems.

Secondly, the European Union
should create an environment
which fosters the distribution of
films throughout Europe.

European distribution is still frag"
mented and a healthy environ-
ment is needed if European
distribution giants are to be crea-
ted, as are the right conditions for
independent producers to group

as consortia offering distribution
services, so that they can maxim-
ize the results c,f the exploitation
of their rights throughout the
European marke,

What part could the public
authorities play in this sort of oper-
ation? Probably an out and out
marginal role, since the central
issue is one of commercial devel-
opment and corporate strategy.
However, one could envisage dis-
tribution support systems set up so
as to encourage the development
of this type of structure. Above all
the European Union must create a
favourable environment, in partic-
ular by providing a legal frame-
work which fosters confidence
between partners. We know that
one of the reasons which prevents
co-producers or national distribu-
tors from sharing the risks as well
as the receipts over an entire cont-
inent is the lack of transparency in
the market, inadequate control of
box office receipts in numerous
countries and video or television
piracy, which wipes out the eco-
nomic value of certain markets.

The European Union has an
important duty, which is to force



Member States to introduce .deter-
rent legislation and means of sur-
veillance for cinema and video
markets. If some governments do
not have the political courage to
take action against the dozens of
pirate television stations broad-

casting thousands of films all day
long in certain countries, without
contracts, without licences, using
misappropriated copies or com-
mercial video-cassettes, then the
European Union should grant ih
self the legal means to subrogate
to their rights, otherwise the very
concept of the single market is a
mockery. How can we speak of a
unified market when completely
pirate markets exist alongside
properly regulated markets?

Timing of the distribution of films
must .also be coordinated; this can
only be governed by decision of
those who hold the rights under
agreements for each category.
There is no advantage here of a
system regulated by a directive

Thirdly, focus Community backing
on the distribution of European
films in Europe.

launching a film throughout
Europe is a much more expensive
proposition than launching a film
in the United States, Advertising
campaigns must be tailored to the
culture and language of each
country, the film must be dubbed
or sub-titled in nine languages for
the European Union alone, and so
on. This does not seem to hamper
the distribution of films by the
American giants, who seem 
adapt to this situation remarkably
well because their films have often
more than paid for themselves on
the domestic market.

Have the American giants con-
quered Europe because they make
better films? Not a bit of it. They
must simply take the credit for
believing in a unified European

market and for always having kept
a permanent distribution structure
in Europe which can centralize

marketing and distribution and
maximize the potential success of
their films.

Europe should do the same, but

distribution costs in Europe are
much higher.

Intervention at Community level
should therefore focus on the cru-
cial and weakest sector of the
European industry, which is distri-
bution. Massive aid should be
released by the Union in order to
provide systematic backing forthe

distribution of European films out-
side their country of origin.
Support for the creation of works
should be provided by reconstitu-
ting a real European market for
European films. European produc-
tion will be aided by backing dis-
tribution.

Backing for the distribution of

European films outside their coun-
try of origin 5hould be provided
on a systematic basis, in other
words it should, wherever pos-
sible, be a matter of form for all
European films. The term distribu-
tion should be taken in its widest
sense here, in other words 
should cover cinema distribution
video distribution, broadcasting

by television channels and all the
new forms of broadcasting provi-
ded by the new technologies. It
should cover promotion, market-

ing, merchandising, dubbing, sub-
titling, editing copies, duplicating
video recordings, etc.

The current process, whereby the
European public knows far more
about what is happening with
American productions and in the
American cinema than what is
happening in their own countries
and knows absolutely nothing
about the cinema scene in neigh-
bouring countries, must be re-
versed.

The public confidence in
European films must be restored
so that the cinema scene does not
ju5t mean the American cinema
scene.

Fourthly, itis vital that the gridlock
in the cinema distribution market
be cleared by modernizing and,

more importantly, increasing the
number of screens.

With the current number of cine-
mas in Europe, everyone can go to
the cinema an average of 1.
times a year, while Americans can
go to the cinema 4.5 times per

annum. There is a considerable
margin for potential growth. The

British experiment has shown that
low turnout can be reversed.
Increasing the number of screens
and reinventing a modern system
of exploitation can also increase

the average number of visits to the
cinema. Does Europe, like Britain
need to see American enterprises
do this, for the benefit of their own
films, of course, before it realizes
that there is a huge potential mar-
ket waiting to be tapped?

This could be the second sector
for priority intervention under
Community backing. Of course
these cinemas would have to pro-
mise to screen a high proportion

of European films. And we are not
talking in terms of a few dozen
pilot cinemas; we are talking in
terms of 2000 additional cinemas
in order to re-create a market on a
massive scale.

Fifthly, we must re-create an audi-
ence in Europe for the European

cinema.

This might appear to be attempt-

ing the impossible, but steps can

be taken in this direction. They
depend on cultural policy, in the
noblest sense of the word, and

educational policy. Our society
lives at audiovisual speed. The
cinema will be celebrating its cen-
tenary next year. Children nowa-
days spend more time in front of a
television set than in front of their
teacher. Isn t there some justifica-
tion for teaching about audiovis-

ual media on an equal footing



with the written word? Isn t it
about time that we include the
history of the European cinema in
the curriculum on an equal foot-
ing with literature, that we use the
language of today to teach the cit-
izens of tomorrow? Shouldn
democracy look on this as a duty?

We need to replace the only
audiovisual reference which our
youth has e. American films and
series, with the immense cultural
heritage of the European cinema.

Sixthly, and lastly, we must give
European films the means to re-
conquer external markets.

European companies do not have
the resOurces to pursue a policy

similar to that pursued by the
Americans in Eastern Europe or
South-East Asia. The Union should
back the presence of European

films in these areas.

As for the north American market,
the myth which would have us
bel ieve that audiences there
would not go for dubbed or sub-
titled films should be exploded.
The European Union should take
on the responsibility for quality
dubbing in American English of all
European films which have had a
significant degree of success in
Europe.

All the Community policy which I
have just described depends upon
a definition for the European film.
There is at present no definition
which applies throughout the
Union for the purpose of applying
Community regulations. There is a
system which applies within the
context of the Council of Europe
to the few countries wh ich have
ratified the multilateral co-produc-
tion agreement, but within the

European Union only national
definitions exist, in other words
there are 12 different definitions.
A European film today is any film
which has the nationality of a
Member State.

How can we hope to implement
an efficient system of program-
ming quotas and backing for the
distribution of European films and
even partially replace the system
of bilateral co-production agree-
ments with a multilateral financial
co"production agreement, even
subject to certain conditions if the
European Union does not even
have a clear and standard defini-
tion of what.a Community film is?

There is a broad consensus among
European producers for this defini"
lion to be based on points
system. This would indeed make
the rules of the game clear and
enable appropriate action to be
taken in consequence.

Of course, there is one absolute
condition. The production com-
pany must be European, in other

words it must represent European
interests,

In addition , a points system could
be structured along the lines
envisaged by the Council of
Europe, subject to a number of
corrections.

The producer, who is a natural
person , must be included in the
same way as the actors are inclu-
ded and must represent at least the
same number of points as all the
actors.

In order to implement this overall
policy, the European Union
should, as such, intervene on a
massive scale. Transferring all the
national legislation to Community
level, and harmonizing and cor-
recting it would take 20 years, by
which time the European film
industry would be well and truly
defunct. The only quick-fix solu-
tion is Community financing. We
put the cost at a sum in the order
of ECU 1.5 to 2 billion.

Even if it is not for the politicians
to take over the role of the econ-
omic operators, it is up to them to
restore confidence:

(i) to restore the confidence of the
members of the European film
industry;

(ii) to restore the public s confi-

dence in European films.

We must reject defeatism and
restore the European cinema
prestige and reputation, not by

artificially Americanizing it, but by
providing it with the structures
which .it needs in order to regain
its place in the leading audiovisual
market in the world today, the uni-
fied European market.

Some would have us believe that
our cultural identities mark the
limits of our production and distri-
bution. On the contrary, I can
affirm that these different cultural
identities are our wealth and our
chance to vary a supply of pro-
ducts which is not standardized as
the reflection of a single reality,

I am asking European politicians
to assume their cultural, social
and economic responsibilities
towards a cultural industry, an
industry which creates jobs and
economic prosperity and a cultu-
ral activity which is crucial to
European democracy.

We must guard against interven"
tionism and not create new
obstacles, especially now that the
Bangemann report has set out a
new information and communica-
tions scenario. There is no call to
increase the number of regula-
tions. What we need is to create
the right conditions for enterprises
to regain their freedom and inde-
pendence on the market following
a period of support. If ways are

found of re-Iaunching the cinema
in Europe, the problems through-
out the audiovisual industry will
be solved , including those specific
to television. And all without
harming a hair on the head of cul-
tural identity, since culture does
not and should not know either
limitations or boundaries.



I b~l~eve ~hat you are all fairly
familiar with the idea that led to
the creation of the Think-tank:
C~m ,?issioner Pinheiro suggested
bringing together six professionals
from different countries and differ-
ent branches of the industry and

inviting them to carry out an
unrestricted and independent dis-
cussion with a view to contribu"
ting towards the drafting, by the
Commission, of a Green Paper on
the audiovisual industry.

The exercise had a dual aim: it
~volved on the one hand analy"

sing and attempting to understand
the reasons for the loss, in recent
years, of c?mpetitiveness by the
E~ropean cinema and by audio-
~Isual pr?ducts .in general, par-
ticularly In relation to American
products. Secondly, it was to pro-
duce proposals to the Commission
for measures considered to be
necessary and feasible with a view
to rectifying the situation , with a
very specific aim and I think
that it is very important that this
should be emphasized, in that sta-
tements are sometimes made in
this connection which, whilst
being perfectly legitimate, do not
~late to .the Green Paper s inten-

tion, which is also the theme of
this conference and which can be
summed up very simply: how to
take advantage of the existence of
the single market in order to make
~ur audiovisual industry competi-
tive on a world level.

In preparing our report, we started
from a striking observation (I am
quoting from the Commission
White Paper because it states very
clearly facts which everyone
knows, but which need stating
again and again): 'The European
market has been among the fastest
growing in the world with a cur-
rent market growth rate of 6% a
year .in real terms, that is being
sustained even in today
recessionary climate. The USA has
benefited most from growth in
Europe incr~asing its sales of pro-
gramming In Europe from USD
330 million in 1984 to USD 3.
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billion in 1992. In 1991 , 77% of
American exports of audiovisual
programmes went to Europe of
which nearly 60% to the Com~u-
nity, ,this be~ng the second largest
US Indu~tnal sector in export

terms, while the European Union
annual deficit with the USA in
audiovisual trade amounts , as you
all know

, '

to about USD 3,5 billi-

If we have stressed this point in
our. r~~ort -:- Europe s huge sales
defIcit In this sphere in relation to
the United States, which we consi-
der to be intolerable and unaccep-
table it is because at the con-
clusion of the Uruguay Round of
~he GATT .negotiations, everyone
In the Thmk-tank unanimously
~efused to place culture against
Industry, creativity against market.
As Canudo said, at the beginning
of the century, the cinema al-
though nowadays this could be
said for audiovisual production as
~ whole - is a 'dream factory . It

IS perhaps here that the misunder-
standing begins, because it could
be wondered how these two terms
can be reconciled? Are we then
manufacturing dreams? The
answer is that of course we are!
We therefore have to acknowled-
ge that .even though ' the cinema is
not . like other products , as
President Delors reminded us
once again yesterday, films are
nevertheless products which have
to be manufactured and above all
distributed like any other product.

I would thus summarize the Think"
tank' s starting point by saying that
we considered that it should be
realized first of all that the colossal
trade deficit with the United States
finds expression in a very serious

cultural deficit, and not the re-
verse. This is a point upon which
we are unanimous. In other words
we ~hould consider starting from
our Industry s trade deficit if the
tragic cultural deficit which it
involves is to be recouped, be-

cause this d~ficit not only repre-
sents a serious weakness with
regard to our economy but also,
and above .all, a serious threat to
our civilization. It is no longer pos-
sible to conceal the extent and the
~epth ~f ~his crisis, of this stagger-
109 deficit In our products, firstly
on our own market and secondly
on the world market, where it
could b~ considered nowadays
that their presence is virtually
nominal. We are all aware - and
this is why we are here that if
nothi ng is. done to halt and change
t~e direction o! this situation regar-
dmg the dominance of American
products or, to put it less defen-
:ive!y and more positively, if noth-
109 IS done to recapture the market
:hare for our products, which also
Implies regaining public confi-
dence, our grandchildren will per-
manently view the world through

American eyes.

The significance of this threat has
ofte,n been .stressed, particularly

during the discussions which pre-
ceded the GATT negotiations, but
I would like to give you a few
small examples of the danger
which threatens our culture, I
should say our civilization, if we
allow it to be invaded and domin-
ated by the production of images

which we are offered by the
American factory. let us take the
death penalty, for example: this is
something which exists in most
American States but which has
been abolished in all our coun-
tries. It is thus something which no
longer forms part of our customs
and behaviour.



As another example: the sale of
arms is, as you know, unrestricted
in the United States. This is begin-
ning to cause problems there but
remains a phenomenon which , if

you like, is expressed in their films
through what I would call a cer-
tain photogenic violence. All this
is of course and it is very
important not lapse into dema-

gogy one side of a culture
which includes values which are
very positive and very appealing
to the young: ideas of justice
liberty and courage, for example.
It is a civilization , a culture which
I would not say is foreign to us
since a large number of Americans
have inherited our own culture,
but I believe that we would be
poorer if, in addition to that, we
did not have the diversity of cul-
tures and languages which Europe
represents and which have, in the
past, succeeded in reaching a
degree of universality.

I believe that, taking this observa-
tion as a starting point, everyone

will agree that Europe also needs
an image. Also that such an image
is nowadays projected, for the

most part, if not exclusively,
through audiovisual production.

The second question , which arises
from this, is whether Europe has
the resources; It is all very well to
say that we need an image, but are
the resources available to produce
it? Here again, the Think"tank is
convinced that evidently the
answer is that they are: we have
the largest market in the world
more or less 350 million inhabi-
tants, if we can succeed in taking
advantage of this market. There is
also money available, both for
production and consumption.
Talent is not lacking, either: a

moment ago, my colleague
Aurelio De laurentiis mentioned
the names of film directors, and to
these can be added those of our
best technicians who have gone to

the United States. Even our stories
go there more and more. Finally,
we Europeans have something
which is very important, and this
is the tradition of story-telling.
Fiction was born and has devel-
oped here on our continent and
the art of appealing to the public
(Racine said 'the principal rule is
to please and to move ) became
refined through novels, paintings,
plays, opera and, later on, films.

Therefore we can and must create
our own images and spread them
throughout the world. It is thus a
matter of finding the most effective
methods of achieving this, which
implies the definition of a new
policy and the means of applying
it. This is why We are here, to try
and respond to what the Commis-
sion has decided to do through the
Green Paper and by organizing
this conference, and all that is to
follow.

Thus we first tried to allow a little
time for analysing and for going

through the background, in other
words the chronology and diagno-
sis of the crisis, because it is only
by correctly diagnosing a disease
that one can treat it. Also we real-
ized that it would be much easier
to propose solutions if we had
SOme kind of very specific nega-
tive, since afterwards we would
only have to develop this negative
in order to obtain an accurate
positive, in other words we real-
ized that the measures to be taken
would become self-evident.

Our first observation was that in
the space of 10 years European

films lost 50% of the cinema mar-
ket and two thirds of the audien-
ces. Today, as you know, American
films have an 80% share of the

market and in some countries , my
own for example, they have more
than 90%. However, we tried to
take this analysis a I ittle further
and we observed that it is not the
American cinema which has risen
in the public s estimation: in fact
the audience for American films
has remained more or less stable.
Since 1980, the audience has fal-

len from 425 million to 420 mil-
lion. Therefore this figure, this

pointer, makes it seem that a
strong increase in the American
films' market share has been
achieved at the expense 
European cinema. In fact we can
confirm that audiences for
European films fell from 475 milli-
on to 120 mill ion in the same 10
year period!

Other figures can be added to
help understand the bleakness of

the situation: Americans go to the
cinema more than four times a
year, whereas in Europe the aver-
age is 1, 7 times. It is this section of
the public that must be won back
for European films. It is not a ques-
tion of taking audiences from

American films; they have already
won audience loyalty and they
have earned it. On the contrary, it
means ensuring that there 
diversity of choice and thus gain-
ing a market share for our
products. '

What is even more important, and
this is another point to which I
would draw your attention , is that
when it is said that American pro-
ducts have, on average 80% 

the market share speaking here

of both cinemas and films since
we also know that the cinemas are
the window and the films are the
vehicle which conveys the
strength and image of the
American civilization to the peo-
ple s imagination this 80% mar-
ket share which is held by
American films is represented, in

general , by the same films, being
distributed at the same time and in
all regions. On the other hand the
European films which hold the
remaining average 20% of market
share in our countries, are never

the same. There are very few
European films which are distribu-
ted beyond their national bound-
aries and the number of European
films distributed in all countries



can be counted on the fingers of
one hand. In other words there 
an increasingly marked tendency,
which is growing day by day,
towards bipolarity, in the sense
that there are, on the one hand,

American products which have
succeeded in taking advantage of
the single market and, on the
other, products which are called
European but which are in reality
increasingly national.

I will give you the example of the
creation of UIP, which simul-
taneously distributes films from
three American majors: Universal
Paramount and MGM. I would
advise you to read UIP's Articles of
Association, because they real-
ized, well ahead of us, that it was
necessary to operate in Europe as

if it were one market, that econo-
mies of scale had to be established
and that, to achieve this, it was
necessary to join forces. As far as
European products are concerned
on the other hand, our markets are
increasingly compartmentalized;
in other words, within each of our
countries there is a growing divis-
ion between the American and
national cinema. We also realized
that this tendency to bipolarity
between American and national
products has been increased by
television, particularly following
the rapid increase in independent
channels as a result of thederegu-
lation which began in Europe
around the 1980s, particularly
in Italy.

Take the example of the ' Tele-
vision without frontiers' directive.
Aside from a more detailed analy-
sis than I am carrying out here, the
European product quotas which

have to be respected in many
countries conceal from us a reality
which rebounds against the law
very intention, which was 

promote the distribution of Euro-
pean products. In fact most coun-
tries fulfil their European film
quota by programming national
products, whilst the only products
which Circulate through the
various channels in the various
European countries are American
products!

Naturally the video has also
accompanied this hegemony,
inasmuch as the organization of
the American industry the con-
centration of titles in the hands of
a few major companies is such
that it has derived the most profit
from these new broadcasting
methods: video and television.
With the opening of independent

channels, we have Seen mass sales
of films: we should remember
Italy, where the Berlusconi chan~
nels bought in bulk, at prices

which defied all competition. I
can also give you the example of
what happened in my country:
there was a single distributor 
which alone represented six
American catalogues, including
those of UIP - which sold a block
of 522 American titles to the
Portuguese national channel!
Portuguese television has enough
for five years! Thus American pro-
ducts and the strength of their
catalogues, in other words the
concentration of distribution , have
meant that all these new broad-
casting media, whether video
television and before long the new
broadcasting media which are
constantly mentioned, have assist-
ed and will continue to assist the
Americans rather than the
Europeans.

This is an important point be-

cause, although the domination

by the Americans is a worrying

phenomenon, we should not fall
into the trap of making them the
scapegoats for all our wrongs: they
have of course benefited from
historical circumstances, from a
common language, etc. , but they
have also been cleverer and more
pragmatic than we have. Whilst
on this subject, I shall again give

you two or three figures and some
examples which seem striking. We
know that Europe produces 500
films each year, around the .same
number as the Americans. Thus I
would say that our deficit does not
arise from production - from the
number of films which we pro-
duce. The problem is that distribu-
tion in the United States is organ-

izedin such a way that the seven
majors distribute films throughout
the world, over the whole planet. I
am not saying all American films
but let's say that 90% of the earn-
ings from American films are
achieved by the majors. Seven

majors over the whole world! And
what do we find to compare with
that? Research by Media-Salles
has shown that in Europe there are
around 1 100 distributors! There
are 1 100 small , medium-sized or
large distributors in Europe and no
single transnational distributor.
They all operate locally there
may be exceptions to this, but
these are isolated examples with-
out significance., I believe that the
weakness of the cinema industry
and, as a result, of the European
audiovisual industry lies precisely
here: in the irrational nature of our
industrial and sales system , in the
fact that our film and audiovisual
production is destined or condem"
ned to be consumed by increas-
ingly local audiences.

Of course, everything else is tied
in to this and the causes lead to
the effects and vice versa , as in the
story of the chicken and the egg! It
could be asked why European
films no longer attract the public
or why one cannot see Greek films
in Spain , or French films in Portu-
gal? I could reply thatit is because
there are no longer any European
stars and I mention stars be-

cause, whether one likes it or not,
it is the stars, the actors, who



bring the film to the public; nowa-
days there are no longer any
European stars, whereas 15 or 20
years ago, European actors were
often better known and more
admired than American stars. But
why are there no longer any
European stars? Because the films
are no longer distributed, which
means that they have no popular-
ity beyond their own borders. And
then we go back to the beginning,
which is the distribution problem:
without a complex network which
can distribute films and other
audiovisual products through a
sufficient number of territories to
ensure their popularity and thus

profitability, the producers will
have less and less potential for
taking risks and, as a result,
European products will tend to
remain local and show an increas-
ing deficit, thus living on a com-
plex system of subsidies which
encourages them to turn their
backs on the market.

We thus realized tha.. in all coun-
tries, even those where the indus-
try is apparently sollOd since 

continues to produce a good 100
or so films per year, the permanent
market deficit has contributed to
the development of a protectionist
mentality which has snowballed:
even national films have 
increasingly nominal share of the
cinema and there are fewer and
fewer exports.

Let us take the case of France

which continues to produce more
than 100 films each year. In the
last 10 years, these French films
have not only ceased to have the

major share of their own cinema
screens, which they always had
previously, but through a weaken-
ing of production and thus of

independent distribution to other
countries, particularly the ' little
countries French films are
exported less and less and their
earnings from abroad are increas-
ingly reduced, which in turn
weakens the industrial fabric. It
was sufficient for the Italian cine-

, for example, to experience

crisis (mainly as a result of the
concentration of independent
channels in Italy) for the effects to
be immediately felt by the French
cinema. As you all know, France

had a co-production agreement
with Italy from the 19S0s until the
end of the 1970s, which had al-
lowed the producers to count at
the outset upon two very powerful
markets and this made it possible
to take some risks.

What has thus happened 
Europe is that earnings from films
no longer cover their production

costs and no means of making up
this market deficit has been
considered apart from official aid
and commitment systems which
vary in complexity and efficiency.
Their subsidizing nature has been
a contributory factor in making the
products increasingly remote from
the market. It is observed that in
the long term this kind of
intervention, both on a Com"
munity and national level, has
made producers and directors
both powerless and lazy. This is
what Wim Wenders said when he
acknowledged (and I quote) that
in Europe, we have fallen into a
lethargy of subsidy, whose 5ymp-
toms are often a kind of self- indul-
gence and artistic hedonism, a

lack of interest in the public and
an ignorance of market laws . It

could not be better put. In Europe,

we have been led, so to speak, to
adopt what I would call an 'eco-
logical' approach to production:
this is a species in the process of
extinction (the various national
cinemas) which needs to be pro-
tected from industrial predators.

At this stage, I would draw your
attention to a problem which
appears to me to be vital and

which provokes much misunder-
standing: the problem of markets
and respect for competition.
Whilst we strongly insist in our
report upon the need to make our
products competitive on the world
market, we have to start by ac-
knowledging that the audiovisual
market is no longer fair and that in
most cases competition no longer

operates. This justifies strong inter-
vention by the public authorities
the Member States as well as the
Commission, with a view to regu-
lating the market and ensuring that
it operates fairly. This is, moreover

point which Commissioner
Pinheiro is always emphasizing

and which fully justifies Europe
position in the GATT negotiations:
it is not sufficient to say that the
market must be free, it must also
be fair. Thus, those who urge U5 

and I think that this is a very
important aspect since we have
just heard the representatives of
independent channels repeat the
argument for deregulation and the
myth of the self-operating market

those who urge us to deregulate
the market and neglect product
manufacture, in other words the
software in comparison with the
hardware, should not forget that in
the United States it is precisely the
strong and permanent protection
of competition and strong market

regulation which have, amongst
other factors, allowed American

industry to prosper: the anti-trust
laws in addition to a regulating
body like the FCC, which Europe
does not possess, playa large part

in the prosperity of their audio-

visual industry. The Americans
know, when it is a question of
their markets (but not those of



Europe!) that liberalism does not
mean the survival of the fittest and
that it is precisely because of
strong protection of competition

that their industry is so well devel-
oped at home.

I shall now end this digression,
without which our report would

risk being misinterpreted and
misunderstood. I was in the pro-
cess of telling you how the prolif"
eration of television channels has
further increased our dependence
upon American products, and in
this connection it is worth
mentioning the importance of
catalogues. It is a very significant
aspect and one which wHi be-
come even more important in the
future with pay-TV and all forms
of direct public consumption,
Here again it should be recogni"
zed that it is the strength of the
American catalogues which al-
lows them to apply prices which
are often confused with dumping
and to adopt a strategy of market
invasion , the strategic intelligence
of which has often been emphas-
ized by our colleague Riccheri

who is also present. For the
Americans, it is particularly vital
to have a presence in markets

even the poorest markets: they
know how to sell the same film in
Albania as they are selling in
France, at nominal prices, but they
sell it nevertheless because, as

Riccheri says, this is a 'strategy of
occupying territory : it means
creating a need. Thus we are today
aware that the new technology
which is so often mentioned risks
making the situation even worse.
We know today that household
expenditure on audiovisual pro-
ducts will double; it remains to be
seen whether, by facilitating the
physical distribution of images

reducing the number of different
forms of marketing products and

their consumption, and thus
increasing and accelerating rev-
enue this will not benefit
American products first and fore-
most: hence the importance of
catalogues, which is often menti-
oned in our report, and of a policy
which encourages their prod-
uction.

If we consider then that the audio-
visual industry is a sector of stra-
tegic priority, the European Union
should acquire the resources to
take action. And we maintain that
action is necessary on two levels:
on the one hand, we think that a
favourable legal framework and
temporary protection mechanisms
should be established until the
market is able to function in
accordance with the laws of com"
petition.

Along with this favourable legal
framework, which would create
fair market conditions, it will be
necessary to strengthen product

competitiveness. In our opinion

and this is the report's principal
recommendation , production can
only become competitive again if
it is marketed, in other words 
means are found at the outset to
increase revenue. This means that
an increase in the markets, the ter-
ritories and the broadcasting
methods will make it possible to
recoup investment. Hence the
importance of distribution , which
should allow the companies to
produce catalogues with a solid
commercial value which may
become similar to that of real
estate. What are the majors today
other than large catalogues?

At this point I shall allow myself to
digress slightly, in order to pay
tribute to someone who is here
with us: I speak of Jean-Claude
Batz, In the Think-tank we studied
papers which had been given in
the past, particularly at meetings
which had been organized or sup-
ported by the Community and
which could be of assistance to
our discussion. I was amazed
when I discovered that in 1968, at
a meeting which took place here

in Brussels, Jean-Claude Batz,
who we have just heard, gave a

report in which he reached exact-
ly the same conclusions as we
have reached nearly 30 years
later! Unfortunately, at the time
no-one took his advice and this
was a pity, because J think that if
his advice had been taken in 1968
we would not have needed to be
here today. He put hi.s finger on
the fundamental problem of
European cinema (and at that time
cinema still held sway and was in
quite good shape): he realized that
the size of the Community (and it
is worth remembering that the
Community then consisted of only
six countries) was big enough for
the creation of a strong distribu-
tion network, and that this was the
sole means, not of combating
American cinema, since this was
not the concern, but rather of
combating its hegemony and
restoring the European cinema to
its proper place, thus ensuring the
diversity which the public needs
and to which it is entitled.

Unfortunately it was not an oppor-
tune time for this kind of proposal.
1968 was also the year of the May
days in Paris .and the very year
when the Nouvelle Vague produ-
cers boycotted the Cannes Film

Festival. It was the time of what
was known as the 'writer s cine-

. On the other hand, it was the
time of the Vietnam war Hair and
Guevaraism and one would have
thought that the European cinema
should also have contributed to
ending the American imperialism
which was in turn reflected in the
hegemony of its cinema.



Unfortunately, therefore, no-one
heeded Jean-Claude Batz s advice.
I hope you will forgive this digres"
sion but I included it because

having realized, as he did in 1968,
that distribution should be a key-
stone of European policy and that
it was in this sphere that Europe
should invest, he was something
of a visionary and I believe that
this should be acknowledged.

, 25 years later, we Were led to
the same conclusions as Jean-
Claude Batz on the strategic
importance of distribution and on
the idea that only a solid pan-
European distribution network
could solve the problem 
marketing films and give the com-
panies which produce them the
necessary basis for risk-taking, in
other words, give them the means
to match their ambitions. This is
why, in our report, we are propo"
sing that the Commis5ion should
set .up a fund of ECU 1 billion in
order to allow a 10 year invest-
ment in the creation of a number
of consortia, formed spontaneous-
ly by small, medium-sized or large
companies already existing in
several countries, which could
combine their efforts and experi-
ence and pool their assets in order
to create solid pan-European com-
panies to distribute several
European products in several
markets,

This means strategic change, in
other words we need to come off
the defensive and go onto the
offensive, as has been frequently
said here, and in order to achieve
this it is necessary to change from
a policy of individual actions, of

aiding projects, to a policy of
aiding the structure. And the new

structure can only be a pan-
European distribution enterprise.
Aid is thus given to the creation of
distribution consortia distribut-
ing all kinds of products, on all
kinds of media and in all kinds of
markets. This does not mean the
isolated distribution of films or
series which we are each man-
aging to produce with increasing
difficulty in oUr own countries.
Instead it is a matter of powerful
distribution networks established
in the largest possible number of
territories, capable of distributing
all kinds of products. This is our

principal recommendation and in
our opinion it is here that the
Commission should concentrate
its efforts, in accordance with the
principle of subsidiarity. Subsid-

iarity is not an idle term even
though it has a bad reputation.
Investment in the creation of a

multiple pan-European distribu-
tion network (because distribution
is pan-European by definition)
should, in our opinion , be the task
of the European Union, because

this is precisely what the Member
States cannot solve alone within a
purely national framework.

This change has a decisive strate-
gic effect: that of moving the
decision-making centre. Our aid
programmes are, generally speak-
ing, in the hands of selection
panels linked to institutes which
are part of or responsible to the

Ministries of Culture and thus
even if very competent and very
responsible people are involved,
inevitably follow criteria which

are distanced from the market-

place. Supply is favoured in
comparison with demand.

This strategic change which we
are proposing, which consists of
focusing on distribution, will

mean that these distribution enter-
prises will henceforth playa larger
partin decisions regarding the
products they need, in that, being
intermediaries between the prod-
ucts and the public, they are best
able to interpret need, desire and
expectation, We .are fully convin-

ced that, even though it 5eems

paradoxical , the more the distribu-
tors' role is strengthened and the
more significant their share in the
choice of the products which they
need, the more the originality,
initiative and independence of
creativity can be preserved.

I shall give you two small exam"
pies which I hope will help you to
understand what I am trying to say.
Many fear that a pan-European
distribution would end in thecrea-
tion of ' Euro-puddings , which we
have heard about once today,
whereas this is a term which I
believe should be once and for all
banished from our vocabulary.
However, since it is mentioned, I

have to tell you that I have no fear
of ' Euro-puddings : they only exist
where there are no strong and
original producers and directors. I
will give you an example: 200
years ago, Wolfgang Amadeus
Mozart wrote an opera called The
Marriage of Figaro which was
perhaps the first European ' Euro-
pudding . French author: Beau-

marchais; plot situated in Spain

more specifically Seville; scenario
and dialogue (what is known as
the libretto) by lorenzo da Ponte,

an Italian; Mozart himself was
Austrian, and he went together
with da Ponte, his collaborator, to
request money from Joseph II
who was German, to produce the
opera. I shall not mention the

singers, who were also of several
nationalities, This is thus a beaut-
iful example of a ' Euro-pudding
Perhaps Europe was then more
cosmopolitan than it is today.

However, I shall continue.



Here, then are the two examples.
The Americans have for a long
time made many cowboy and
indian films, which are known as
Westerns. Nothing could be more
local. Except that they made many
films about indians, but they made
films which could be seen and
appreciated all over the world.

Had they made films about in-
dians to be .shown to indians, they
would have been wasted. Thus, I
believe that what we are increa-
singly making in each of our own
countries are films about our in-
dians, but which are destined or
condemned to be seen exclusively
by our indians.

I shall give you another example,
a very fine one this time: The
Piano by Jane Campion. I do not,
myself, know of a more local film.
It is a New Zealand film , which
could not be set in Paris, in
Brussels, or in New York. It is a

. film which is utterly New Zealand
both in its location and in its
inspiration. Even so, as a result of
the way in which Jane Campion
has handled the subject and the
story, through the actors she chose
and the production resources she

had available, and as a result also
of marketing, etc., and the fact
that she is a writer and a genius,
like Mozart, who I gave as an
example a moment ago with his
Euro-pudding , all this has made
The Piano into an international
and universal product. So what I
am trying to say here is essentially
that the locality of the subject
should not be confused with the
locality of the audience, It is
necessary to find universal audi-

ences for films which may start
from a local subject but which
must, within the great European
tradition, have a universal mes-
sage. It is this dual aspect of works
of art that forms what is known
as culture, but we should not con-
fuse culture with folklore.

Bela Bartok produced remarkable
works from Hungarian folklore;
Picasso worked on African folk-
lore. But what is significant about
their work is not the folklore,
which was simply the inspiration

what they have made of it.
There could be many such exam-
ples.

Thus I would say that, in this stra-
tegic change, the main factor is
that it will allow (or force) the
decision-making centre to move.

We should choose the companies
the enterprises in which Europe
should invest, but leave them the
initiative to decide which projects
should receive investment, and we
should stop allowing a national or
European selection panel to cho"
ose which projects to support, on
an individual basis.

I propose to end here. In our
report we have other parallel pro-
posals which are also important

but which we shall perhaps have
other opportunities to discuss:
training, cinemas, the distribution
of films in Eastern Europe and
export to the United States the
importance of dubbing, coordina-
tion between the various Direc-
torates-General in Brussels which
are responsible for the audiovisual
industry, in order to obtain a
coherent and monitored policy,
and also the problem of transpa-
rency and certainty regarding the
law (for example, the problem of
ticket control, which is very
important, even for the Americans
if investors ' confidence is to be
gained), the .establishment of a
European register for European
works, and finally there are some
one-off measures which we are
also suggesting.

I would just like to end by remind-
ing you that next year will be a
unique opportunity for taking
decisions on the future of the
European cinema with a view to
safeguarding what I would term
our audiovisual fiction, because
this is a matter of life or death, as

Jack Lang has reminded us. We
are, as you know, on the eve of the

first centenary of the cinema. At
the end of December next year we
shall commemorate the first anni-
versary of ' cinematography , as

this amazing technique of project"
ing moving images which has
revolutionized our century was
known as at the time. It is up to us
to decide whether this will be
commemorated sadly, as someth-
ing from the past which will stay
in the film archives , or whether, on
the contrary, it will be possible, as
it was 100 years ago, to take as an
example those men who invented
the cinema, who were also indus-
trialists and merchants, inventors
and creators who had to get on
well together. If so, we will be
able to celebrate in 1995 a renais"
sance of this new art of story-tel"
ling. It is today faced with a new
technological revolution, but in
having changed its methods, it has
not, for all that, changed its na-
ture. Thank you for your attention.



The members of the Think-tank
have done some extremely
imaginative, creative and, in some
respects, even provocative wor~ in
connection with the report Just

presented by Mr Vasconcelos.
They have been far more dari
than the Commission could be In
its Green Paper, which is, by def-
inition, a different .sort of docu-
ment but the Think-tank' s ideas,
deliberations and suggestions
obviously contributed to the
Green Paper

, .

and there are many
points in common to be found
even though each of the docu"
ments retains its own character
and origin. I feel that the Green
Paper serves to highlight a few
points made in virtually all the
many contributions we have re-
ceived both from the Member
States and from the professional
associations:

(i) firstly, the audiovisual industry
is coming to be seen as one of the
main industries with a high growth
potential , particularly in terms of
job creation;

(ii) secondly, the question of safe-
guarding the diversity of national
and regional cultures of~en
expressed in terms of safeguarding
public choice, is henceforth clear-
ly linked to the development of

programme-making industry
which is largely European and
viable in the long term;
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(iii) thirdly, digital compression
technology is perceived as
revolutionary' and seems des-
tined to radically transform the
general structure of theindustry,
particular by accentuating the
strategic role of the programme-
making industry;

(iv) fourthly, if the European Union
is planning to strengthen its audio-
visual policy, it must do ~o fast
both in order to keep up wIth the
rigid pace of technological prog-
ress and because international
liberalization is now unavoidable,

So much for the politico-econ-
omic context. As far as the pro-
gramme-making industr~ .is con-
cerned, despite the speCIfic char-

acteristics that distinguish the
cinema and television, the White
Paper underlines three major
weaknesses in the industry as
such:

(i) it is fragmented on a series of
national or local markets barely

offering survival prospects to firms
too small to contend with the
European and world markets;

(ii) there is a tendency to wall off
these markets owing to the weak-
ness of the distribution and the
transnational circulation of pro-

grammes;

(iii) the industry is caught i

~ ~

vicious circle of debt and defICit
and fails to attract European capi-
tal, even though such c~pital is
available for investment In non-
European programme industries.

Clearly, and here I agree with
what Mr De laurentiis was saying,
we must not be too pessimistic.
The European cinema and the
European programme-making
industry have considerable assets.

The Green Paper particularly
emphasizes the quality and divers~
ity of its output which , in a context
of the individualization of supply,

may turn out to be genuine eCOfl"
omic opportunities.

The aims of the Green Paper, Le:

(i) opening up national markets;

(ii) guaranteeing a real choice for
the European public;

(Hi) maximizing opportunities in a
future-oriented industry;

(iv) ensuring the longer-term
profitability of an industry cur-
rently in deficit

are to be seen in a long-term pers-
pective,

However, we also have short-term
preoccupations and deadlines to
meet. We have to plan support
mechanisms for when the present
MEDIA programme expires at the
end of 1995. If we therefore
intend to have a successor, we
have to make proposals now so
that they will be ready on 
January 1996. Secondly, the P?S-
sible revision of the broadcasting
directive, Here again , we are ob-
liged by the directive to present a
report in October and, If appro-
priate, make proposals. So there
already we have two immediate
deadlines, and this problem of the
coexistence of long and short term
objectives has also given rise to
some difficulty.



Secondly, the Green Paper focuses
its ideas on one specific aspect of
the audiovisual industry and one
alone: the development of the
European film and television pro-
gramme industry. By making this
comment I shall be able to
answer various remarks made in
the course of this afternoon.

We have concentrated On pro"
grammes because of the need to
take account of two characteristics
of the industry:

(i) firstly, films and television pro"
grammes are products unlike any
other, It is the programmes which
are of concern to us;

(ii) secondly, the programme
industry is playing an increasingly
strategic role in the development
of the audiovisual industry, proof
of which lies in the fact that the
most powerful operators on the
world market are trying to control
the most important programme
catalogues.

Our del iberations will have to take
account of the overall develop-
ment of the audiovisual industry
and all the contributions have
clearly been extremely useful to
us. Nonetheless, we concentrated
on the programmes because we
felt that other enclosures would
enable you to express your views

on other issues which are just as
relevant to the future of the audio"
visual sector. I shall quote two of
them:

(i) an issue as fundamental as the
safeguarding of pluralism in a con-
text of media concentration will
not be dealt with here in its own
right. It is the subject of another
Green Paper on the subject of
pluralism and concentrations and
will be at the heart of the Commis-
sion s deliberations on the new
information society;

(ii) nor have we broached the
issue of the public versus the

private sector. This is a problem
which lies more within the context
of pluralism and concentration. It

is an important problem in Euro-
pean terms but one which is rela-
tively less important in the context
which was the focus of our efforts
here: programmes and the devel"
opment of the programme indus-
try in Europe.

Personally, I shall sum up by say"
ing that I am not pessimistic: we
have a number of assets, we have
listened to suggestions, we have
already done a number of things
not enough but something
nonetheless, and we must conti-
nue in this direction.

We have raised these questions in
the Green Paper. Admittedly, We
have not yet come up with
answers, a fact for which some
have criticized us. But that was
intentional. We first wanted to
hear the results of today s confer-
ence and the various contributions
to this debate, and it is then

that we shall try to draw conclu-
sions and make proposals to the
Council, the European Parliament

and the Committee of the Regions
as regards both what may be a
new MEDIA programme or a
MEDIA programme with a new
face and the broadcasting direc-
tive with proposals focusing on

the problems actually encount-
ered by professionals. This is to tell
you how much importance we
attach to the deliberations of these
three days, today, tomorrow and
the following day and to tell you
how much we appreciate your
having taken part in this exercise.



THE EUROPEAN DIMENSION
I N HE A U D I 0 V I SUA I N D U S TRY:
COMPETITIVITY AND DIVERSITY

I would like to start off with a
maxim attributed to Jean Monnet,
which is no doubt apocryphal: '
Europe had to be created afresh , I

would start with its culture . This
quotation is not only apocryphal

but wrong as well. It is wrong in
the Sense that, when the creation
of Europe first began, this process
could not and should not have
started with culture - rather, it
should have started off with coal
and steel , as it in fact did. That
said, I will try to come up with a
(perhaps equally apocryphal)
maxim which a latter-day Jean
Monnet might apply to the crea-
tion of Europe, My maxim would
be: ' If I had to create Europe today,
I would start off with the audiovis-
ual sector . Rather than demons-
trating the truth of this m~xim, I

will try to show you the evidence
in support of it, and will do 
quite briefly because I prefer dis-
cussion to lectures and also
because time is short and Volker
(SchlondorffJ will be speaking
after me.
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There are three reasons why
would I start off with the audiovis-
ual sector. The first of these revol-
ves around what could be called
industry, production and econo-
mics. Without going into great
detail , which is not possible today
anyway, it is clear , that w~. are
living in a time of CriSIS: a CriSIS of
not only society and values, but
one which essentially affects pro-
duction methods and our industri-
al fabric. And in this crisis, without
knowing what exactly the final
outcome will be, nor through
what destruction the' system will
pass before coming out of crisis
we can already see ~ it is easy to
see that advanced technologies
and industries geared to the audio-
visual sector will be the industrial
and production systems of tomor-

row and that, although the great
industrial factories of the 19th and
20th centuries may be on the way
out this new form of industry and
technology represents tomorrow s

world, not only in terms of re-
search new materials and pro-
gram~es but also from the point
of view of job creation; after all
one of the most typical features of
the current crisis affecting pro-

duction methods is that, although
the Utopian belief had grown that
this explosion in science and

industry would create more
leisure time, we can now See that
it creates unemployment and that
as a result, any future industrial
approach which creates j?bs, mu
be seized on as a strategIC link In
the European development pro-
cess. Industry, then, is the first of

my three reasons, but I have only
dealt with it very briefly because I
think my point is fairly self-evident
and does not need a long demon"
stration.

I may deal with my second reason
at greater length because it con-
cerns what I feel is the crucial
question , and one which has b~en
the subject of a long-running
debate between cinema and tele"
vision writers, producers and dis-
tributors, State bodies and region-
al authorities. In addition, there

nothing wrong with this quest!o
being discussed by us b~cau~e It 
a crucial one from this pOint of
view and also in terms of econo-
mics and 20th century society. The
issue in question concerns the

relationship which exists between
the market and culture and, con-
sequently, between the market
and the State and between the
market and the public sector. It's a
question which has been at the
centre of 20th century social
experiments and which - thi~ is a

personal opinion, but o~e which I
believe is based on reality has
been brutally settled by historical
experience. It has been settled in
the sense that the laws of market
economics cannot be bypassed;
all attempts which have been
made to bypass them have failed
with more or less miserable
results, At the same time, however
we know from experience that the
market is inherently a mechanism
which spontaneously and auto-
matically reproduces ineq~ality,
injustice and an accumulation of
power. As a result, a social author"
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ity is needed: this authority
should, I feel , be a social one ra-
ther than a State one because I
think that reducing public inter-
vention at State level would be
simplistic, and social intervention
is needed to correct th~ disastrous
and perverse effects of the market.
And so we are faced with this
contradiction and with a need to
repeatedly restructure intervention
so as to adjust and organize trade
and competition, because that is
what the market is: trade and com-
petition. And cultural creation is
still the area in which everything
concerning the market and market
economics is detestable and
detested and seems to be held in
contempt a priori. I think that the
significant effort which has recent~
Iy been made at the instance of
the Commission , in the Think-tank
reports and in the Green Paper
represents a new attempt to really
rethink issues concerning the mar~

. ket and market intervention and to
dispense with myths and pat phra~

ses which, though interesting as
far as rhetoric is concerned, are

totally unproductive. I will leave it
at that I don t want to pick up
on and repeat a number of state-
ments which are set out in these
documents, with which you are all
familiar and which, I hope, will
form the basis for real and produc-
tive work by the Community in the
future; however, it is clear that we
should never forget the final phra-
se of Malraux s brilliant piece on
the cinema and cinema psycholo-

gy: '

in addition , cinema is also an
industry . If Malraux s piece were
to be updated, I would now put
this phrase right at the beginning;
and whenever someone said that
films are not goods, I would only
agree if I could add ' films are not
goods like others, but cinema is an
industry . That's the second point
which needs to be worked on.
Our intervention in the world of
cinema needs to be developed in
future. I don t want to go any fur-
ther than that, although I could
easily provide specific Spanish
examples of the harm done by a
State cinema policy and by mis-

conceptions about not only the

State s and the market's role but

also what can be called 'the sub-
sidy culture , which stifles the film
and audiovisual industry.

Thirdly, and lastly, let us address
the title of this part of your discus-
sion On cultural diversity and the
single market; I would also like to
say why the audiovisual industry
ought to be at the centre of a
European strategy which rightly
affects industry and culture. It is
clear that Europe s cultural rich-
ness and unity, which developed
long before (and indeed centuries
before) the advent of the Commu-
nity or Community rules, has
always been founded on diversity:
diversity in terms of national cul-
tures, regional cultures , European
languages, etc. And we have now
reached a special point in Eur-
ope s traditional situation, In what
way? Because, with the construc-
tion of Europe on the one hand
and the collapse of the Soviet
system to the east on the other, we
are witnessing the upsurge of two
contradictory phenomena, the
contradictory nature of which
could be resolved in a harmonious
and peaceful way but which could
also spark unrest, turmoil and
even local wars. One of these phe-
nomena is what, way back 
1935 , the old Jewish philosopher

Edmund Husserl called the supra-
nationality of the European mind
which is conceived of in spiritual
terms. The other phenomenon
which is gaining ground, particu-

larly as a result of the collapse of
the Soviet system, is the upsurge

in national identities which have
long been repressed and persecu-

ted to a large extent, an upsurge

which is vital to European culture
which is the centre and east of
Europe. This contradiction and this

conflict need to be at the centre of
our thoughts because, irrespective
of any political or economic issu-
es on the widening and deepening
of the construction of Europe (issu-
es which I cannot address here
because that is not what I or you
are here for), audiovisual produc-
tion , cinema, television and every-
thing connected with cinema and
television mean that the possibili-
ty of course exists, which is also
addressed in the Commission
document which I have just quo-
ted , and (sicJ common sense



and intellectual and moral dyna-
mism, because these are areas in
which it is possible to create unify-
ing myths and figures and also
strengthen regional and national
identities. Europe is not the sum
total of its various cultures, but
much more than this, and at the
same time an affirmation of this
supranationality, this universalism
of democratic reason which, in
the final analysis, represents the

core of European values on which
all the rest depends. Here, too , an
example could be given, namely,
Spain (please excuse me if I am
briefly chauvinistic on this point):
the most important thing about
Spain s democratic transition , and
something which is often ignored
or not highlighted for reasons
which are easy to understand
because (sic) what has been high-
lighted is the peaceful nature of
this transition, whereas the most

important thing for me is the
invention, or rather the reinventi-

on of the model of a State based
on autonomous regions, i.e. a
State which , rather than decentral"
izing the autonomous region~ of
Catalonia, the Basque Country,
etc., gives them actual autonomy
and a real national identity, and
it' s this which makes Spain one of
the countries in which the
European blueprint is best under-
stood and accepted because it
corresponds to this dialectic of
centralization and supranationali-
ty and of strong regional identities
which is vital to the construction
of Europe.

There is a final question which I
will merely mention. It is clear
that the diversity of individual cuI.
tures whk:h makes European cui.
ture so rich also contains a divers"
ity of languages. However, it is
evident that Europe has, over the
centuries, always had a preferred
language of communication, and
that this problem should or could
be sorted out in two ways, in my
view. One solution would involve
the new technologies since the
same problem is posed in litera-
ture and translations prevent limit"
ations. Who is nowadays unaware
of the fact that Milan Kundera is a
European writer? Who has actu-
ally read him in Czech? A tiny
minority of people. In fact, seeing
that I have already asked this
question in his presence, he
would not mind me asking: who
knows that he is a great Czech
writer? And yet we all know that
he is a great European writer. We
know this because we have read
him in French, or maybe English

or even German. And so it is trans-
lation which has led to his being
well known hence the care
taken by Kundera to monitor the
translations of his works.

The new technological systems
will enable dubbing and trans-
lation to be carried out very much
more easily, and so a barrier is dis-
appearing. And then, if I may be
so bold in front of Jack lang, we
have two inter-continental langu.
ages, namely English and Spanish
which open up the possibility of
conquering or reconquering the

world markets. And so, finally, it is
really sad to see that Spain does
not have a film industry when it
has creators, sOme degree of tech-
nical expertise and an interconti-
nental language which would en-
able it to tap into a huge market.



Good morning, ladies and gentle-
men

Our proposition is called 'the
single market and cultural divers-
ity . Following a natural inclinati-
on of mine, I would like to questi-
on these two assertions.

Is there a single market; can there
ever be one? For the moment I
don t see it; I don t even see any

beginning of it as far as audio-

visual programmes are concerned,
as far as culture in general is con-
cerned, whereas there certainly is
a single market for cars , for wash-
ing machines, for the soap you put
into the machines, for wine and
for many other things, but not for
culture. Therefore, I think Europe
was well advised to start not with
culture but to start with econ-
omics.

1. 'CULTURAL VARIETY'

Now, I don t really see, having

been in many juries and festivals
and others, any cultural variety in
European film-making right now. I
think all European pictures look
alike and all European television
programmes look alike. It has not
always been that way, there used
to be Fellini , Visconti, Pasolini
films, who were indeed a cultural
expression of Italy, while Godard
louis Malle, Chabrol , Truffaut and
others, were true expression 
French .culture in some way. There
was Bufiuel as an expression of
Spain, there was Bergman in
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Sweden, but now, this belongs to
the past. This was in the 1950s and
the 1 960s and by the way, these
films had a single market, there
used to be a single European mar-
ket. We have to just acknowledge
that it fell apart, it doesn t exist any
more, and so for me the single
market is not a thing of the future
it is a thing of the past, the same as
cultural variety is a thing of the
past and not of the future.

I think today if you look 
European films they might be
Spanish, Belgian , German , Dutch
Italian , why do they all look alike?
Well, they are poorly produced;
they are under-budgeted; they are
timid in their approach to reality;
they don t show much of culture
at all; less variety; they are all just
more of the same and that is why
people are bored with them. The

audience did not desert American
movies or go more to American

movies, they simply deserted
European films because these had
neither culture nor variety nor en"
tertainment and that is why they
ended up having no market. So I
think we have to put the subject
somehow back on its feet.

I perfectly understand that politi-
cians do not give up on cultural
variety, but that is the socalled dis-
cours politique. In the reality, I
don t really see it and I don t see

that much difference any more
between the European countries
as far as their culture is concerned
and I think if there is going to be a
future for European films we will
owe it, firstly, to GATT, because
the Americans forced us somehow
to see our commOn interests and
to come together and to unite
around a hopefully common
cause, and, secondly, we owe it to
people like Prof. Pinheiro, to Mr

Vasconcelos, to Colette Flesch, to
people like Mr Schwarzenberg,
Mr Falkenberg and many others
who put these facts on paper in
the Green Paper, holding up a mir-
ror to the industry asking: 'Now
do you want to keep it the way it
is? Or do you Want to change it?'

The paradox of the situation there-
fore is that we do have politicians
and public servants who would
actually like to help, who offer
concrete measures and even
money, but the film community
and the TV community, the film
makers, the producers, the distrib-
utors, the exhibitors in their
variety of corporate organizations
as well as individually, do not
agree with any one of those pro-
posals, not even with the diagno-
sis: some don t even want to grab
the money that is at hand,

If I question the variety of culture,
I have to acknowledge that there is
a variety of interests and any pro-
gramme of the EC that does not
convince the different bodies of
the audiovisual industry is bound
to fail because however clever,
however adroit some lobbyists
here in Brussels will be in pushing
certain measures, if the body of
the distributors, producers and the
people who are active in the
business in Europe do not agree
and don t find a consensus around
it all, such programmes will re-



main paper. It is very remarkable
that except maybe for Mr Seydoux
and Mr Bonnell here present, not
one of the major players of the
industry, is present here. How do
you expect to change an industry,
if its managers are not present? I
think it would be a pity if this great
master plan of Brussels would end
up being a 'beggar s opera

2. CULTURAL IDENTITY

I come back to cultural identity. I
could never figure out for myself
what it is. I' m German and if I
speak English, it is because when I
was aged six, the Gis moved in. I
thought it was fun to get chewing
gum and candy bars from them
and to trade appointments with
our sisters, so I learned English.
When I was 15 , I came to France
because I thought this is where the
films are being made, this was the
great period of the nouvelle
vague. I went to France, I stayed

for 10 years, I thought I had well
assimilated, until when I tried to
do Proust, they told me I was not
assimilated at all, sort of an
unwanted person. I moved on-
wards to the United States where I
had great fun working with
Americans, doing such pieces of
americana . as Death of 

Salesman. I thought I was pretty
much assimilated until my Jewish
friends in New York asked me
How German can you be?'

So I' m back in Germany and after
this travel , ending up in Berlin of
all places, I start to have a feeling
that I might be finding my identity.
Therefore, I say identity cannot be
a virginity. The fact is the more
often you lose it, the more you
gain it. I think we should not make
some kind of a Holy Grail, or
whatever, of our cultural identities
in Europe. I just don t think that

this concept is any good for the
future, it is besitzen it is holding
on to certain properties, it leads to
civil war if you don t have a
civilization that prevents you from
having arms. I don t think it leads
to tolerance anywhere and cer,
tainly not to a global vision. I think
it is too late to go back to such
things as cultural identity. I think
that even the European identity is
outdated. If in 1935, you could

still speak of the super"nationality,
or of the spirit of Europe, well , I
think that in the future, this super-
national spirit is going to be either
planetarian or it is not going to be
at all.

3. THE SINGLE MARKET

Now I read in the Green Paper that
the single market is going to result
from the new technologies, from
the digital techniques, and that
this would be an enormous oppor-
tunity for European cultural
variety to survive, to be distribu-

ted, to be accessible for every-
body. We were told about those
same advantages when video first
appeared. You could have your
favourite writer, your favourite film
in your local library, accessible on
video, you could have it either
dubbed, or you could have in the
original version, you could have

music and other programmes on

video and so on. What really hap-
pened is that the video stores just
carry the same 200 titles that hap-
pen to be best sellers that season
and there is no way, except maybe
in Paris and some places, that
video resulted in greater access to
a larger variety of programmes,

In the future, we are now told, you
just dial a number on your phone
and you will have your favourite
picture. The real problem is that
due to this plethora of offers the
audience just would not know
which one to chose. If the motion
picture industry is surviving so

strongly it is because it is an expe"
rience many people have together,
they are in a room, they enjoy it
together, they cry together, they
laugh together and next morning
at the office they can talk about
what they have seen and either
their friends have seen it too and
they can discuss it or else they will
urge them to see it next day. This
no digital technology will ever
achieve. The more variety you
offer, the more the stuff will be
specific and the less it will be
accepted by a wide audience. So

if European audiovisual industry is
going to base its approach on the
variety, it will simply leave the
bestsellers and the blockbusters to
the Americans and I think that
would just simply mean creuser 

propre tombe.

I cannot see how these new tech-
nologies can result in anything
else but the situation where we
will all receive at home immedia"
tely the entire range of new
American programmes, and that
people are going to dial for the
few successful titles they heard
about. The possibilities of making
your own choice will be for an
infinite minority, maybe for school
and university purposes. A market
people like Bertelsmann and now



Canal Plus .are taking care of this
but I don t think that can be our
future. The more of such techno-
logy you will have, the more you
will have (a) American products
and, (b) your national or maybe
even your regional programme
and that's it. The Green Paper calls
it bipolarization.

But if we wait for the digital
revolution to create a single mar-
ket in Europe we are dead. It can
work,

4. MEASURES TO FAVOUR A

SINGLE MARKET

The existing European program-
mes for the audiovisual industry
are insufficient because they are
not efficient. This is why we are
gathering here. We all feel that it is
not a question of more or less, but
a question of alternatives, the
industry needs a different kind of
support and of restructuring mea-
sures.

Of the enormous amount of mea"
sures that are in existence right
now, when I say they won t chan-
ge anything, read me right, I just
mean let's not expect too much
from regulations. One has to ack-
nowledge that all these small pro-
grammes don t really produce
much more on the European level
than they did on the national
level: development of scripts
hiring of writers, putting up.a little
money to buy the option of a
book. If a producer can t even fin-
ance that, how is he ever going to
be able to finance a full produc-

tion, I don t think that you can
subsidize creativity on that low
level. And I don t think it's much
use either to give a little money for
more prints and ads for such and
such a picture here and there. All
you do is create another institution
but you don t really have an
impact on the market. That's what
the media analysis I read in the
Roland Burger report seems to
confirm for a number of program-
mes.

It certainly might be useful to edu-
cate professionals for the audio-

visual revolution and appropriate
schools and universities courses
should do so, but I don t see why
politicians and public servants
should teach so-called professio-
nal producers how to become suc-
cessful or how to do business with
each other, the whole thing being

paid for by European tax money.
Any programme that creates ano-
ther institution cannot work. The
only programmes to develop are
those which work without institu-
tions and bureaucracy. So I think
one of these programmes could be
to harmonize somehow the exist-
ing subsidy systems.

A COMMON SUBSIDY SYSTEM
FOR PRODUCTION

I was very surprised that there was
such an outcry from the Ameri-

cans .about the subsidy systems, as
they exist in France, Germany and
some other countries. How come
the outcry didn t come from
Europe? Is this not an incredible
inegality among European coun-
tries? Is it not a shame that the
French producer should be so
much better off compared to a
Greek or a Swedish or a British
producer? I mean the outcry
should have been ours, not the
Americans . Either we all have the
same subsidy system or we have
none. Is it not what Europe is all
about? So I think that should be a
first step.

The second question is: ' How
could such programmes be finan"
ced?' Actually they are mostly

financed by money taken from the
box office and redistributed, as the
report says 'by far the finest
system . Unfortunately, the exhibi-
tors don t see it that way. They
think it is their money, not the
audience s money. They say this
money goes into movies that are
never shown or, if they are shown,
are not the movies they can make
money with. So if we don t win

the exhibitors, the common sub-
sidy system will be somehow con-
demned before even being born. I
think the first step from here on
with this paper in hand, has to be



to create such consensus and to
see how the other bodies of the
industry are seeing that. progress
could be made. I certainly favour
instead of hundreds of different
subsidy systems in Europe, each

one with his own commission, a
network of similarly organized
and similarly financed institutions.

INCENTIVES FOR A COMMON
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM

The second measure I would
retain, is of course the idea of a
European distribution. Now, some
expected this to be a kind of State-
controlled, State-run, State-crea"

ted, distribution company. Well , I
hope this is not what is meant.
What is meant, as far as I under-
stand David Puttnam , is to create
incentives to bring together all
these hundreds or apparently up
to 1 000 European distributors, by
groups of affinity and to create a
number of three, five or so,
European distribution networks.
Incentives for a programme of
films they all agreed to release in
their countries with a common
strategy, at a given period of time.
This could evolve into joint ven-
tures between those distributors
and they could ultimately create
one common distribution com-
pany out of such individual com-
panies. Well, let us suppose 
would be the professionals in this
room like AMLF in France going
together with Tobis, going together
with Titanic in Italy or somebody
in Spain, and in England, with
lumiere, or another group made
of Gaumont, Rank, Bertelsmann,
Hachette, etc. This could be I
think, extremely profitable, but we
would have to admit also, that

such a programme of incentives,
for European national producers

to cooperate and to merge, is to

lead to certain monopolies. The

American system that we envy so
much, with its large worldwide
distribution, is made of terrible
monopolies and I don t know a
film maker in the United States
who likes them. Nevertheless, we
may need in Europe such large
distribution companies. We will
hate them and we will work with
them, but we may have a future.

The way such a system could work
is that such a European groupe-
ment could offer a distribution
guarantee one avance distribu-
teur, to the producer, These inter-
action companies in Europe need
to become aware of the fact that
there is going to bea single mar-
ket. You have to force them to
work together, to share losses 
hopefully some profits as well 
and then they will be able to
determine certain rules for a
European picture, to be successful
at the box office in different coun-
tries. In the annexes to the Think-
tank report, also I found a very
interesting proposal, how this
could work on practical terms in
an almost automatic way without
another institution. Peter Fleisch-
mann suggests, if such five or six
European distributors together
offer a distribution guarantee for a
given picture, well , out of a fund
that guarantee could just be doub-
led.

Ultimately the money that is now
given to production, through all
the national subsidies systems,
and maybe one day through a
European subsidy system, could
be distributed by the distributors. I
think a group of five or six distrib-
utors deciding which picture they
want to fund or not, are more like-
ly to be right than a commission of
critics, writers, public servants and
others.

One last word. We should not for-
get the Eastern Central European

market. This is our market of the
future. Americans are not
sleeping, but they don t know how
to handle that Central and Eastern

European market. So far, they are
scared by the variety of languages
cultures and what not. This is our
last chance and any European pro"
gramme would absolutely have to
include the East, even it means in
the short term , a loss of money to
be handed out to the people in the
Wt.' St.

Thank you very much.



Thank you, Mr President

I will try to be brief since Mr
Seydoux still has to speak and

debates are due to take place. I
,,:",ould therefore just like to high~
lIght a few points which I feel
represent something of a depart"

ure from the usual state of affairs
as regards the financing of film
production, particularly by televis-
Ion. I . ~m not speaking as a
theoretician, but as someone with
actual practical experience since I
have had the opportunity of
becoming heavily involved in the
financing of a large number of
films while at the production
stage. As a result, I will not dwell
on the historical causes behind the
fall in cinema attendance figures
or t~~ major role played by
teleVIsion organizations in finan-
cing: after all, professionals of
your standing know all that inside
out. I would just like to stress the
fact that, quite apart from any
?ther causes, demographic trends
In Euro~e including an ageing
population have contributed to
the fall in cinema attendance fig"
ures. This demographic phenom-
enon is one which it is sometimes
difficult to hold out against.

I would just like to highlight a
number of points which seem to
me to represent new and recent
developments. If we examine the
European audiovisual sector as it
currently stands, in terms of the

finan~~ng of film production by
televIsion, three different systems

can be seen to coexist: firstly, the
French system, which is highly
regulated and very much bound
by obligations on broadcasters'
then there is the system which, t
save time, I will dub the ' British'
system , in which, aside from a few
basic rules concerning the inde-
pendence of producers, hardly
any obligations exist at all (reflec-
ting the. changes wrought by
Thatchensm); lastly, there is the
system found in Germany, Italy
and Spain which involves a cer-
tain amount of intermediate inter"
vention. I will not go into details
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because you are all familiar with
them; I would just like to stress the
fact that, in Europe as a whole
television finances somewher
between 40 to 50% and 80% of
the cost of production, depending
on budgets and the countries con~
cerned. This is a considerable pro-
portion and, of course, has a num-
ber of perverse effects which peo-
ple do not fail to denounce. The
first of these perverse effects is of
courSe the influence of broad-

casters in determining production
content this is a well known
subject which I will not dwell on
and which is currently changing;
the second trend is of course the
way in which decision-making is
confined to a small handful of

broadcasters in Europe who natur-
ally have a major influence on
~ontent. The third perverse effect
IS that television obviously does
not always have ,.Ile same needs as
the cinema, in s of audience
and programming, and television
can be accused of ignoring cine-

:na attendance figures purely to
Improve the viewing figures for its
own stations.

All this is well known and I will
not go into long explanations. I
would just like to put forward a
few different ideas. First of all
with regard to these traditiona
approaches. The first point I
would make is that competition
between broadcasters is very
keen, partly because the latter are
involved in the commercial tele-
visi?n m~~ket and partly because
their traditIOnal position has grad"
ually been .eroded. Canal +is cer"
tainly not unaffected by this deve-
lopment even though it is in 
monopolistic position on its terri-
tory; the development of pay-
channels and video, the pay-as-
you-watch situation and the num-
ber of films shown on other tele-
vision channels are forcing Canal

+ to change and mean that it is
gradually losing its position of
monopoly as regards the influence
it used to be able to exert on the
financing of films. The second
point I would make is that broad-
casters are ' in a competitive situ"
?tion, i.e, they are subject to the
International law of communica"
tions globalization, that this com-
petition will increasingly be based
on linguistic foci , and that, what is
happening in the United States is
also taking place in Europe. In

other words, satellite develop-
ments and the growing distance
~etween transmission and recep-
tion centres will mean that, in a
few years time, it will be possible
to transmit broadcasts from any-
whe:~ on the planet, thus making
traditIOnal mechanisms for
protecting national industries and
broadcasters largely ineffectual; as
a result, broadcasters are in a
competitive situation simply
because they need products, films
and programmes which make a
difference on their particular mar-
ket.

The first idea I would like to put
forward here is that the influence
which broadcasters have over the
mechanisms whereby production

?rk is developed is waning, and
will continue to do so over the

next few years; we are now enter-



ing the age of the producers, and
however little entrepreneurial
ski lis they may have ~ as was just
explained by Mr Schlondorff 
and however little imagination
and financial nous they may have
I think that over the next 10 to 15
years programmes will come to
have an overwhelming impact on
decision-making issues within the
communications industry. It is not
a coincidence that everyone 

buying up stocks and program"
mes; nor is it coincidental that the
major American companies are
putting everything into buying

back the small independents; after
all , the need for programmes is
considerable and, whatever they

may lack in terms of size, will and
open-mindedness, producers will
I'm sure , gradually gain power
within the communications indus-
try.

The third idea I would like to put
forward is that all the systems
which have supported film and
television industries in Europe
have concentrated too much on
supply issues, i.e. all the produc-
tion support mechanisms, all the
mechanisms for providing advan-
ces against takings, for automatic-
ally reinvesting in box-office suc-
cesses, and the diverse and varied
commissions; in addition, Europe
has merely copied this system
since bodies such as Eurimages

and others are additional subsid"
izing bodies in which producers

strike deals by trying to supple"
ment their budgets. In the course
of its historical development, the
French system has largely inspired
the measures which have or (as
has happ~ned most of the time)
have not been taken by the various
governments, and so the major
drawback of this system is that it
completely disregards the most

elementary mechanisms of market
economics. Supply is being stimu-
lated at all levels without it being
known whether demand will fol-
low suit. As the system (particular-
ly in the case of France) is com-
pletely independent and particu-
larly well financed , it is possible to
carryon moving away from the
most elementary requirements 

, to be more specific, the most
elementary requirements as
regards the matching of supply

and demand without falling
into the most brazen liberalism.
And this is not taking place in a
creative economy: it is an econ-
omy which requires huge econo-
mic resources, an economy 
transfers, and so an economy
which must to some extent answer
to the community because other"
wise demagogy will ensue.

I would .also say that the effec-
tiveness of this system is neverthe"
less decreasing. More and more
money is being invested, with
diminishing results. Although this
system had its virtues for a long
time, I feel that it is now starting to
show a number of drawbacks
which, perhaps, there will be a
chance to debate later on. 
regards Europe, I would like to put
forward several ideas which I have
championed for some time; after
all , once these lights have been
turned off and everyone has gone
home, and we have properly ana-
lysed all our situations, I hope that
discussions will have been moved
forward; however, I would like to
put forward two or three pragma-
tic ideas which could enable us to
move things forward, The first
point is that I think it is clear that
America is currently gaining a grip
on the European cinema; Ameri"

can films .are attracting huge num-
bers of cinema-goers, accounting
for roughly 60 to 90% of cinema
audiences; American films are in
great demand in countries which
are not protected by television
quotas, 90% of the video sector is
controlled by American compa-
nies, etc. For 10 or 15 years, these
traditional exchanges between Mr
Valenti and I would say the sup-
porters of European protectionism
in respect of which the terms of
the alternative are known and
which has recently intensified
with the 50th anniversary of the

Normandy landing when every-
one recalled their old merits to
explain that they were entitled to
return with their products to
Europe, which they had helped
liberate. These discussions seem to
me to be totally futile to the extent
that they perpetuate the current

situation and caUSe Europe to lose
ground; at the rate things are
going, the Americans will only
need to bide their time they do
not need to do anything or take
any sudden initiatives because
time is on their side. This is why I
think that the first thing to be done
is to bring about a very slight
modification in political dialogue
with the United States, If you look
at their situation, the United States
have their weaknesses. Admit"
tedly, they are bombarding the



planet with their products, but half
the American communications
industry is controlled by Asian

interests. I am not going to give a
long run-down of the studios con-
trolled by the Japanese since
everyone is familiar with them
and this trend is only going to con-
tinue. los Angeles is quite natural-
ly oriented towards the Pacific
basin which is set to provide a
market of some two to three billi-
on consumers in the next 20 years;
America will be increasingly
attracted by this basin , which is
much more interesting and
promising, and is much less
uncertain than Europe as regards

exploiting its products. When a
country has control over a market
like that, it will obviously want to
take control of its suppliers ~ and
this is what is happening, with the
Japanese being the champions of
vertical integration. Given this,
is necessary to explain to the

Americans (and some people have
already grasped this) that, even if
they do not share our views on

cultural identity, etc. (which is
something which concerns every

State and which I personally advo-
cate, but on which agreement is
not obligatory), it is clearly in their
long,term interest to cooperate
actively with Europe for a number
of reasons: first of all, to counter-
balance the influence of the
Pacific by dealing with a continent
with which they have a number of
affinities; secondly to share the

risks of investing in communica-
tions technologies these invest-
ments will be substantial, ranging
from high-definition to digital
technologies, etc. , not to mention
communication highways; these
are substantial investments on
which the return is often deba"
table. Thirdly, whatever the quality
of its cinema, in particular, or of its
programmes, a country with a
population of 250 million cannot
expect to always have ideas for the
whole planet. I am not even coun"
ting the number of German,
Italian, Spanish English and

French film-makers who have
been broadly supported by the
European industry and who are
now made profitable by the stu"
dios, whose modus operandi takes
them away from any research
activities. If I myself had not
bought the films of Peter
Greenaway, Stephen hears, Torna-
tore, Almodovar, etc. and shown
them on Canal +, some of these
film-makers would not currently
be being wooed by the studios.
What I mean by that is that it is in
America s interest to allow a nurs-
ery of talented individuals to deve"
lop; I am deliberately looking at
things from a business and econo,
mic point of view rather than from
a cultural one; after all , culture is
splendidly defended by certain
individuals but, although I share

their views , these are things which
do not hold any sway with the
people we deal with, As a result
explaining the advantage of an
economy of prototypes means
encouraging a number of markets

with which you cooperate and
which will provide you with the
raw material for your industry,
namely talent. Talent is not, by vir,
tue of history or coincidence, con-
fined to America.

In addition, in an economy of
prototypes, whether in the record
industry, cinema or elsewhere, it is
necessary to allow a strong natio,
nal industry to thrive because con-
sumers are motivated by variety;
they appreciate an imported pro,
duct all the more if they have a
strong national industry which
offers them an alternative. Variety
works in favour of both parties. I
am deliberately putting forward
economic arguments. The first
thing which needs to be done is to
change this political dialogue. For
my part, I find that what the
Europeans have to say in this
regard is somewhat tedious.

The second idea I would like to
put forward is that, when I look at
the situation in Europe, govern-

ments (to speak euphemistically)
are not all interested in matters of
culture. It is true that France and
Spain in particular have played a
leading role, and I am happy to be
able to share the conference plat,
form with Messrs Semprun and
lang, who have played a very
important role in this area; from

that point of view, it's still a ques-
tion of fridges versus film quotas
with the Bloom-Birnes agreements
of 1948 resurfacing, because in
the final analysis negotiators will

end up discussing things in those
terms. We are currently witnessing
a break,up in the European sup'

port system, or at best a withdraw-
al; the governments which are
providing support are saying 'fine,



look: it's just to appease a handful
of film-makers, to make them
happy, it's the cost of economic
development, let's just drop the
matter ; and France has been the
only one to come up with a really
sophisticated system (a bit too

sophisticated for my liking), but
which is experiencing export
problems. So, the second idea I
would like to stress is that you
should only do film and television
work (particularly film work)
about Europe with people who are
interested in that, i.e, people who
still have industries to defend; pro-
pose a model for development,
which I will outline in a minute
and then allow those who want to
join it to do so. It is not possible to
force countries, particularly those
which have recently joined the
Community, to adopt a common
front on defending all the sophisti-
cated intervention systems which
we have and to join forces. And I
think that countries like Great

Britain, Spain Italy, Germany,
Belgium and France, which have
strong film traditions, are able to
get along quite easily because
public opinion and pressure
groups can send signals to their
respective governments. So, that

said, I would just like to put for-
ward two ideas which I have
already had the chance of expres-
sing in the press: the first of these
is that the famous European quota
is the strategic objective of a
Europe working in partnership
with the United States in the
historical perspective which I have
described, This strategic objective
will have to be conceived of as

something which will be .achieved
in 10 or 15 years because Europe
is not ready for all the reasons

which have been indicated; a 15-
year plan to provide interim sup-

port for restructuring the European
film and television industry is
quite conceivable. I do not want
to go into all the technical meas-
ures involved because that would
be very boring. Rather, I would

just like to highlight one or two
ideas: the first of these is that the
European quotas should be calcu-
lated differently. A quota is neces"
sary on a temporary basis to beef
up a supply-and-demand econ-
omy and to confront the 21 st cen-
tury under different conditions.
Doing without a quota would be
like allowing a fox to run free in a
henhouse: the outcome of the
fight!s obvious. The directive re-
lating to 'Television without fron"
tiers , which has been drawn up
with a lot of determination but
with a certain artistic woolliness at
the same time, is the result of the
political compromises made at the
time and is full of pious wishes.
For my part I would propose
something different. I would say
that if governments do not want to
defend their national industry,
then that's their problem; on the
other hand , it could be suggested
to them that an intra-European
trading market should be created.
This intra-European market for
trading film products would in
particular need to be sustained
(sorry, Mr Schlondorff) by a very
simple tax on broadcasters. I had
come up with a rate of 3 %, though
it could be between 1 and 3%
spread over several years; this
would need to be negotiated.
However, the basic idea would be
as follows: every broadcaster, of

whatever kind, would be obliged
to buy non-national European
products to cover about 20% of its
programming requirements. 

20% of the programming require-
ments of all countries were cover-
ed by Europe, countries could

then add on the quota they want
for national products. If Denmark
or Greece want to allocate 1 or
2%, if France wants to allocate
35%, ... that will end up becorn"
ing my problem , but that's another
matter. If France wants to allocate
35%, it allocates 35%, if Spain
only wants to allocate 20%, it only
allocates 20%. That's its problem.
On that basis, you will create a
very active trade which will make
it possible to create products

which are jointly financed in
Europe and, finally, to sustain this
first-rate distribution company
which, it must be said, is very
nice; .and I for my part, having
personally been involved in distri-
bution in a previous life, I can tell
you that if you do not sustain it
with distributable products which
meet the needs of cinema-goers, it
wi.l\ be like throwing money into a
bottomless pit. So, a quota calcu-
lated in this way which is accom-
panied by spending obligations
which are very, very easy to mon-
itor without any unnecessary
bureaucracy would, according to
my calculations, make it possible
to generate a market of some
several billion French francs, assu-
ming a rate of 3%in three or four
or even five years. I have been try-
ing out this idea on a daily basis

because, as you know, Canal + is
obliged by the French government
to allocate 3% of its resources to
buying or co-financing European
works. In terms of French francs,
3% represents 240 million francs
for Canal +; this is a lot of money
and it enables me to invest in
somewhere between 40 and 80
European films of a ' non-French'
kind every year. All this is not

sheer utopianism: I have personal

experience of it every day and I do
not see why Canal + should be
forced to be the only one to COm-
ply with this rule and to be the
only true European on the old
continent.

lastly, the final idea I would like to
propose, in order to move things
forward , is that, although they cer-
tainly have their usefulness, all



bodies like Eurimages, etc. are

only additional subsidizing
bodies. I am very much involved
in a lot of mechanisms for finan-
cing production and I am very
aware of what happens in prac-
tice. How are we to go round all
the bodies, Canal +, and the other
television broadcasters, you end
up where you began, with Euro~

images and demands are adapted
budgets. So, what I am saying 
that, rather than fighting over 1 
of the Community budget, etc.
must be recognized that this selec-
tive support system must be de-
signed as a temporary means of
supporting an identical European

production, but that gradually, in

order to integrate European cin-
ema and television in a minimum
of market economy, it is necessary
to move all these centres for distri"
buting subsidies towards loan
guarantee centres, which never"

theless allow investors on the one
hand to be subject to repayment

rules, and therefore market rules,
and not to be perpetually subsidi-
zed bodies which weigh heavily
on Community budgets and on
the other hand to be exonerated

from the short-term profitability
rules which are sometimes dange-
rous ~ they can sweep away
initiatives although they are
good in the long term. So, that sort
of system, the technical details of
which I am leaving aside, can be
easily implemented. The measures

which I am proposing are not at all
complicated, and are not sophis-
ticated to my mind; with a bit of
conviction, they could be sold to
the various governments. I would
say to broadcasters, of which I am
one, that it would be a short-term
approach (I will leave it at that) to
think that by totally freeing them-
selves from obligations vis-a-vis
European production, granted

they would improve their short-
term profitability and, certainly,
they would be able to be much
more flexible as regards program-
ming ~ how I myself have longed
not to have such a heavy quota

certain weeks ~ but at the same
time it would be very dangerous
for them if the bulk of their sup~
plies came from across the
Atlantic, or indeed from the other
side of Oceania, because they
would be totally at the mercy of
suppliers and, as history shows,

irrespective of the sector

when you are at the mercy of your
suppliers, you always know how
things will turn out, with the final
outcome being vertical integra"
tion. So, I would like to finish with
that idea, I would exhort broad"
casters to give it a great deal of
thought and not just say 'ho hum
more obligations , because these
obligations are much less numer"
ous in France and Europe, and to

think about the advantage of
having high-quality suppliers on
their doorstep whom they will
have supported for years.



I have to admit that, following the
previous contributions, I am 
now in something of a quandary.
Having heard so much praise from
a creator, I wonder if it is 
business to try and defend the
creative process. I would first like
to try to answer a question posed
just as I entered the room, namely
what is a distributor?'

I think that we do not all share the
same ideas on this subject. In
everyday terms, a distributor is
equivalent to a workshop or a
shop. It is necessary to get used to
the idea that in the film industry,

cinemas do not generally belong
to the distribution side. The point
of departure for distribution is very
simple: it's a messenger service
which is exactly like or similar to
what may exist in press relations
departments. This messenger Ser-
vice has very quickly taken on res-
ponsibility for promotion, being
the producer s agent, and I would
say that this is now the most wide"
Iy accepted definition in Europe.

This definition is different from
that used in the United States. The
term 'major companies' means
distribution companies. It 
necessary to get used to the idea

that the major companies hold
film rights, i.e. they are the produ-
cers of the films, even if that is not
always the legal definition; you

can ask directors: it's the major
companies which control the
whole of a film s production and

its broadcasting, whatever the
medium used. It is therefore essen-
tial to understand that this is not
the definition which is generally
adopted in Europe, and it is there-
fore not the definition which I will
be envisaging for the time being.

, what is a distributor? The
answer is very simple. A distribu-
tor is the necessary interface be-

tween films and the cinema. It is
nothing more than a bridge. And
before studying the solidity of the
bridge, in order to find out
whether a distributor can exist, we
must examine the solidity of the
supporting structures on both
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sides of the bridge. Now, I feel that
there is one such supporting struc-
ture which has been somewhat
neglected, namely operation.
What is the current situation as
regards operation in Europe?
Although I' m not going to make a
long speech on this subject, I feel
that it is vital to quickly run
through a few ideas.

The number of people going to the
cinema fell in all European coun-
tries and also in all Western coun-
tries without exception when tele-
vision came onto the scene. A
reaction to this took place in cer-
tain countries with the creation of
what have been called ' com-
plexes , and the number of people
going to the cinema stopped fai-
ling. Some countries have not
really done anything, and it is now
clear what has happened. In some
countries where action has still
not been taken, the number of
people going to the cinema has

continued to fall; I apologise to
my Italian friends, but theirs is a
country in which there has been
no major reaction as regards
operation. In Great Britain, on the
other hand, the annual attendance
rate about 10 years ago was
roughly SO million; thanks to mul-
tiplexes, the annual rate is now in
excess of 100 million. That's the
way things are with cinemas. We
will come back to this subject later
on.

The location of cinemas is an
important aspect of this question
and I feel it is useful to know
whether the new cinema sites
being developed are located out"
side towns or in town centres.

Brussels is very lucky. It is probab-
ly the only capital city in the
world which has a very good
balance between an out-of-town
site, namely Kinepolis (which I
hope you have all visited), and
very high-quality cinemas in the
city centre. Here, too, the figures
reflect the change which has taken
place. About 10 years ago, the
attendance rate for Brussels was
around three and a half million;
now it is five and half million. So,
investment has benefited cinemas
and the number of people going to
the cinema has increased; attend-
ance rates are now fairly well
balanced between Kinepolis (just
over three million) and the city
centre (two and a half million).

What is the point of this question?
The point is that I am not convin-
ced (and , in fact, I am probably
even convinced that the opposite
is the case) that out-of-town sites
can enable the same type of films
to be screened as cinemas located
in town centres. I do not believe
that commercial centres screen
exactly the same kind of thing as
small town-centre operators. And
nor do I feel that it is up to cine-
mas to solve this problem. The
problem is a much wider one than
that and is a problem of national
and regional development; I feel
that it is not up to the film industry
to work out where cinemas ought
to be sited. All I am doing is rais-
ing what I feel is a worthwhile
question.

Mr President, you mentioned a
third subject, namely the question
of who is behind these cinemas?
In Great Britain, it has, perhaps

unfortunately, been the Americans
for the most part. But is it the
Americans' fault if they have
invested in Great Britain? I would
just say that there has been a lack
of national investment. If there is a



lack of high-quality cinemas in
Italy at the present time, it is not
the fault of foreigners rather, it
is the Italians who are to blame.
Although I could talk at length
about this, I will not dwell on this
subject; however, the fact that the
Italian film industry is in the state
it is in when, 20 years ago, it rank-
ed number one in Europe and
number two in the Western world
is not the fault of the Americans
nor the fault of other Europeans;

the blame lies with the lack of wil-
lingness on the part of the Italians
to defend their film industry.

This means that, to be a distribu-
tor, you must have something to
put in your cinemas. A distributor
will only bear up if the supporting
structures are effective. So, what
films could a 'European ' distribu-
tor show in its cinemas.

First of all, I would say that I have
no worries about one kind of dis-
tributor, namely the American
one. However, it is paradoxical to
note and I would like to pay
homage to the authors of the
Green Paper that the number of
people going to see American
films has not fallen in Europe.
Again , if the number of people
going to see European films has

fallen and one can only do
justice to Volker Schlondorff in

this respect it is not the

Americans' fault. It's the fault of
the Europeans, who have refused
to make films for the cinema

Now, then, what is a European

film? I must admit that I have won-
dered about this question for a
good many years. There is only
one thing I'm sure about and that
is that a European film is not one
about a French man who is in love
with an Italian woman and who is
staying in a hotel in Spain , is held
by the Germans, pursued by the
British secret service over some
deal or other in Holland, etc.

European cinema, which can be a

living entity, is national cinema.
For as long as attempts are made
to talk about European cinema
the point will be entirely missed.

You referred to Bergmann and
Truffaut a minute ago and expres-
sed your pessimism by saying that
their successors do not exist. I
cannot agree on this point and
with due deference to my fellow
speakers, I would like to say a few
words about current develop-
ments in France. I believe that
these directors do have successors
and that, moreover, the latter
actually want to take on their
mantle. However, it is essential for
these creators to remain true to
themselves, and for their produ-
cers to do everything to ensure

that they remain true to themsel"

ves; this does not mean, however,
that it is necessary to abandon the
idea of co-productions, of a co-
production which must be finan-
cial and not based on the idea
that, to enable a co-production to
go ahead, the actress must be
Italian, the boom operator must
come from Luxembourg, or what-
ever. So, the answer is national

cinema, but national cinema
which would actually change its
objective. And this objective is the
public,

The cost of a film, as you all know
though this is forgotten all too
often who has the finance, and in
the systems in which we operate
it' s always somewhere, the mem-
ber of the audience or the citizen.
And I would say that, above all
what we must do is encourage
success. And I am going to give
you the French cinema attendance
figures for 1993. I think that these
figures are very interesting; please
excuse me for quoting French stat-
istics but given that France is the
country which is doing the least
badly, they show what could still
be achieved and might perhaps

provide a source of inspiration.

The make-up of films shown in
France (in 1993) was very well

balanced: 130 French films, 120
American films and 100 non-

American foreign films, i.e. pretty
much equal proportions. This
well-balanced spread is some-
thing which can only be applaud-

, and I feel that the supervisory
authorities have certainly played
their part in this.

However, when the statistics are
examined in more detail, it be-
comes apparent that they reveal
serious distortions. American films
accounted for 55% of cinema
visits, while French films accoun-
ted for 35% and other foreign
films put together accounted for
only 8%.

This shows that the objective of
films, and indeed the prime one, is
to attract customers. We need to
remember that none of us has met
a film-maker who only wants to
make a film for himself. We all
want to woo the public, but it
needs to be recognized that all too
often films are made which are
simply not going to attract the

public. It may sound very simple
but it has to be said: although
there is no tried and trusted for-
mula for attracting the public, on
the contrary, there are a number of
surefire ways of not attracting the
public. Such films could perhaps
be less heavily subsidized.

I feel that all too often 'culture' has
been used to excuse a lack of suc-
cess, and I would just say that we
need to cultivate success and to
cultivate all automatic support
systems which encourage success.
And I would say to our friends in
the broadcasting industry and on
television: 'Stop using virtually
standard rates for most films ; after
all , except in the case of Canal +
which has made major efforts in
this direction over the last couple
of years, there is an excessive ten-
dency to treat all films in the same
way.



Our American friends, like oursel-
ves, do not dwell on their failures;
the flops get forgotten about. As

cinema history shows, it is unus~
ual for any film shunned by the
public to end up being classed as
a masterpiece I can think of

only one exception to this rule,
and that is Jean Renoir RegIe du
jeu. It's an exceptional case, and
one worth mentioning, but I don
think there are any other exam-
ples.

We should therefore stop thinking
that rejection by the public is
proof of our talent in fact, I
would tend to think thatthe oppo-
site is the case. So, on that basis, I
would say that if the supporting
structures are sol id, distributors

will not have any problems, or

probably not anyway. After all , it
would be over-optimistic to say
that films naturally 'do the rounds
as soon as they are successful in a
particular country, and are natur-
ally screened in neighbouring
countries.

Gaumont' presence in Italy,
which has been a big failure ~ we
had tried to be European but it has
to be said that we did not feel the
Italians showed quite the same
commitment as us to their cinema
~ at least had one positive aspect:
namely, that the films of three

film-makers (and three completely
different ones at that), which no
Italian group wanted anything to
do with at the time, were released
in Italy. The films in question
(though in no particular order)

were: La Boum by Claude
Pinceau, which was seen by seven
million people, i.e. more than in
France Oernier Metro by Fran~ois

Truffe, which did just as well in
Italy as in France, and Fassbinder
Querelle. As you can see, these
were three very different films,
with a world of difference be-

tween La Bourn and Querelle.

Unfortunately, these three films
were the only ones. And so .1 don

think that a major distributing
structure is enough to ensure that
films are broadcast under satisfac-
tory conditions. The most impor-
tant thing is to make films of this
kind, and for us all in our own way
to try to make them attractive to
other people. Of course, countries
fall into two categories. There are
some countries ... Jorge Semprun
thinks that Spanish is better placed
than French, and I am glad that
Spain is still trying even harder to
have a cinema. Our friends in
Germany, which is the most popu-
lated country in Europe and the
closest to central Europe, must

fight even harder for their cinema,
and I would like you to be less
pessimistic and even more willing
because I think that we can suc-
ceed.

This is proved by the fact that the
type of programmes which always
do best, so long as they are well
made, are national programmes,
whether they are shown on
television or in the cinema. To

succeed like that, there must be a
willingness to survive and to battle

, and not a tendency to think
that systems are bad. I think that
systems are capable of being refor-
med, I welcome the work which
has been carried out and which I
find both innovative and coura-

geous. It is innovative in that a real
desire to create something worth-
while in Europe is palpable for the
first time in this Green Paper. How
is this to be done? I think there are
too many of us here to discuss that
issue today. I simply think that
first and foremost, national
systems must be supported with

the aid of international finance

and by being brave enough to
recognize that luxembourg
problems are not the same as
those of Italy, Germany or Great
Britain , by confronting differences
and, above all (and on this point I
must disagree slightly with my
esteemed colleague), when a
system is more effective than an-
other and other people don t want

anything to do with , then by all
means let them ignore it, but they
should at least allow it to survive.
And I think that while, in this res-
pect, the French system may still
have a lot of shortcomings and
that a lot of improvements may
still need to be made to it, it is cer-
tainly the system which is least
bad since it has failed the least.

Which country had the leading
film industry in Europe at the end
of the 1950s? Britain. And in the
early 1970s? Italy. If the French
film industry now leads the rest of
Europe, the reason is not that it
has been better than the others 
rather, it's because it has been far
from being the worst and because
the professionals have managed to
win over the broadcasters, who
have in turn won over the politici-
ans, and all with the people s sup"
port.

What I hope is that people in
Europe will. in future be convinced
about this and realize that there is
no such thing as a European film,
but instead a series of identities
which will enable all Europeans to
express themselves better.



INDEPENDENT TELEVISION

PRODUCTION

MRS SOPHIEBALHETCHET

It's a truism verging on the cliche
to say that the audiovisual industry
is evolving at a breath-taking rate
shaped by two seismic forces: the
explosion of technological advan-

ces, and the freedom of capital to
invest globally. The effect of these
forces tends towards the interna-
tionalization of audiovisual com"
modities. And whilst the benefits
are clear, so are the risks.

Principally, and of fundamental
concern to this audience is the
overtaking of the national interest
by internationals. The impulse
must be to examine the means to
protect national identity and
European interest (which is not the
same thing), but in a way which is
not naive or simply imitative of US
and Japanese competitors. These
competitors create aggressive
non-bureaucratic, global busines-
ses. If Europe tries to mimic artifi-
cially such monopolies and com-
pete head-to-head, the forecast is
dismal. With its federated, nation-
alistically plural character, Europe
cannot hope towin in this way.

The issue is to regulate in order to
incentivize

' ~ 

to create broad-

based dynamic production oppor-
tunities for Europe s audiovisual

industry. Brussels approach to date
has been at once too narrow, and
too protectionist of the wrong
groups, or the right groups, but in
the wrong way.

The single biggest guarantee of the
health of the industry is to 'incen-
tivize' the producer, the entrepre-
neur. Yet in Brussels-thinking the

producer ranks maddeningly low
in the status-stakes - perceived at
best as an uncreative ' fixer , and at
worst as greedy exploiter.

ladies and gentlemen , the produ"
ceris the nodal point of a healthy

industry: the risk-taker, the motiva-
tor, the employer, the caretaker of

TELEVISION

PRODUCTION

audiovisual production above
all the certain guarantor of
democratization, pluralism and
competition. And here I speak
from experience ~ my day job is
a producer, my unpaid job is a
lobbyist over the years leading

the campaigns for an independent
publishing channel in the case of
C4; for access to markets in the

caSe of the 25% campaign allow-
ing ' indies ' to supply to BBC and
ITV; for damage limitation in the
case of the copyright harmoniza-
tion programme of the Com-
mission.

The best form of regulation, and

the best hope for our audiovisual

industry and here I nail my
political colours to the mast 
economic ' incentivization , with

the end-user firmly in mind.

For this reason , while much time
at this conference is being devoted
to the issue of direct funding for

the sector, I intend to concentrate
on the one theme (rather dry I'
afraid) which seems to me and my
colleagues in CEPI to be the prior-
ity: namely the vexed question of
programme quotas. Light touch
but effective regulation is a pre-

requisite for a healthy European
industry. However, what the inde-
pendent sector seeks is a shift
away from a cultural policy with
economic side effects ~ 
description which best suits the
results if not the initial intentions

of Brussels intervention to date 

to an economic policy with cul-
tural side effects.

How do we achieve this change of
emphasis? What are the objec-
tions?

We are fed two main arguments
against programme quotas of any
kind: the first says that market for-
ces and viewer taste have proved
more effective in guaranteeing that
European channels carry a major-
ity proportion of European pro-
grammes, than any form of im-
posed quota. The second argu-
ment is that the development of
new delivery systems to consu-
mers make all attempts at regula-
ting content obsolete before they
even start.

let us look at each of those argu-

ments in turn.

Itis indeed true that the perceived
threat of the late 1980s when the
Television without frontiers

directive was formulated has not
materialized. Despite competitive
prices defying all European com-
petition and massive back cata-
logues, US exporters of program-
mes have not been able to con-
quer our schedules to anything
like the extent we feared. For the



time being at least, the US has lost
the battle to dominate our prime-
time. As far as terrestrial network
TV is concerned today, audiences
put indigenous programming be-
fore US imports.

A few figures clearly illustrate the
pattern:

In the UK BBC1 and BBC2 both
broadcast over 70% of domestic
programming and ITV 60%. 
France TF1 70%, in Holland NOS
channels did 75% and the
trend is the same elsewhere.

Given the remarkable health of
our primetime terrestrial sched-
ules today, it may look as if the
Commission , back in 1989 egis-
lated for nothing. But it wasn t so

long ago that the primetime was
dominated by US product - some
of it of great merit - and there
no reason to believe the habit for
such fare might not return.

So we believe that the argument of
the market naturally delivering
what a quota fails to achieve is
bogus. A light framework of ob-
ligations helps the market achieve
certain objectives which are based
on the need to balance consumer
choice with diversity of supply,

culture with industry, commerce
with national identity. Above all
the benefit of some kind of
European production targets
encourages, in a transitional mar"
ket, the development of the in"
dustriaI infrastructure. It is further
clear that the infrastructure needs
to be able to count on a measure
of stability in volume and spend
terms which only ongoing regula-
tion can help to ensure. Without

, the pressure, as competition

intensifies, will be to cut back on
domestic production and make
US acquisitions more fashionable
again.

let' s now look at the new techno-
logy argument it is alleged that
the sheer mass of services con-
verging on tomorrow s homes will
be such as to render any attempt

to regulate content superfluous,
But those entranced by the tech-
no-boom lose sight of the para-
dox: on the one hand the new
technologies allow for lower costs
and greater consumer discrimina-
tion. On the other, the concentra-
tion of capital required is on a
scale never seen before. The prin-
ciple is roughly this: many more
services, but far fewer players.

This situation brings us face to
face with the issue of monopolies.
Monopolies and cartels in them"
selves are not automatically a

negative development sometimes
in .an immature market, as we
seen in the case of UIP, the
Commission leans on the Treaty of
Rome to grant Some large-scale
groups the permission to operate

anti-competitively because it
believes that, on balance, the
arrangements serve the public
interest. In order to be granted an
exemption , however, these oper-
ators are expected to make certain
concessions to ensure a minimum
degree of diversity and choice in
their chosen marketplace. And
when they fail to, they are no
longer sanctioned. This is a key

principle which independent pro-
ducers wholly endorse. We see no
reason why the development of
new technologies should override
this basic principle of balancing

and curbing the worst excesses of
monopoly power.

It's fashionable, these days, to

credit the market for all that is dy-
namic and democratizing; and to
blame government regulation for
the chaos and inadequacies, Have
we really forgotten the simple fact
that the world's most efficient
broadcast marketplace the US

has also been one of the most
tightly regulated? Do we really
choose to ignore what the Consent
Decrees the Finsyn and
Primetime Access rules have done
to contain the monopolistic drive

of the Big Three and give produ-
cers and distributors there a
chance to grow their businesses
into powerful global selling
operations?

So then what do independent pro-
ducers think is required to counter
the worst effects of monopoly and
its homogenizing effects?

Crucially, we want effective legis-
lation which will balance the deli-
cate ecology of broadcasting and
narrowcasting into the next mil-

lennium. Specifically, we seek a
thorough review of Articles 4 and



5 of the 'Television without fron-
tiers ' directive. The review should
be accompanied by commitment
by Brussels to meet the real objec-

tives behind the two articles. And
the lame excuse that it costs
money to monitor implementation
must not diminish the
Commission s resolve lest, as we
say in England, it's makes an ass of
the law.

In the UK, the Government has
blatantly taken advantage of the
ambiguities in the current wording
of Article 4 - the European quota

to adopt an unjustifiable two-
tier approach: on the one hand,
they have made the majority pro-
portion of European works re-
quirement binding to terrestrial
broadcasters in the Broadcasting

Act 1990. On the other, they have
placed no such obligations on
satellite and cable delivered chan-
nels. Of course, they have written
polite letters to BSkyB, TNT
Cartoon and the likes asking them
if it would not be to much trouble
to inform Government about what
plans if any they had of
moving a few steps towards com-
pliance with the directive. The

truth is that the British have
demonstrated.a total lack of politi-
cal will to solve the issue and

seem to believe they can get away
with a leisurely a fa carte
approach. I understand the
Commission has now sent a for-
mal warning to the UK
Government. If this is an indica-
tion that the Commission is getting
serious, it can only be welcomed.

But independent producers recog-
nize that the majority proportion

quota cannot be applied to all
channels at the same time, with-

out transitional arrangements. It
may surprise you but we too be-
lieve there is a very real need for
flexibility. And for those broad-
casters and narrowcasters in this
room who may still doubt it, here
is the message: we see our future
as a commercial partnership with
you. Enlightened self- interest tells
LIS that your strength is ours since
your very presence in the market"
place gh'es us new arguments in
favour 01 retaining rights in our
programmes. In tomorrow
broadcasl economy you wi II be
our buyers and increasingly, an
important commissioning source
in a healthy competitive relation"
ship with your terrestrial rivals.

But what we refuse to entertain is
the notion that total deregulation

is the only way to achieve this. We
refuse to equate flexibility with
regulatory laisser faire and so-cal"
led free market realism with
unchecked monopolies.

You want flexibility, so do we.
Here s the proposal:

1 . Article 4 states that the majority
proportion of European hours may
be achieved wherever practicable
progressively, using suitable cri-
teria, etc. These phrases are a re-
cipe for evasion and should be
replaced by a clear framework for
implementing quotas, which I'll
detail in a moment.

2. To prevent the cynical option of
complying with the quota on the
cheap by filling night hours with
inexpensive bottom drawer acqui-
sitions from the rest of the Union
or back catalogue, we propose
that the hours between midnight
and 7.00 am should not be inclu-
ded in the quota.

3. Where the European majority
proportion quota expressed 
hours has been met already, there
should be a specific commitment
made by Member States not to
allow the channel concerned to
retreat below that proportion 
effect a clause de non-recul.

4. Where new services are concer"
ned, flexibility should be defined
on two levels:

First, an option for new non-terre-
strially delivered services to dis-
card the quota of hours and opt for
a statutory investment target sche-
me instead. The target could typi-
cally be between 15% and 20% of
previous year s turnover and in-
clude both acquisitions invest-
ments and licence fees paid as
contribution to new programmes.

The investment target option has
very important implications,
Generally speaking, the notion of
quotas does not reconcile itself
easily with the underlying premise



of the narrowcasting environment:
the consumer s right to pay for and
receive a specialist service. In this
respect, the investment target ful"
fils the objectives of the quota by
contributing to Europe s produc-

tion infrastructure, without impin-
ging dramatically on the consu-
mer legitimate expectations.

Depending on the theme of a
given channel, the option would
then exist to invest larger amounts
in far fewer hours, and those hours
may be genre specific to the chan-
nel.

Secondly, the scheme should be
incremental , to take into account
the fact that new channels are
financially fragile while they are
trying to find their market in a
competitive environment. They
often do need to maintain as low
as possible a cost base for pro-
grammes in the initial stages, with

in some cases at least ~ a grea"
ter reliance on US imports. New
services should be made to incor"
porate attainment of the target in
their business plan, with a statut-
ory limit of three years from start"
up.

Programmes genres: currently the
directive excludes game shows. I
don t make games shows, but
speaking personally here, to
exclude them seems to smack of
cultural snobbery. At the moment
the big growth area is precisely the
trade in game show formats. It is
an unnecessary hindrance to neW
TV stations to deny this commerci-
al reality, and should be reviewed.

Our thinking as regards Article 5,
the 10% quota of independent
production, has been developed
elsewhere. Suffice to say that for
independent production too, we
think an investment target is
generally preferable to a quota of

hours. It is a better guarantee that
resources are coming back to
Europe s production base.

So to conclude:

(a) The independent sector histori"
cally stands for competition and

diversity. Our success in the past
1 0 years has demonstrated that
this alternative way of structuring
supply and demand in the pro-
gramme economy does work. The
Commission would do well to
recognize the key role of the pro-
ducer.

(b) We believe it is time for the
Commission to shift gear over
audiovisual policy; to promote a
mature industry through enabling
regulation rather than squander
resources on peripheral schemes
with a marginal impact.

(c) We believe the way to a ma-
ture industry is through a strong
partnership between independent
production and broadcasters
including non-terrestrial services.
A well-conceived partnership .en-
tails the recognition that some
regulation is necessary in order to
make the broadcast economy
more competitive.

(d) We invite our broadcaster col"
leagues to continue the discus"
sions with us at European level , to
find satisfactory solutions to the
issues that still divide us, in parti"
cular the retention of programme
rights.

(e) And finally, we urge our collea"
gues to make the 'Television with-
out frontiers' directive a meaning-
fulinstrumentin shaping our com-
mon interest.

Thank you for your attention.



BALANCING PROGRAMME

SUPPLY AND DEMAND

MR JEAN STOCK

INTRODualON

You have asked us to simulate the
exponential supply of program"
mes over the next 10 years. This
equation also needs to include the
future behaviour patterns of tele"
vision viewers. This exercise is all
the more delicate in that 'experts'
have recently been experiencing

difficulties in estimating the latent
potential of new television servi-
ces. A number of examples should
encourage .us to take a cautious
approach:

(a) Canal +: when this pay-as-you-
view .channel was launched, the
reaction was almost unanimously
pessimistic. Today Canal +is a real
success and an example to
Europe.

(b) RTL plus: this generalistchan"
nel appeared in 1984 with wall-
to-wall broadcasting of American
series. Ten years later, RTl is the
market leader in Germany and
invests over 900 minion marks in
production every year!

(c) The Sky range which came
about with the launch of the
luxembourg Astra satellite station,
less than five years after its launch
it adds new jewels to its crown
nearly every month. Its Astra vec-
tor is by far the leader in private

reception in both Britain and
Germany.

(d) M6: said to be 'one channel
too many' has found a real niche,
with viewing numbers outstrip-
ping targets.

We can console ourselves by say-
ing that the engineers have fared
little better than circus acrobats.
We only need look at the figures
on 819-line broadcasting, at
Secam which still has no stereo, at
high-power satell ites rendered

useless by solar eclipses, not to

mention D2MAc.

So let us err on the side of caution
and avoid the pitfalls of theoretical
simulation. With digital compres-
sion, 2 500 television channels
should be operational within 10
years on board satellites facing
Europe. Today, a television pro-
gramme needs to offer at least 10
broadcasts a day if it is to be spot-
ted by the viewer, which comes to
nearly 4000 a year. If we do the
multiplication, we have 2500
channels x 4000 programmes
giving 10 million programmes on
offer a year within 10 years! These
programmes do not exist and
Europe does not have the poten-
tial to produce them. We are
therefore probably standing on
the threshold of an evolution in
programme planning.

THE SIX MAIN POINTS OFTHE
EVOLUTION

1. Introduction of the new forms
of planning;

2. More power of decision to the
viewer, ensuring that the rewards
in the future go by programme
quality;

3. The driving force of the large

networks;

4. The complementary nature of
analogue and digital supplies;

5. A new policy on European
assets;

6. The evolution in the concept of
constraint.

1. INTRODUCTION OF THE NEW
FORMS OF PLANNING

(a) Multiplexing: the idea of attrac-
ting more than one audience
comes from radio, with the in"
crease in the number of stations.
In television it should be one way
of responding to fragmentation of

the supply. Unencoded television
channels could find a new selling
point by offering the same pro"
gramme schedule sequentially on
several channels.

(b) Vertical programming: the
same programme could also be
multi-broadcast throughout the
day on the same channel. This
again has the objective of winning
more than one audience.

(c) Operators will be looking to
diversify their supply, in order to
ensure that households include

them as part of their basic selec-
tion. One technique will probably
involve inserting targeted local
slots into networked programmes.

(d) The electronic kiosk: this is the
type of televisual offer which al-
lows the viewer to programme his
own schedule. The information
highways will make this form of
interaction a reality.



2. MORE POWER OF DECISION
TO THE VIEWER, ENSURING
THAT THE REWARDS IN FUTURE

GO BY PROGRAMME QUALITY

(a) The notion of the programme
should increasingly supersede that
of the channel (see the role of the
DirectTV' electronic menu in the

United States).

(b) The increase in pay-as-you-
view television should encourage
the viewer to be more discerning

in his choice, to the benefit of

quality programmes which al-
ready have a good name.

3. THE DRIVING FORCE OF THE
LARGE NETWORKS

(a) Promotional campaigns by
national channels to give a new
programme a name are already
extremely significant. On average
a self-promotion campaign for a
new sf:rial, measured at the rate
for advertising space used by the
channel , represents 12 times the
purcha;e price of the programme.
The multiplier for a cinema film is
four.

(b) The role of 'central jewel' in
the crown of tomorrow: the natio-
nal generalist channels have a
unique role to play in creating
crowns ' in which they form the
centrepiece and in promoting
their programmes.

THE COMPLEMENTARY
NATURE OF ANALOGUE AND
DIGITAL SUPPLIES

(a) Digital television should be
introduced gradually. Its success
will depend on the cost of the
decoder , the nature of the digital

offering and the degree of penetra-
tion of the 'decoder' on the exist-
ing cable market.

(b) The EC has a fundamental role
to play in encouraging current
operators to adopt digital broad-

casting alongside analogue broad-
casting.

5. A NEW POLICY ON
EUROPEAN ASSETS

(a) Allocating 1 % of the EC budget
to the audiovisual sector, as pro"

posed here yesterday by the
Minister Jack lang would, in par-

ticular, enable export premiums to
be introduced in order to help
works circulate in Europe. These
premiums should give encourage"
ment to three key operators:

(i) the producer, who takes the risk
of creating the work for several
markets;

(ii) the primary broadcaster, who
creates the name for the program-
me and agrees to stake its channel
ratings on a work which cannot be
profiled in the same way as a
national programme, which is cur"
rently the most successful sort of
programme;

(iii) the secondary foreign broad-
caster who takes the risk of re-
broadcasting.

(b) In order to help to create a
name for the programme, we
merely need, if the principle of

broadcasting quotas is retained in
the future, to scale down these
quotas as soon as a work is first
presented, i.e. on initial screening
for cinema films.

6. THE EVOLUTION IN THE CON-
CEPT OF CONSTRAINT

(a) The facility to broadcast will 
longer be a rare commodity in
tomorrow s world. The concept of
constraint, whi.ch went hand in
glove with the concept of scarcity,
therefore also needs to evolve.

(b) In addition, account should be
taken of new forms of publicity,
especially local, regional or na-
tional relay interruption.

(c) lastly, modulating constraint
on a time basis will no longer be
compatible with the nature of sup-
ply and demand. How can we
regulate a la carte television?

CONCLUSION

The Benny Hill Show was presen-
ted, at yesterday s session, as an

example of how a work can circu-
late in Europe. This British produc-
tion has been a truly successful
exporting exercise with an average
of 24 broadcasts a year to the mar-
ket in the New York region since
production began. It is the name
and quality of this programme
which has led to its repeated
screening. It augurs well for the
supply of the new-age television.



MR BAUKE GEERSING

1. The future of the TV programme
industry over 10 years is contain-
ed in a crystal ball.

2. One thing is clear, distillation
possibilities are not the decisive
factor, nor is the number of chan"
nels, the force that creates the pro-
grammes.

3. The decisive factor in the
making of the TV programmes is
the availability for the rights/creat-

ivity/money.

The Green Paper is characterized
by a limited approach only serving
to justify the sometimes far-reach-
ing conclusions.

On p. 13: The definition of the
programme industry illustrates that
this industry mainly revolves
around:

(i) cinema film;

(ii) fiction, cartoons document-
aries (TV programmes).

The other types of TV program"
mes are very important for broad-
casters and producers from an
economic angle, but their value is
nil (or little more) after the first
broadcast.' (p. 13)

This sentence demonstrates the

way of thinking of the Green Paper
authors.

But the other programmes are not
only very important for broad-
casters and producers from an
economic angle, but also and
more so ~ for the public watching
these other programmes.

On p. 26 of the Green Paper it sta-
tes: ' the highest audience ratings
are achieved by national material,
especially fiction. ' And studio
shows, information programmes,
sports programming and impor-
tant events also have high audien-
ce ratings.

These so-called 'other program-
mes' are also important from a
cultural angle. For public service

broadcasters they constitute the
vast majority of the programmes
offered to the public for .com-
mercial broadcasters it is a smaller
share. These 'other programmes
are also very important from an

employment angle. They are the
basis of an important share of the
jobs in the audiovisual sector. But

the Green Paper is neglecting all
these elements because it concen-
trates on a minority element of the
TV programme industry in the EU;
approximately 20-25% of the
supply!

Besides this limited approach the
way in which the Green Paper
describes the demand and supply
of TV programmes is remarkable.
On p. 11 is stated: ' In the TV sec-
tor the explosion in programme
demand has failed to boost the
European programme industry,
which remains locked into frag-
mented national markets.

In fact there is not an explosion in
programme demand but in pro"
gramme supply.

The introduction of commercial
broadcasters has resulted in a

huge increase of programme sup-
ply and in relation to that, a
modest increase in viewing time.
So what we see is that the media
abundance which means far
more supply than demand has
increased in the 1980s.

The main character of this in-
crease is the growing supply of
American-produced programmes.
This is quite natural because com-
mercial broadcasters are aiming at
profit maximalization. To obtain
that, you must have low costs and

high revenues. American pro-
grammes are relatively cheap and
the audience figures related to
those costs are acceptable.

From the moment the revenues or
other financial resources made it
possible the commercial broadca"
sters invested also in own or com-
missioned TV programmes or for-
mulas that were made successful
by public service networks, which
their target audiences I.ike to
watch. Those are TV programmes
for national markets. The Green
Paper writes in unrealistic and
negative way about the market
realities in the EU.

The behaviour of the publidthe
consumer demonstrates that there
are different national markets in

which TV programmes find their
audience.



That there is a low rate of pro-
gramme circulation of these pro-
grammes in Europe is not the case.
Maybe not a high rate if you con-
centrate only on the three TV pro-
gramme types of the Green Paper
(fiction, cartoons and documenta-
ries), but not a low rate either if
you look to the whole programme
variety. The Eurovision is a good
example, with its daily exchange
of news and sports programming.
There is also a lively exchange

(sales and purchasing) between
European broadcasters in the EU.
The Green Paper is neglecting all
these realities.

How are these statements in the
Green Paper possible?' I asked
myself after reading the Green
Paper for the second time. I think
this is because of the chosen
approach. This approach can be
characterized in four points, as

follows:

1. In Europe there is a domestic

market of over 300 million consu-
mers (p. 19)

MY COMMENT

Unlike America, Europe is not lin-
guistically or culturally homoge-
neous. It is made up of numerous
language markets; some large
some small, some confined to
Europe, some with potentially
large overseas markets, The uni-
versal appeal of much expensively
produced Hollywood material

(especially films and series) is pro-
ven. But in spite of its success

experience shows that each langu-
age market prefers above all pro-
grammes made to appeal to its
specific tastes and requirements.
These tastes and requirements do
not easily translate from one lan-
guage market to another.

In short, there is no European
domestic market of over 300 milli-
on consumers for TV productions.
The Green Paper is on the wrong
track here.

2. Digital broadcasting is so rich in
potential that it is not excessive to
use the term revolutionary (p. 12)

The Green Paper states:

(i) digital transmission makes it
possible to relay more informa-

tion;

(ij) the access to a communication
vector is less and less costly;

(iii) the concept of multimedia is
possible;

(iv) the development of business
services is possible.

MY COMMENT

This approach concentrates purely
on technical supply. Not only are
the technical possibilities decisive
for the future of our audiovisual

sector but also the way in which
the public can and will react to it.
The director of the Dutch
Medialaboratory, Mr Thijs
Chanowski, recently stated that
the confidence of the industry in
the effect of the new technological
possibilities is not realistic.

For instance, interactivity requires
a complete new way of thinking
which should be developed from

the early youth.

According to Chanowski we are
confronted with the limited capa-
cities of the human being to chan"
ge his conduct. The fact that we
are at the end of an audiovisual

era does not mean that we are at
the brink of a new period.

The approach of the Green Paper

concentrates too much on techni"
cal possibilities and industrial sup"
ply.

In short, the adage: each supply
creates its own demand. This is
more a belief than a reality and is
a sort of marketing to support the
start of new technology in the
market.

Another example of this techni-
cal/industrial approach is the
statement in the Green Paper that
because of digitalization, acceSS

to a communication vector beco"
mes much cheaper. But what does
this mean if the distribution costs
for a TV station consist of only 5%
of the total budget of the station?

The fact that this 5% can be 3 or
2% is not important, but the ques-
tion is which programmes must
we supply to meet the demand of
the people in our markets?



3. The narrow definition of the TV-
programme industry I mentioned
at the beginning of my remarks

4. The Green Paper is struggling
with the character of TV program-
mes

On p. 7 (and on p. 43) it states that
TV programmes are not products
like any others; as they are prime
vectors of culture they retain a

specific place in the midst of the
manifold new types of audiovisual
products.

But on pp. 29 and 30, regarding
the internationalization, global-

ization and options for the future,
the Green Paper speaks of the
audiovisual industry like other ser-
vice sectors. This demonstrates the
problems which the Green Paper

has in general with the cultural
element of free TV programme
supply and demand.

(i) a wrong characterization of the
relevant markets;

(ii) an overemphasizing of real fee
effects of digitalization;

(iii) a too narrow definition of fee
TV programme industry; and

(iv) the practical denial of the cul-
tural aspects ofTV programmes.

These have led to an unrealistic
sketch of the European TV pro-

gramme scene. Talking of a crisis
is rather overdone!

I advocate a more practical
approach which takes into
account the factual situation in the
European TV programme industry.
Make an analysis of its strong and
weak points. Set realistic goals
and develop instruments and
means to achieve these goals
based on a realistic time schedule.

In the European Union we have a
quite different broadcasting struc-
ture from the United States, We
started here with public service
broadcasting organizations. later
commercial broadcasting started.
Since then the European
Commission dr' "Ioped its own
audiovisual pol. . ' he public ser-
vice broadcasters were under
pressure by the competition of
commercial stations and by the
liberal market approach of the
Commission.

looking to the facts, the public
service and commercial broad-
casters are right holders because
they produce the fast majority of
their programme package; they
provide a diversified and balanced
programme package to the public
by means of an effective distribu~
tion apparatus. On p. 14 of the
Green Paper these three functions
are separated and the broadcaster
is only portrayed as a programme
packager, which is not in accord-
ance with reality.

Public service broadcasting is the
basis for several hundred thou-
sands of jobs (permanent person-
nel and related jobs); in the EU it
has a budget of +/- 15.5 billion
ecu and provides more than
130000 hours TV per year.

There is a lively exchange of pro-
grammes between public service
broadcasters in the EU. The EBU,
their umbrella organization which
takes care of common interests, is
important for policy development
sport rights acquisition , program-
me exchange and the exploitation
of a pan-European distribution
network. The public service
broadcasters have a market share

which varies per country. On the
whole, it is approximately 40-

50%. Their reach is between 80-
90% of the population.

Consequently the phenomenon of
public service broadcasting in the
EU is a strong factor from different
angles:

(i) TV programme industry: high
level of production and coopera-
tion with the film industry in their
own country;

(ii) employment: jobs;

(iii) budget: ECU 15.5 billion;

(iv) culture: diversified/balanced

programming (with a rather small
minority share for USA program-
mes);

(v) reasonable market share;

(vi) very good reach.



The policy of the Commission
should be to strengthen this phe"
nomenon and to make it possible
that public broadcasters can also

participate in new developments
which are related to their main
tasks. I therefore make a strong
plea for an approach which imple-
ments Article 128 of the Treaty.
One of the elements related to this
article is the preservation of the
mixed finance system for public
service broadcasting. It is the per-
fect showcase of a supply of pro-
gramming which can encompass
new and experimental program"
mes, but which simultaneously
provides the public with program-
mes which are attractive to a large
part of the population and conse"
quently can take the economic
advantage thereof by acquiring
advertising money.

Independent of commercial and
state influence, public service is
very important for the develop-

ment of the EU, as a family of dif-
ferent States and people.

Small countries, but also smalilin"
guistic areas in bigger countries

have some disadvantages, Usually
they do not have a strong position
to export their programmes,
Consequently they buy more from
bigger members than they sell. By
nature they have a smaller scale of
production of programmes.

On the other hand are the com-
mercial broadcasters. Especially in
the bigger EU countries, we see a
development that commercial
broadcasters aim for scale en-

largement. It is not surprising if in
five years we will see five to six
big media conglomerates, which
have as their basic aim profit
maximalization. The part of the

world to benefit from that profit
will not be the EU but Asia, the
audiovisual market of the future.

The White Paper and the Green
Paper believe that the employment
level in the EU will increase with
two million jobs in the year 2000
on the condition the growth/profit
will be translated into employ-

ment and not in financial transfers
from Europe to other parts of the
world. The question is how can
the Commission make sure that
this condition will be fulfilled? In
other types of industry we don
see this at all. Why will it be differ"
ent in the audiovisual industry?

One thing is sure: if public service
broadcasting can grow, further ful-
filment of this condition is 100%
certain.

So from the employment point of
view also the Commission should
invest much more in this type of
broadcasting.

Therefore I strongly advocate stop-
ping the positive discrimination of
independent producers and give
access to all media programmes
for broadcasters in the EU as well.

Stop the emphasis which is placed
on Articles 85 and 86 and invest in
Articles 92 and 123 of the Treaty.

Stop the emphasis which is placed
on the industrial side of the audio-
visual industry and make much
more funds/money available to
stimulate the production of pro.
grammes, especially in small
countries and small linguistic
areas of bigger countries. On top
of that, the film industry needs a
five year plan with a lot of funds.

Introduce stimulation funds for
broadcasters who are producing
above a certain level, at least say
60% and/or who are able to
export their programmes to other
EU countries and non EU coun"
tries.

In short if a balance between sup"
ply and demand is really what
interests us, take the complete TV
industry scene into account and
then talk much more to the indus"
trialists and technologists?



NEW SERVICES
AND TECHNOLOGY

Why information society? Why not
information highways or super-
highways, as they say Stateside?
The idea of a highway gives the
impression that things are moving
along faster than on a ' B road'
otherwise nothing new will have
been achieved. However, we
believe that the change involved is
both quantitative and qualitative
and affects both the economy and
society as a whole. The European
Commission therefore opted for
the concept of the ' information
society' in its White Paper on
growth competitiveness and
employment.

One can confidently call it a revo"
lution, a revolution based on in-
formation and man s knowledge.

Technical progress has brought us

to the point at which any form of
information, be it verbal, written
or visual, can be processed, for-

warded and retrieved irrespective
of distance, time or quantity. This

will lead to numerous changes in
the way in which we live and
work together.

A few examples to shed a little
light on the matter:
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new working culture will
emerge.

Tele-commuting will:

(i) offer opportunities for disadvan-
taged regions;

(ii) reduce rush-hour traffic, pro-
tect the environment and reduce
infrastructure costs;

(iii) make it easier for women and
mothers to get back to work.

New flexible working conditions
will supersede old regulations
which are still adapted to classical
methods of industrial production,
Work in the information society
will not need to keep to a pattern
of eight hours-a-day, five days-a-

week.

The production culture will also
change.

The traditional premise of increas-
ing productivity through automa-
tion, will still apply if we are to be
competitive. New jobs will there-
fore need to be created by pene-

trating new markets. Production in
the information society will be

based on enterprises offloading
work to suppliers and concentra-
ting on system management, with
extensive use made of communi-
cations technologies for the pur-

poses of control and coordination.

Greater on- line transparency will
change the traditional relationship
between the supplier and the
customer.

As a general rule, the soft compo"
nents will increase at the expense
of the hard components in both
production and the end product.

The enterprise culture will also
change.

This means that:

(i) the process already under way
to level out hierarchies will con-

tinue;

(ii) large enterprises will tend to
become ' holdings' of task-force
enterprises and the product image
rather than monolithic blocks;

(iii) the importance of small and
medium-sized enterprises as
actors in new 'corporate networks
will grow;

(iv) one could envisage enterprises
coming together for a period of
time in order to start up a project
on- line, so to speak.

The service culture is approaching
a watershed.

Tele-services are changing the
structure of the classic service sec-
tor. For example, tele~shopping

will circumvent the problem of
fixed shop opening hours.



There is nothing I can tell this
audience about the entertainment
sector.

However, we must not lose sight
when designing tele-services of
the continuing need for services
with a 'human touch' . This applies
above all to the health and welfare
sector.

A new learning and training .cul-
ture is beginning to emerge.

Decentralized learning through

video conferences, multi-media
and networks will provide a
made-to-measure, versatile curric-
ulum, The education supply will
be broadened and more widely
accessible.

The rapidly changing working
environment means that the indi-
vidual must be prepared to under-
go training throughout his life, al-
though it would be a mistake if all
of us wanted to train as computer
scientists. You don t need to be a
mechanic to drive a car.

Of course, this will not happen
overnight nor will it happen every-
where. Much will be replaced.
New will be added to old. One
can hardly imagine schools being

replaced by distance learning,
because schools do not just impart
knowledge, they also teach us
how to interact.

Socially, the information society
means opportunity. It also entails
risks, which we should not gloss
over.

New types of job will be created
especially in the service sector;
but jobs will also be lost.

There will be greater flexibility at
work; but traditional industrial
health and safety standards could
be undermined.

Those on the inside' will be able
to make full use of the potential of
the new technologies, but 'those
on the outside , who either cannot
or will not take part, could be

excluded.

Hitherto disadvantaged groups in
society could be integrated via the
computer and better care provi-
ded for the old and disabled; but
replacing the evening stroll across
town with an evening stroll across
a computer screen could lead to
social isolation.

It is therefore important that the
new technologies achieve wide
public acceptance and are used

productively and constructively.
Changes in the working environ-
ment must go hand in hand with
continuous dialogue between the
two sides of industry.

In December 1993 the European
Council charged a group of distin-
guished personalities with the
drawing up of a report and an
action plan for the information
society. This report was discussed
at the Corfu Summit last week.

The report notes that the market
will be the motivating strength and
that it is the major task of the
governments to back competition.
It delivers legal recommendations
and supports the creation of a net-
work infrastructure and the intro-
duction of harmonized basic ser-
vices like electronic mail.

let me pick a few elements out of

the large package of recommend-
ations which are, I believe, of
particular importance for the
audiovisual sector.

The report proposed 10 ranges of
application: tele-work, remote

training, a network for universities
and research centres, telematic
services for SMEs, traffic manage-
ment, air traffic control , networks

for the health service, electronic

calls for tender, a trans-European
network of public administrations.
An example which could be inter-
esting here, would be the setting
up of networks enabling private
households to use multimedia and
entertainment services at local
regional national and inter-
national level.

This should be achieved by group"
ing information content suppliers
and service providers (such as
transmitters and distributors), net-
work operators (such as telecom
and cable) and system suppliers
(such as the home electronics
industry).

As far as a regulatory framework is
concerned, this will need to consi-
der both media ownership and the
role of competition policy.

From the group point of view, the
question of how differing national
statutory provisions governing

media ownership undermine the
single market must be investigated
as a matter of urgency. Effective
regulations to safeguard pluralism
and competition are required
here.



Competition policy is a key ele-
ment in the Union s strategy. From
the group point of view, competi-
tion rules should be applied whk:h
reflect newly-emerging global
markets and the rapid changes in
the environment.

One area which has always been
extremely important to the audio"
visual sector is the protection of
intellectual property rights. The
Commission has always taken an
active approach to this topic and
has provided answers to more
recent problems, as the example
of cable and satellite directives in
the television sector illustrates.
The new technologies do, how-
ever, raise totally new types of
challenges.

They begin by removing the physi-
cal barriers and increasingly
global distribution. Not just
European, but international solu-
tions must be found here, in order
to avoid undermining the level of
protection for intellectual prop-

erty. Because if we are unable to
protect creativity and innovation
then the super-highways will
remain pretty empty.

Finally, let us consider multime-
dia. Here we must find a way of
bringing words, sounds, text and
images under one copyright
umbrella, protecting creativity and
encouraging exploitation. In doing

, we should also examine the
argument that a copyright system
which takes a one-stop approach
to exploiting creativity has an
advantage from a competitive
point of view. Mind you, the

report of the so-called ' Bange-
mann Group' pointed out the
problems in this context, but deli-
berately did not come down on
the side of any specific solutions.

The European Council in Corfu
also made express reference to the
protection of intellectual property
in its conclusions on the informa-
tion society.

WHAT NEXT?

The European Council considers
that the significance and complex"
ity of the information society are
such that constant coordination is
required in order to ensure that
both the public and private sectors
are pulling in the same direction,
Each Member State should
appoint one Minister in charge of
coordinating all aspects (political
financial and legal). I consider this
to be a noteworthy and encourag-
ing step forward. It is an attempt to
take a lateral approach in order to
ensure that individuals do not bea-
ver away in their own corners
albeit with the best of intentions

at matters which do not make for a
coherent whole. It is a political
echo to economic convergence.

For its part, the Commission will
submit an action plan, as request-
ed by the European Council
hopefully before the summer
recess, laying down its future
work.

Just one more word on the market.
Many people believe that the
audiovisual sector will be the

engine which propels us along
into the information society. That
remains to be seen. One thing is
certain: the user is buying the
application not the technology.
Without content, the most
wonderful technology is not worth
a fig. This is where the audiovisual
industry can come into its own.

To conclude, I give you a few
questions to ponder. Do the new
technologies, the digital bit con-
tainers, not require new defini-
tions? Do the regulatory frame-
works still suit the media? What is
from this point of view, the differ-
ence between ' satellites with
video on demand' and ' the video
shop on the corner

What are the implications of the
melting-pot of hitherto separate
industries, such as telecommuni-
cations, computing and the audio-
visual media? We must get used to
the idea, because not only does
the concept 'no man is an island'
apply, the concept 'no sector is an
island' is equally valid. In the jar-
gon of information technology,
our consciences need open inter-
faces with other sectors. And not
tomorrow, but now.

I began by referring to the
American concept of 'electronic
super-highways . I should like to

close by quoting the sub-heading
to the Japanese report, which is
Reforms for an intellectually crea-

tive society in the 21st century

The stress on creativity is particu-
larly noteworthy. It shows that
creativity is seen as one of the
core elements in the economy and
the society of the future, which
means that, for us in Europe, you
ladies and gentlemen, will be
taking the leading roles.



The television and the telephone
have in principle not changed
since they were .invented. We
have added colour and stereo and
a remote control to the television.
We have added answering ma-
chines and memories to the tele-
phone. In short the quality of the
information and the ease of use

improved.

However, the basic functions stay-
ed the same for many decades. In
the 1970s, we added VCRs to the
television and fax machines and
modems to the telephone.
Suddenly, the information we
received via these channels could
be stored and manipulated.

But, it is human nature to search
for more, More knowledge, more
quality and more functionality.
Digitalization came along, we
installed cable, satellite and com-
puter systems, and networks based
on glass fibre. The world became
smaller: the global village started
to emerge.
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Slowly now, the negative side of

the possibilities offered by all
these networks is becoming clear:
we are getting overloaded with
information. Will this trend
continue with industries and tech-
nologies converging? What will be
the effect of platform and network
convergences? How will the con-
sumer react? What technologies
will succeed?

To be honest: no one knows, yet.

There are some trends, however.
let me give you an overview of

our views and where we stand.
Information and entertainment
will reach our offices and living
rooms via packaged delivery
systems, like discs, and networked
systems like multichannel cable
systems, cellular vision , satellite or
telephone.

There is no doubt in my mind that
packaged media, like CD~i and

CD-ROM will exist next to elec"
tronic delivery channels. People

want to own information, they

want to be able to touch it.

The success of electronic delivery
channels/networks will differ per
application and per geographical

region. Some examples.

In populated areas I expect cable
TV and cellular vision to be the
main technologies. Cable TV has a

high performance and penetration
in some countries. The downside
of this technology is that econo-
mies of scale needed to make it
successful and the legal situation
in Europe, will slow down the
developments in this field.

In Europe for example, to make
pay-per-view commercially feas-
ible, one needs at least a network
of 400000 subscribers. We only
have four to five networks of that
size at the moment.

Cellular vision might become in a
more distant future a very good
delivery system. You can compare
it with cellular telephone: ' video
micro-waves' (frequencies of 28"
40 GHz) are received by and dis-
tributed via local cells of three to
five miles radius to a pocket book
size flat antenna in the home, The
system can offer two"way broad-
band television distribution , enab"
ling 100 analogue over 1 000 digi-
tal channels to the home.

The investment per subscriber is
much lower than for cable. Yet the
performance is high and, since we
are just starting with it, the regula-
tion of the system could be organ"
ized fairly easily. However, the
technology is rather unknown in
Europe. There is no penetration.
One system is being tested in the

, in New York, where one cell is
operating today and five more
cells by the end of 1994.

Telephone lines can be found
everywhere, the penetration is
incredibly high, I do think how-
ever that with the expected equip"
ment and infrastructural costs,
telephone lines will not be a real
competitor for cableTV and cellu-
lar vision in populated areas

where by the way the initial , inno-
vative markets are.



So much about technology. The
technology actually is notimpor-
tant. How we receive information
is not important for the consumer.
Far more interesting is: in which
programmes are they interested?
Do we want to playa video game
with someone who lives 5000
miles away from us? Will the new
technologies fulfil the consumer
quest for personalization of
media?

We can speculate quite accurately
on consumer demands. They want
movies, music videos, games
television programmes, educa-
tional programmes and they are
interested in home shopping,
These are the most important
applications at the moment and
there is no reason why this should
be different in the future.

The consumer quest for personal-
ization of media (or should I say
the individualization of society),
will be fulfilled. You receive
access to all the information you
want, when you want it and how
you want it.

The number of intelligent televis"
ion sets to be found in the house
will increase. And coming back to
what I said before, the overload of
information will not change. We
will receive even more informa-
tion. However, the access to it and
the choices, will be easier.

CONCLUSION

There are still many questions
which we cannot answer today.
What technology will be used?
What industry mergers will we
see? What is the consumer willing
to pay for new services?

But one thing we do know.

The information society, or shall I
use the American equivalent
super-highway , is on its way. It

will be driven by software and not
by technology. It i5 content, qual-
ity and added-value that count.
And that is where we should con-
centrate our efforts and that is
where we are concentrating our
efforts.



I have been asked to air my views
on the growth opportunities for
the programme industry in the
multimedia age and on the condit-
ions conducive to growth. First I
should like to make a number of
observations of principle which

are of practical significance for the
programme industry.

German students are regularly
required to write essays inspired

by quotations from Goethe. This

also happened to me, my quota"
tion being 'Europe is harmony and
not unison . Goethe remains total"
Iy relevant at least for the cultural
aspect of the European Union, The
programme industry must draw
the appropriate conclusions from
this. It must not entertain the
dubious concept of a European
cultural identity. In my view, no

such identity exists. It is a fiction
if not a transparent ideology de-
signed to afford easier access to
the subsidy coffers of the Euro-

pean Union. The second conclu-
sion to be drawn is this: we must
accept that there are two quite
simple principles underlying the
cultural plurality necessary for our
survival the free flow of infor-
mation , certainly, but let us not
forget the free flow of creativity as
well. Free flow has to extend

beyond the . European Union. It
cannot be a one-way street - and
here, as in many other respects, I

am fully at one with Mr levy in
saying that, wherever possible, it
should proceed according to the
rules of the market. At any rate, it

cannot, in the long run , continue
without the market. A further
observation, ladies and gentle-
men: plurality of opinion and, by
the same token, plurality of the

media require three things. First
and foremost, they require a first-
class infrastructure in the Euro-
pean Union, which, wherever
possible, should be based on the
principle of homogeneity or, at the
very least, of full compatibility
based on standards, something
which is particularly important for
the digital multimedia world.
Secondly, plurality of opinion and
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the media needs worldwide
competition and businesses of
appropriate size. We must put an
end once and for all to this hide-
bound thinking of regional regula-
tors in all our Member States. I
would recommend anyone seek-
ing an illustration of what is hap-
pening today to read the Wall
Street journal and the gripping
story of the merger which may
soon take place between CBS and
uvc. One wonders just how
many such illustrations we still
need in the Union before we final-
ly wake up to this. And thirdly,
plurality of opinion and the media
requires fair conditions of com-
petition throughout the Union but
also of course in relation to the
United States. In one respect, the
results of the GATT talks have
afforded us several years' respite;

but we 5hould use this time, not to
relax, but to put our heads
together.

To turn to the multimedia infra"
structure, ! must agree here with
Mr Niebel. From our point of
view, we can but fully endorse the
conclusions drawn by the
Bangemann working party con-
cerning Europe as a single infor-
mation market. We must, ladies
and gentlemen, place the growth

locomotive of the information
industry on the track, but we must
put behind us any Maginot Line

mentality or any sort of protection"
ism. And if, in individual cases

start-up aid is indispensable, then
let it be just that start-up aid

provided for a limited time and

only in places where it would be
otherwise impossible to compete.
What we need in all fields of this
digital multimedia world i5 stand-
ards, interconnectivity and com-
patibility. In no circumstances
must we see a repetition of the
PAL/SECAM/NTSC or VHS/Beta/
Video 2000 story.

Then , as emphasized several times
both this morning and this after-
noon, the multimedia world needs
investors. The investors need mar-
kets, and they need stable condit-
ions in which to operate. To me,

stable conditions are those with
long-term reliability. This means
that we must finally start dismantl-
ing the appalling over-regulation

which almost all media concerns
have to contend with in the
European Union. Jean Stock is
surely right when he says that
technical developments will make
some of the regulations we are
confronted with today obsolete.
For my part, I would not be satis-
fied with that: it seems to me like
a defensive attitude, although that
was most certainly not Jean Stock'
intention. We should have the
courage to adopt a consciously
liberal approach and not accept
deregulation on a purely willy-
nilly basis, with all the attendant
delaying effects this could have on
technical developments.

And finally - and here we come
at last to the television directive-
we need new, adequate broad-
casting definitions. let me just
point out one example here: the
regulations devised at national
and European level for tele-shop-
ping are, to my mind, frankly
obsolete and a barrier to develop-
ment.



To turn to the European Com~
mission s Green Papers there
are in fact two of them ~ and 
our discussion of them here, a
great deal has been said, both in
the Green Paper itself and particu"
larly strikingly yesterday afternoon
(when I' m afraid I was unable to
be here) and this morning, about
economic assistance for the
European programme industry. I
am convinced that, in the main
the European programme industry
does not need economic assist"
ance, and I must say that some of
this morning s contributions could
not but remind me of the discus-
sions which took place prior to the
introduction of the European agri-
cultural policy 30 years ago here
in this same city. I would therefore
urge you, as far as economic
assistance is concerned, to pro-
ceed extremely cautiously and at
all events, I beg you, towards
clearly defined economic or tech-

. nical objectives.

On the other hand, just like Mr
Levy, I am in favour ofappropri-
ate, adequately resourced cultural
assistance for the programme
industry in the Member States of
the Community, However, I think I
am entitled to ask whether, at least
in the cultural field, the subsidiar-
ity principle now well established
in Europe does not clearly remit
the provision of such assistance
not merely to the Member States
but, as in the case of Germany, to
regional and local authorities,

The Green Papers broach the sub-
ject of media concentration 
and quite rightly so, Likewise in
this area, it is, I believe, high time
to introduce ~ or perhaps restore

some economic common
sense. The ideas currently being

discussed not only at national
level but also, for example, in the
European Parliament concerning
limitations on shareholdings, pro-
hibition of cross-ownerships, limi-
tations on market share, changing
from the state-of-transmission
principle to the state-of-reception
principle, market share models 
and preferably all of them in one
big package are, were they to
be implemented, nothing short of
a programme for strangling the
European programme industry
whatever the size of the busines-
ses actively or passively involved,
And in the end CNN and Disney
will be laughing up their sleeves, I
have never seen a growth locomo-
tive able to get up a head of steam
and speed along a track across
which iron bars have been placed
every few yards, This does not
mean that I am against harmon-
ization , which I am willing to
support if it is rational and in-
spired by a basic liberal approach.
It is right to emphasize the neces-
sary rights to minimum protection
and I think it is also right to har-
monize them. The final result of
this will be criminal prosecutions,
and not only in the area of copy-
right, to which our attention has
properly been drawn , but in a range
of other areas too. It is right to de-
vote at least the same measure
of attention to concentration in

the media industry as in other
industries but, please, through the
right channels. More precisely, via
those agencies whose task it is to
police competition, maybe with
more incisive instruments than in
other industries but, I beg you , not
in this hotchpotch of economic
and pseudo-cultural pol icy argu-
ments, which has nothing more
behind it than the sort of patron-
izing we have become so very
used to,

, harmonization by all means
and safeguarding of plurality too
but, please, on the basis of com-
petition and responsibility on the
part of the publishers, which does
not exclude but in my view in-
cludes self-regulation.

Harmonization yes, and above all
through transparency of the parti-
cipants in this market. Excep-

tionally, l shall focus my attention
on the German situation as I am
unfamiliar with the impact of
European law in other countries.

, to put it in German terms, I
believe that all those involved in
the programme industry, regard-
less of legal status, should have to
make the same information public
as is required of the Aktienge-
se/lschaft. Likewise as regards har-
monization and structure, and
here I agree entirely with our
Dutch colleague this morning,
there must be a clear and consis-

tent definition of the position of

the public broadcasting sector in

all the Member States. I too be-
lieve this to be an indispensable
component of the system govern-
ing the programme industry,
Against this background or,
perhaps I should say, without this
background I fear that the

assertions made by our Briti5h col-
league to the effect that the pro-
gramme side can become the
motor of the development of the
multimedia structure only with
very great difficulty are fully justi-
fied. If, however, these basic pre-
mises are heeded, then, I think

predictions can be made as to the
products on which we can con"
centrate. Which brings me to my
last comments.



There is one point which should
not be underestimated, and Jean

Stock referred to it this morning:
commercial television as we know
it will, in our view

, .

continue to
playa central role for many years
to come. The basis for this is quite
simple. The age of advertising is by
no means over; advertising needs
its hoardings; and there is no bet-
ter hoarding for the advertising
industry than television with its
mass audience. In addition to the
multiplexing referred to by Jean

Stock, what we are going to See 
no doubt various spin-off prod~
ucts. In other words, alongside the
big juggernauts of entertainment

such as ITV, RTl or Antenne 3 to
name but three, there will be
various other smaller vehicles
assuming part of their programme
load. This must necessarily hap-
pen not only in order to safeguard

one s own market and therefore
the position of the juggernauts but
above all to reduce the deprecia-
tion of product stocks, which, in

the caSe of the big broadcasters

can build up extremely quickly.

However, in contrast to the
American market, the commercial
television target groups are hardly
to be seen on the European mar-

kets.. Where pay television is con-
cerned, we should distinguish in
the years to come by reference to
what is called 'premium pay , i.e.

Canal + Erstes Programm or
Premiere, There will not be many
channels of this type for reasons
connected first and foremost with
the market. But there may be
BSkyB-type 'basic pay' packages
with relatively low subscription
charges on other European mar-

kets. I say ' may ' because I believe
that that will depend to a very,
very great extent on the pressure
of competition which such chan-
nels are now confronted with on
the market.

As previous speakers have said,
the real leap forward ~ and here I
believe that in Europe we may
well skip over the pay~per-view
and near-video-on-demand stage
and move straight to video-on-
demand will come when we
move into the catalogue business
on the basis of databanks and
interactive products. These are the
main areas of product develop-
ment. Another exciting aspect as
far as I am concerned is the com-
petition which will arise between
offline distribution , i.e, of the CD-
ROM family if you like, and on-
line distribution, i,e. via networks
and satellites, In my view, itis by
no means settled which vector
will win out. Personally speaking,

I have more faith in the offline
vector as it can access the market
more quickly, but 1 may be mis-
taken. One thing is certain though
and this I would like to emphasize
once again: the type of products
which come onto the market via
video-on-demand can no longer
be encompassed by the traditional
concept of broadcasting and
should be removed from it in a
redefinition of that concept, which
is long overdue.

And so to my final comment,
ladies and gentlemen, which is
that multimedia will transform the
structures of the programme
industry. There will , I believe, have
to be more intensive cooperation
between European suppliers.
Bertelsmann has been endeavour-
ing to do this for 10 years with
ClT and also for a number of years
with Canal +, and we want 
extend this type of cooperation.

We are hoping for further progress
towards cooperation between
firms in the European programme
industry so that, if possible, we do
not suffer the same fate as did the
computer industry 20 years ago,
when, owing to their unreadiness

or inability to cooperate, one
European firm after another fell
into the welcoming embrace of
one or other American or Japanese
business. I do not need to repeat
this, and here again I agree entire-

Iy with Mr levy. And, as Mr
Niebel has already said, there will
also have to be more cooperation
between media and communica-
tions firms.

One last remark. If I have under-
stood the reports of the Bange-

mann working party and the
Green Paper correctly, then it
would be a good thing if, on the
basis of the Green Paper, the
European Commission could also
have a structured dialogue 
alongside this high-level group,

which has done us such an out-
standing service with the
Bangemann paper, but which
represents rather the hardware and
network-oriented sector and the
Think4ank' in which the creative
side can and must have a direct
say with the media industry
proper, which lies somewhere be"
tween the two.

Thank you.



It has been a tremendous privilege
to be able to hear in the last two
sessions my predecessors on this
table. Some have come to Brussels
with the sincere desire to revise

the state of the film and television
industry others have just been
sent by their masters to lobby in

this forum for free trade, deregula"
tion of TV legislation, etc.

As a producer concerned with the
influence of European production
in our own single market and in
the rest of the world, I have to ally
myself with the proposals of my
colleague Aurelio Di Laurentiis. I
endorse everyone of his propo-
sals, but I would like to underline
some of them.

1. There is no question that a defi-
nition of what is a European film is
absolutely necessary. In meeting
with the top American MPAA and
studio executives, we are consis-

tently asked about this definition.
It is especially embarrassing not to
be able to give an unanimous
answer. My proposal is that we
accept the definition of the
Council of Europe with a more
flexible system for films to 

made with a budget of over USD
15 million or 50 days of shooting.

2. We must all accept and admit
that all countries and nations and
why not regions within the EU,
have the right to have their own
legislation, to protect their indus-

tries, cultures, languages or God
knows what. If diversity is our
richness, let's be deep divers. Like
a brilliant socialist politician says
let' s be confusing as we cannot
be profound'

However, there must be a com"
mon central legislation, simple

and short, that allows us to produ-
ce films for cinema and television
fiction and documentary, anima-
tion, etc., that travels within
Europe and that if so will be
exportable to the rest of the world.
To achieve this all co-production
treaties must be abolished. Two
companies, getting together to
finance a film must get the same
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treatment whether they are based
in Madrid and Paris or Madrid and
Barcelona, or Paris and Lyons!

3. Brussels support must be con-
centrated on the production,
whether for cinemas or television
of programmes capable of travel-
ling within Europe.

This can only be orchestrated
through distributors, and only if
the support is based on results
outside the country of origin. To
this respect Mr E. Balmaseda,
actual DG of ICAA (the Spanish
Film Institute) and an expert on the
Think-tank for the Green Paper,
has at the request of the MBS pro-
duced a document, that reveals
how politically and practically this
could be implemented. There is an
interesting coincidence between
Mr Balmaseda and Mr lang s sug-
gestion that for every ecu of the
Union another of the country ori-
gin, should be made available.

With the last three suggestions 
and picking up as many other as
possible of the rules of Mr Di
laurentiis there is no question
for me, that Europe could produce
40 to 60 feature films of 20-
mil ion dollars budget capable of
competing with US made films
and thereby increasing OUr market

share up to 30% of our own
European market.

To support what I've just said and
to present you with my view of
what opportunities present our
programme industry, I've request-
ed my friend F. labrada, General
Manager of the MBS to prepare a
few transparencies with facts and
forecasts.



(TABLE 1)

The first table compares the film
entertainment market shares in
Europe, by direct spending on
films, in 1993: according to extra-
polations from current trends,
when all figures are collated some
33.7% will be accounted for by
box office admissions, 26. 1 % by
pay-TV spending, 24.3% from film
video rentals and 15.9% from film
video retail.

These statistics acquire more signi-
ficance however, when set
against recent trends in film
spending in Europe.

(TABLE 2)

As can be seen from the second

graph, cinema box office takings
have remained relatively stagnant
in the three most important film
markets in the world.

(TABLE 3)

The same can be said, essentially,
for the video market. Although

spending rose in the US in 1992,

the growth rate of 7% is a far cry
from the 20% annual growth rates
of the mid-1980s.

(TABLE 4)

Yet movie pay-TV tells a quite dif-
ferent story with growth in all
three markets, and especially in
Europe, at a rate of 19%, in just
one year. This meant a market
share, in terms of total film spend-
ing of nearly 25%, based on a still
low penetration of TV homes of
just over 5%.

Driven and multiplied by digital
transmisions, pay-TV services will
be the motor of a spectacular
growth in Europe s satellite (table

5) and cable (table 6) sectors.

However, with the possible com-
mercial roll-out of video-on-
demand (VoD) from around 1997
in the UK and a couple of years
later in France, new companies
might enter the programme carrier
sector which are even more
powerful than the pay-TV opera-
tors: the US and European natio-
nal telecoms.

To give you just one indication of
their size (table 7), in 1993 the
turnover of AT&T was three times
more than that of TIme Warner
and more, moreover, than the total
combined value of spending on
film in the video pay-TV and
theatrical in the US.

Such spectacular growth may not
furthermore, be limited to py-
networks. With regards to CD"
ROM for example (table 8) recent
estimates forecast that the number
of PC's equipped with CD- ROM
drives will grow by 500% from
1993 to reach 44.7 million by the
year 1996, which , isn t that far off.

What can one deduce from these
dramatic changes in the program"
me market? I'd like to essay just a
few ideas.

Firstly, the film and TV programme
industry in Europe appears to be
experiencing a fundamental sea-
change, a transformation from a
supply or production- led sector to
a demand, or market-led sector,
where consumers will purchase
the programming of their choice
in an increasingly direct manner.

This evolution has and will
have radical consequences for
the programme industry. Pro-
ducers who ignore their audien-
ces, who fail to reflect on who
their programmes are being made
for, will be ill-positioned to
capitalize on the escalating
demand for audiovisual software
and new distribution channels in
Europe.

Secondly, I'd like to talk briefly,
from my own experience, on new
opportunities for programme
financing now opening up in
Europe.

It is often argued that Europe des~
perately needs its own programme
majors. I agree completely with

calls for the strengthening of dis-
tribution mechanismus in Europe
for European software, as well as
the argument, set out by the Think-
tank report that such distribution
outlets could represent a key
source of production financing.



Beyond this, there are other possi-
ble sources of financing, most
immediately Europe s pay-TVs. I
am conscious that the programme
investment policies of these com-
panies vary sensibly across Eu-
rope. But, under certain condi-
tions, these pay-TVs could, and
indeed have, come to represent
another box office. We need to
establish a meaningful dialogue
with these new players, as well as
with companies such as Philips
British Telecom or France
Telecom.

This dialogue, moreover, does not
necessarily have to be completely
one-sided. As a US TV executive
once put it, there are only three
things of which we can be certain
in this industriy: 'Everything we
know now may change; when it
changes, it will do so rapidly; and
he who controls the software will
win , The big communication
groups need us, producers with
certain skills at manufacturing
software, as much as we need
them,

I can justify this obersvation from
my own experience of 40 films
produced in the last 10 years 
remember Ay, Carmela! directed
by C. Saura in 1988. Its financing
mirrored' fairly faithfully the

models of Europe at that time: a
Spanish State subsidy, an equity
investment by an Italian co-produ-
cer and an advance from a
European bank against pre-sales.
Three years later I made Belle
Epoque, an Oscar winner, with a
similar finance structure, where
bank pre-finance was replaced by
a Eurimage loan.

All the films that I make in 1995
will be financed, however, in a

substantially different manner, fol-
lowing an agreement whose fra-
mework was established fairly
recently. Majority project finan"

cing will be put by PRISA, Spain
largest print and communications
group, owners of Spain s widest

read national daily, EI Pais, its
most important radio netwerk
Cadena Ser, and a principal share-
holder, with Canal + France 
Canal + Espana. Sogepaq PRISA
in other words is a veritable multi-
media group. It is also possible
that Canal + Espana and Sogepaq
will provide further direct project
financing for the production slate
which will be of 24-30 feature
over the next three years. My own
companies, Iberoamericana and
and lola Films. Will co-finance
the rest of the production s bud-

gets.

Sogepaq in association with
Polygram a company owned by
three players, PRISA, Canal +
(Spain), and Canal + (France), will
be distributing all these films in
Spain, in all media, and hopefully
soon all through Europe.

I believe that this kind of financing
agreement, a variation on cor-
porate financing, will become
increasingly popular in at least
certain territories in Europe. It has
many advantages. On one hand
the support of a big corporate and
a pay-TV, means that I do not have
to be continually concerned about
finding the financing and cash-

flow for each and every picture.

As the producer of the films, occu-
pying a role slightly similar to that
of the president of production of a
US studio, I can retain a certain
creative control over my projects.
I also retain part of their rights, a
crucial consideration since rights
represent the basic asset of 

company. And I can dedicate my
time and energies to what I consi-
der to be the essential preoccupa-
tions of a producer, not only pro-
duction but also project develop-

ment. As I see it, development is
crucial. One of the most serious
problems suffered by the
European programme industry is
I think, that some projects go into
production before they are entire-
ly ready.

What conclusions do these figu-
res, and my own experience, draw
me to?

d like to outline briefly a few:

1. Firstly, the interest of large
media groups in new technologies
is far from a coincidence, but ra-
ther an attempt in a generally stag-
nant market, to develop new ways
of selling programmes better, that

, ultimately, for more money.

2. Secondly, one of the markets

with greatest growth potentials is
the European, especially the pay-
TV/satellite/cable sectors. If Euro-

pean production houses do not



attempt to penetrate these mar-

kets, others, from other territories,
will do so, and indeed are doing
so.

3. Beyond this, the entry of new
and important players into the
audiovisual sector is opening up
new possibilities of collaboration
for programme producers, whose
major bargaining card is their
experience in producing software

which can feed new distribution
channels.

4. The probable impact of new
technologies on the programme
sector only serves to underline the
crucial importance of project
development, retention of rights
and marketing. Consumers able to
purchase films on pay-per-view or
video-on-demand systems are
unlikely to choose titles about
which they know absolutely
nothing.

5. One common question is
When will the multimedia revolu-
tion begin?' To the best of 
knowledge, it has already done so.

CD-ROM is a case in point.

Although the platform was first
marketed in the mid-1980s, it real"
Iy took off in 1993, when the
number of CD-ROM titles on the
market doubled. Some larger
companies National Geogra-

phic, the BBC, Hachette and
TEAM in london have already
established dedicated CD-ROM!
multimedia publishing operations
to re-purpose their audiovisual
properties. In 1993 the average
sales for an acceptable title were
in the range of 10000-15000
compact discs. Royalties on rights
to a title appear to be around
10%, of its wholesale price, that's
to say some USD 3 per sale.
Obviously these are still not astro-
nomical figures, but their value
looks set to escalate in the next

few years. Given this, the logical
advice to any producer must be to
license narrowly, buy broadly and
only license specific rights.

ve tried to give a brief summary
of the current and future market

for the programme industry in
Europe.

The conclusions are to be sum"

marized by the organizers of this
conference. The EU officials must
do what we propose soon 
possible before the end of the
year. Otherwise as someone else
said, why win the audiovisual
battle of GATT if we prove inca-
pable of occupying the territory?

Thank you very much for your
attention.



ladies and gentlemen

there are a number of issues which
I would like to speak about today.
Before I do this, however, I would
like to describe where Polygram is
at in terms of production and dis-
tribution in the motion picture
business.

In 1994 we will be producing be"
tween 20-25 movies in our
various production centres. These
production centres are Propa-
ganda and Interscope in Holly-
wood, Working TItle in the United
Kingdom, Cinea in France, Ted-
poly in Hong Kong and MFP in the
Benelux. The average budget for
our Hollywood movies is in the
USD 18 million range, movies
from the other production centres
have a much lower budget, nor-
mally in the USD 5 million range,

The Hollywood movies we have in
production or post production
include: TerminalVelocity, a USD
40 million action movie with
Charlie Sheen French Kiss, 

movie with Meg Ryan and Kevin

Kline directed by laurence
Kasdan and Moonlight and
Valentino with Whoopi Goldberg
and Kathleen Turner.

We have Carrington with Emma
Thompson and La Machine with
Gerard Depardieu and Nathalie
Baye out of our French company.
Finally out of Hong Kong we are
releasing this year Lonely Heart

Cop with Jackie Cheung who is
both a major recording artist and a
movie star.

We believe that production is the
essence of the movie business but
you cannot be successful if you
are not in control of distribution.
Distribution is where a big part of
the margin is. But also controlling
distribution allows for control of
marketing spending, which as you
know, can easily exceed the pro-
duction budget of the film itself.

Therefore in the United States we
have our own distribution com-
pany for medium-sized budget
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movies called Gramercy. For big-
ger movies we use a rent-a-studio
system with MGM where we are
responsible for our own market-
ing.

We have our own video rental and
sell-thru operation through
Polygram Records and we have an

output deal for pay-per-view and
pay-TV.

We have a self-contained option
in France with Paneuropeen as a
distributor and our video distribu-
tion goes through our music
operation. We have the same
in Holland. By 1 January 1995 we
will be totally autonomous in the
UK and Spain so that by then
more than 50% of the market will
be handled directly by us.

Out of this description you see
emerge some of the issues I would
like to discuss today:

1. Polygram doesn t believe that

you can build a worldwide film
business without having a strong

production source in Hollywood.

2. As in the music business, we
believe Polygram will be strong in
movies by combining local pro-
duct and international product.

3. Distribution on its own is mean-
ingless without production. But

once you have production you
have to grow your own distribu-
tion in order to control your own
destiny.

So drawing on our own experi"
ence here are our views on some
of the issues facing .the European
Union in helping build a movie
business industry in the future that
is both global and entrepreneurial.

First of all, international movies
mean mostly Hollywood movies.

Unless one makes a distinction
between international movies and
national movies, confusion will
arise on many things. In the music
business there are two main sour"
ces of international product - the
US and the UK.



In the movie business there is only
one source- not even a country
but a small club in los Angeles

called Hollywood. We either
accept that or do not bother with
the commercial movie business.
Once one has accepted that, then
many other questions become
easier to resolve.

For example, national product
which in Europe means local lan-
guage product can attract on a
defensible basis subsidies and

other special treatment because

there are more than merely com-
mercial interests at stake.
Furthermore if one is to attract the
international film business to
invest in Europe, Europe has to

make an effort just as it would in
any other industries to get its fair
share of that USD 40 billion in"
dustry. It must explain that it has to
allow subsidy and protection of
(say) Greek films or there will be
.no Greek films. Other than that
the market should be open and
welcoming on a fiscal copyright
and distribution basis for interna-
tional movies.

So my first point is that there is a
distinction to be made between
international and local product,
between Hollywood and local
movies, between a business which
should suffer no restrictions and
be given no special treatment and
a business which will only survive
with special treatment.

My second point is that European
distribution is meaningless with-
out product which attracts Euro-
pean audiences.

In the music business by and large
there is a 50/50 split between
Anglo-American repertoire and
national repertoire although local
repertoire tends to be more domi-
nant in the north of Europe. In the

movie business the dominance of
Hollywood is prevalent through-
out Europe, probably in the region
of 80/20 in Hollywood's favour.

However, to think there is a magic
formula, whereby if only one
could set up European distribution
of movies by and for Europeans, it
would solve this problem, is a
myth. Asl have said, the magic

lies in the mixture of Hollywood
movies and local language movies
owned, controlled and distributed
by European based companies.
Our music track record is a case in
point. In France our company dis-
tributes many recordings by 
and UK artists, but it also distribu-
tes Johnny Hallyday, Mylene
Farmer and Mc Solaar. Likewise
while it is nice for our French
company to have the number one
movie at the box office with Four
weddings and funeral it' s vital
that it is as active in the produc"
tion and distribution of French
language films such as those 

mentioned earlier in order to build
a strong multi-cultural business. I
single out France, but I have
explained how we intend to repli-
cate this approach throughout
Europe and in the other countries
in which we operate outside
Europe. In this way we can build a
strong global business with a view
that is different but that 
nonetheless aggressively commer-
cial.

I would like now to address the
issue of 'copyright and copygate

As we have said in our response to
the otherwise admirable Green
Paper on audiovisual, one of the
most surprising omissions in that
document is copyright reform. Put
simply if there were no copyright
law we would ensure that
Polygram got out of the entertain"
ment business tomorrow. Sadly
even the most recent European
legislation on copyright weakens
considerably the legal status of

film producers and is penalizing
European companies to the bene-
fit of our competitors in the United
States.

It is vital that the European Com-
mission reviews the European
Union s legislation on copyright to
redress the balance by granting
producers the exclusive right to
control the commercial exploita-
tion of their films. This means that:

(i) economic rights granted to
artist, directors and others should
always be assignable to the pro-
ducer; and

(ij) the principle of presumption of
transfer of rights of artists and
others to the producer should be
part of European law.

There is no way that serious
investment can be made in film
production if the producer does
not know what indeed some"

times even if- it will earn from
its productions.

It is essential also that producers
remain free to negotiate proper

licensing terms with users so that
they can decide what return they
get on their investment and not

have someone else decide.

Any move towards compulsory
licensing therefore should be resi-
sted at all costs if the audiovisual
industry wants to benefit from
opportunities offered by the infor,
mati on society.

In general we are faced with a
conflict between very complex



copyright legislation which takes
years to alter and the growth of
new technologies which make the
infringement of intellectual prop-
erty ever easier and almost
impossible to police. Unless
something is done, the very rights
themselves on which global enter-
tainment companies operate will
fall into disrespect and get weaker.
For example, we absolutely need
the right to authorize broadcasting
and other electronic distribution
of our sound recordings as well as
our audiovisual works.

Although this thought is not by
any means fully developed, I
would suggest that onCe the rights
of the producer to authorize aU

means of distribution are acknow-
ledged and enshrined in modern
legislation, legislation should be
implemented to prevent the
import or sale within the European
union of any recorder, receiving

device or decoder which does not
include the technology allowing

producers to prevent selectively
the distribution of their copyright

works or, alternatively charge for
such distribution, and to outlaw
bl.ack boxes which circumvent
such technology. In other words

copyright would become copy"
gate.

I would like .now to dwell on the
issue of whether there should be
incentives or whether there should
be subsidies,

I have already indicated that while
local language movies will always
require some degree of subsidy,
Hollywood movies obviously do
not. What they need is an open
and welcoming environment so as
to enable Europe to get its fair

share of that very large business.

What do I mean by this?

I mean, giving financial incen-
tives, which is different from sub-
sidies.

For example, until recent times the
US fiscal regime gave film produ-
cers the benefit of attractive capi"
tal allowances. If that were within

the powers of the Union institu-
tions, I would urge the same with-
in Europe.

If taxation matters are for practical
purposes outside their jurisdiction,
which in general I believe to be
the case, they should encourage

national governments to imple-
ment such allowances.

Failing that, I do not think it would
be an impossible task to set up an
arm of the European Investment
Bank to afford off-balance sheet
and or low-cost funding for
movies to commercial enterprises
with sensible business plans. It is
odd to say the least that a
European company such 
Polygram has to resort to Japanese
banks for such funding.

Probably the reason is that there is
insufficient expertise in the
European banking sector to allow
this to happen easily without the
intervention and encouragement
of European institutions.

The entertainment industry is
without any doubt one of the
growth industries of the 21 st cen-
tury. As such, it will provide reven-
ues and jobs. We do not favour a
clash of cultures but an environ-
ment where cultures will coexist.
They will only coexist if there are
global entertainment enterprises
handling entertainment on 
worldwide basis and genuinely
taking care of multicultural diffe-
rence. This is what Polygram

being of the few European players
in the global entertainment world
intends to do. In this sense we are
and will remain, very different
from our American competitors
and will maintain our European
identity.

These are our goals, What we
need from the European Union is
the proper environment to enable
us to achieve them.

Thank you for your attention,



John Harvey"Jones, a leading
industrialist, said in his book
Making It Happen: It has to be
possible to dream and speak the
unthinkable, for the only thing
that we do know is that we shall
not know what tomorrow s world
will be like. It will have changed
more than even the most outra-
geous thinking is likely to encom-
pass.

Perhaps that is a good text for us
here today, as nations and compa-
nies embark on strategies to equip
themselves for a new age. Of
course, some people point to a
string of high-profile business ven-
tures collapsing before they even
get to the starting gate. If some of
these very ambitious projects have
foundered then this is understand-
able because they are huge moves
undertaken for the longer term.

Fortunately, there remains a spirit
of boldness, adventure and entre-
preneurialism.

So what of the future for ' in the
clear' television - or 'free ' TV, as
I will call it from now on? I suggest
that its future depends very much
on two factors:

(i) how it reacts to new competi-
tion;

(ij) the regulatory and business
environment in which it operates.
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At ITV, we believe that our combi-
nation of quality and popularity

will continue as a successful and

profitable formula into the multi-
channel, multimedia age.

In the US market, much is made of
the decline of the audience share
of the big three networks over the
last 15 years. I prefer to look at it
the other way round. The success-
ful nature of television broadcast-
ing as family entertainment and as
a shared element in people s lives

has actually enabled the arrival of
a fourth network. Between them,
the four US networks today have
over 70% of the audience. And it
is estimated that the combined
profits for the big three this year
will be the highest for 20 years.

The American example suggests
then, that there is a role for free TV
in the multichannel future, but, to
get the very best from our free
television businesses, I think there
are five fundamental priorities for
us:

1, Dynamic business manage-
ment, which we love, and we will
have more of it, if our business
operates in an environment which
encourages the entrepreneurial
spirit.

2. Our governments need a sense
of enterprise too, enabling them to
have a much more flexible
approach to regulation. Don
stifle free TV with regulations.
Recognize that free television
needs real freedom if it is to be
able to sustain its high quality

services in the new age of multi-
media competition.

3, We need an environment in
which our creative talent - one 
European television greatest

assets - can flourish. So we must
put original production at the top
of our list of audiovisual activities.

4. We need a long term perspec-
tive and all of us in European tele"
vision need to work together to
create that. What kind of tele"
vision inheritance do we plan to
give future generations?

5. And bringing us down to earth:
the industry, inevitably, needs ade-
quate financial resources. In a
future where there will be hund-
reds of channels, the burden of

government taxes on revenue of
terrestrial operators needs a prog-
ressive review.

The baggage of bureaucracy and
financial restraints which went
with the old monopoly position
should be dispensed with,

A commitment to original produc-
tion has already been shown to
work. The big free TV operators in
Europe have found that they can
build their audience and re-
duce that of the competition - by
investing in home-grown pro-
grammes, rather than imported
ones. It is interesting to note the
recently-announced increase in
home-produced drama by TF1 



We have also found original pro-
gramming works for ITV and so in
the UK, despite the growth of
cable and satellite channels, the
four terrestrial television stations

still dominate, with a 93% share
of the audience. Of the four, (BBC
1, BBC 2 , ITV and Channel 4), ITV
has, I am pleased to say, steadily
attracted the largest share of the
audience for a number of years.
The reason: we invest heavily in
new original programming 
UKl 670 million or ECU 855 mil-
lion in 1993.

A virtuous circle has been estab-
lished. Advertising revenue earned
is ploughed back into programme-
making which in turn earns
advertising revenue and our
companies are profitable. And
advertisers want the mass audien-
ces we deliver because they repre-
sent the whole population rather
than the fragmented audiences of
the new channels.

Our system in the UK has relied
on the simple but highlyeffec-
tive formula of competing,
through programmes, for the audi-
ence, whilst at the same time rely-
ing on two totally separate forms
of funding: a licence fee only for
the BBC, and advertising revenue
for ITV and Channel 4.

We will be operating in a very dif-
ferent TV environment in the fu-
ture, and companies will need to
think big' and ' think European ' to
prosper on a wider international
scale.

This point is well-made in the
Think-tank report, in a paragraph
under the heading 'The role of
public service broadcasting . It
says:

the broadcasting market is be-

coming increasingly international
in terms of audiences, marketing

and finance. In the same way that
commercial operators see their
future in international alliances

and networks, so the public ser"

vice broadcasters of Europe must
give urgent consideration to pool-
ing their resources and coordina-
ting their strengths at the European
level'

Interestingly the UK Government
appears to be encouraging an
international role for the BBC as it
effects and seeks partnerships with
commercial companies and the
BBC is intent on exploiting its
famous name worldwide.

To achieve the best free commer"
cial TV, it needs to be unshackled
from the chains of too much regu-
lation. And we must adopt .across
Europe an economic and indus-
trial approach, rather than a
primarily cultural one.

I recall my time in the music
business. Success with the huge
sales of major artists such as the
Beatles and Pink Floyd enabled
money to be invested in the devel-
opment of new talent including
even obscure classical artists. A
successful and profitable commer-
cial operation is more likely to
allow its creative people to experi-
ment and devote resources to our
industry s equivalent of research

and development than one that is
not successful.

And what of the future of the
European programme quota? As I
have said, many broadcasters pre-
fer, if possible, to schedule as
many home-grown programmes
as possible, because of their
viewer appeal. However, I under"
stand that SOme markets in Europe
are not sufficiently mature to nur"
ture programme production 
hence the quota.

I believe that, whilst the quota sur-
vives, it should be applied in an
even-handed, but flexible way, to
all broadcasters. This may require
a multi-faced approach to deal
with different kinds of broadcaster
but we must avoid the current
situation, where some broadcast-
ers more than meet the quota, and
others escape it completely.

I am against the setting up of new
bureaucratic structures, such as
central production funds, and the
imposition of levies on broad"

casters, because these will dictate
where programme investment is
placed. I believe that broadcasters
should be free to invest in the pro-
grammes which are most attrac-
tive to their viewers. We should
avoid programme decisions being
taken by those remote from the

broadcaster.

Our free television companies
need freedom to find new allian-
ces and partnerships. As the Think-
tank report says:

We must see the creation of
powerful companies, based 
Europe and no longer isolated
inside their national borders

capable of integrating the various
components at the level of pro"
duction and marketing, the only
way for them to be able to adapt
with success to the formidable
revolutions looming on thehori-
zon

France and Germany illustrate this
process of work. They are recog-

nizing the importance of estab-
lishing strong, healthy business

which can compete globally and
which will have sufficient financi-



al resources to build strong home
production bases. Much .of this
process is being shouldered by
private commercial television
which has come to command an
impressive market presence in a
comparatively short time.

In France the government has
launched an ambitious plan to
construct the nation s electronic

highway. And it is pursuing one or
more home-grown internationally-
competitive media players of glo-
bal stature. France has changed its
television ownership regulations,
so that one company or individual
may now own 49% of a national
channel. And so the multi-faced
company, Havas, now has effec-
tive control of Europe s pay-

success story, Canal +.

Germany, with its massive cable
infrastructure and burgeoning
commercial television market,
following a different path to the
same objective. The State telecom-
munications operator is at the core
of joint activities with two major
German media players
Bertelsmann and the Kirsch
Group, and most recently, it has
bought a large stake in SES Astra.
All this is accompanied by a lively
debate in the country about the

overhaul of its complex regulatory
system to allow greater regulatory
flexibility for its television owners
so that they might develop as
world players.

The UK seems likely to revise its
media ownership laws, to allow

newspaper groups and television
companies to take much larger
investments in each other. And
there has ' already been a relax-
ation of ownership restrictions to
allow ITV companies to become
larger players.

In one respect the UK is ahead of
other Member States, in that the
1990 Broadcasting Act allows any
EU company to own 1 00% of a
British television company. In this
respect the single market does not
operate in Europe. This is demon-
strated by the Commission s own
Green Paper on media ownership
which reveals a bewildering array
of regulations throughout the
European Union. Until we free
ownership regulations across
Europe in the way that the UK has
done, we will not have the condi-
tions we need to compete global-
ly. It will be difficult for Europe to
tackle the world market without
allowing and encouraging the
development of pan-European
broadcasting and media compan-
ies.

To conclude then my message is
that free, not encrypted television
does not have a good future 
and an important role - to play in
the multimedia environment.
There are aggressive and success-
ful free television companies in
Europe, but they are yet to be per-
mitted to reach their full growth
potential and earning capacity.

Secondly, free TV will have a bet-

ter future if it is unshackled from
oveHegulation. Politicians must
realize that dealing with broad-
casting as a part of the communi-
cations revolution is like being on
a moving train. Just when you
thought you were approaching the
next station, you find you
already gone through it.

Our politicians should follow the
apparent intentions of the Ameri-
can administration. In a speech at
the National Press Club in Wash-
ington on the National Informa"

tion Infrastructure Initiative, Vice-
President AI Gore said: ' Flexibility
and adaptability are essential if we
are to develop policies that will
stand the test of time. Technology
is advancing rapidly, the structure
of the industry is changing so
quickly, that we must have poli-
cies broad enough to accommo-
date change

Finally it is worth remembering
that the way to hell is paved with
good intentions. I recall former
Chancellor Helmut Schmidt say-
ing to a British audience when he
delivered the Dimbleby lecture in
1990. 'With all my sympathy for
evolutionary concepts in general
for pragmatism and for piecemeal
procedure, you should not forget
the words of Seneca when he
wrote 2000 years ago: "He who is
willing controls the fate; he who is
hesitant will be dragged"



SMALL IS NOT BEAUTIFUl'

I am the Chairman and CEO of
SIC, a national privately-owned
TV station in Portugal. We started
broadcasting 19 months ago, we
have a share of audience of
30.2%, competing with three
other channels, one private, two

State-owned. We will reach break
even in 1995,

SIC is to a certain extent a success
story, because it has managed to
achieve positive results in a short
time, in an environment where
unfair competition is still the rule:
the State-owned channels are
financed both by public funds and
advertising (advertising with no
limitations except those of the
Broadcasting Directive).

I am mentioning all this not only
to make some publicity of SIC but
also to present the case of a com-
pany like SIc. We are young, we
are in principle successful. Are we
going to survive? What will be the
future of TV companies broad-
casting ' in the clear' in countries
where for economic and/or ling-
uistic reasons the market is small?

I am assuming of course that the
existence of TV stations of small

dimensions (with an annual turn-
over of something between USD
100 and 200 million) operating in
small countries is important
because they are national. They
contribute to maintain cultural
identity and they are a counter-
weight to excessive globalization,

I will speakfirst about the dangers,
we, the small television stations
operating in small markets are

facing.

The first is concentration 
ownership. Internationalization
and deregulation have led to a
situation where the stronger play-
ers tend to buy the smaller or
weaker players,

Language barriers can be import-
ant in lowering the temperature of
the acquisition fever. But we all
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know that especially after compu-
ter companies, telephone com"
panies and hardware manufac"
turers came into the scene, the
giants are growing and the dwarfs
are not. 'Convergence' is the new
word coined to present nicely
what is going on and can be de"
fined as ' the accelerating trend of
companies involved in broadcast"
ing, cable television, computers,
entertainment, retailing and tele"
communications to form various
combinations in order to gain

competition advantage in the huge
new info- traitement business

' ,

The second danger to small tele-
vision stations operating in small
countries is obviously connected
with the development of the new
information technologies.

Will national generalist channels
be able to compete in small mar-
kets with international generalist
channels if and when the pro-
gramming of the international
generalist channels is dubbed or
subtitled in the local language?

Will the small TV companies be
able to face the challenges of new
services such as movies on
demand , videogames via network
home shopping, and of new prod-
ucts such as multi-use portable
personal computers eventually
with video conferencing capabili-
ties, wireless personal communi-
cators for voice and data.

Speeding iorward the Interactive Multi-
media Age, Delotte & Touche, 1994.

Solo players are at risk. And the
strategic partnership required

imply the availability of large
resources in a market-place domi-
nated by a reduced number of
very large companies.

Here we come to the third danger.

The amount of investment needed
just to play the game is still increa-
sing and television companies
with an annual turnover of USD
100-200 million cannot afford it.

The toll to be paid to circulate in
the telecommunications super-
highways is not only what you pay
when you are there, but specially
what you pay to arrive there.
HDTV is not only a broadcasting
problem, but also a production

problem, an equipment problem

and naturally a consumer prob-
lem: and for small television stati-
ons in small countries none of
these problems will find an easy
solution. Like simul-casting: that

may mean they will be doomed to
analogue transmission. While
digital broadcasting could be used
exclusively for new services and
new programs which will be inter-
active.

The fourth danger in which small

TV stations like SIC are incurring,
concerns programming.

Television will loose part of its
specificity. The mixing of commu-
nications, telephone, computers
and television has already started.

This intermingling means that
besides images a whole set of ser-
vices and signals will be transmit-
ted in the 500 channel society.

, Leo Danilenko

, '

Television s digital future
in The iuture oi television Generalist 

thematic channels?' European Institute for
the Media, 1994.



How will the multimedia possibil-
ities affect the programming of
generalist ' in the clear' television
channels in small markets?

Besides what we all know already
about segmentation of the audien"
ces, what are the limits and needs
of adaptation? ' Is a channel with-
out sport or game shows still gen-
eralist'

Fifth danger: the unfair competi-
tion of State-owned TV channels.

The situation is not exclusive to
Portugal. It exists in most of
Southern Europe, as well as in the
former communist countries
where, .it is important to underline
the few private TVs operate in
small markets,

I will not spend too much time on
this. It is enough to say that the
double standards of financing the
public service through subsi-
dies and/or fees and through
advertising creates aggravated

difficulties to face the other four
dangers I mentioned: concentra-

tion of ownership, uncertainty
regarding the new information
technologies, lack of capital
doubts in programming.

, Claude Contamine, in The future of tele-
vision Generalist or thematic channels,

European Institute for the Media, 1994.

What answers can be given, if
there are any (always assuming

that companies like SIC should
exist for social and cultural reas-
ons and for that and for the sake of
their independence, they must be
profitable)?

I will try to express my views at
three different levels.

First, the companies level.

I believe we are not condemned
to atomatization or excessive seg-

mentation. Traditional television is
still and will be the fundamental
medium through which each
national audience finds the repre-
sentation of values like belonging,
community spirit, continuity.

I agree with Dr Ismo Silvo, the

Executive Director of the
European Audiovisual Observa-
tory, who recently said: '
should perhaps start talking about
two media here, not about tele-
vision. We should talk about tele-
vision in the traditional sense, that
will still exist I think for many
years to come with the same basic
logic. In addition, there will be
this innovative, you might call it
interactive individual television
which people relate to quite diffe-
rently. I think it is a mistake in the
future for these aspects to be
regarded as one and the same
media

This means that the percentage of
national programmes must in-
crease because it enhances the

sense of belonging, the feeling of
community.

2 Ismo Silva, in The future of television 

Generalist or thematic channels, European

Institute for the Media , 1994.

And it applies both to entertain-
ment and to information, implying
an additional effort in national

regional and local news and a
stronger commitment to national
independent producers.

But it does not exclude forms of
international cooperation. I am
not thinking only about co-pro"
duction of which we probably
have non coincident opinions but
also about innovative networks
operations on a regular basis

through which several small chan"
nelsin different countries would
broadcast live the same program"
mes: shows, sport events inter"
views, etc.

Atthe national government level 
am referring to the government of
small countries) I think an effort
should be made to support private
initiative and to reward efficiency
and quality,

This meaDS dealing with the
audiovisual sector as a normal
economic activity and not as a
group of eccentric artists.

It also means that fair competition
must be safeguarded. To consoli-
date fair competition the future of
the State-owned channels must be
decided. Is it impossible to pre"
pare that future in the direction of
the American public service
model?

At the European Union level , pro-
jects like SCALE are useful but
widely insufficient.

The social and unifying role of
generalist ' in the clear ' television
and the dangers channels like SIC
are running justify a special pro-
ject to encourage the audiovisual
sector in small markets, specially

those where the linguistic barrier
is unbridgeable.



I am not going to speak about the
classical problem of the need of
regulation. I agree generally with
Commissioner Pinheiro when he
said last autumn in Istanbul:

This lead5 me to conclude that
broadcasters will themselves con-
tinue to feel the need for pan-

European rules of the game, such
as those embodied in the direc-
tive. It is nonetheless clear that
such an instrument needs to live
with the times, that is to say, be
adapted to technological and eco-
nomic developments

I will however express my clear
opposition to quotas. Small coun-
tries are importers of audiovisual
production and the deficit of their
television balance will unfortun~

ately remain negative for a long

time. Small television companies
must be entitled to buy where they
want and not forced to buy
European. In other words, SIC
wants to purchase TV products
anywhere in the world and does
not accept to be limited by law to

purchase them only, or mostly, in
France, Germany, England or Italy.

It is not through quotas that
Europe will have an audiovisual
strategy enabling all of us to get

rid of the American complex.

The life of small privately-owned
channels in small markets is not
easy and will not be easy. Small in
this case is not beautiful.

, Prof. )oao de Deus Pinheiro in The future
of television Generalist or thematic

channels, European Institute for the Media,
1994.

I believe nevertheless we will
remain and be able to adapt our-
selves to the needs generated by
the revolution of information. I
believe channels like SIC will have
an important role to play in the
shaping of the yet unachieved cul-
tural model of the interactive mul~
timedia age. I believe this role will
not be a conservative one, in the

Sense that we would represent tra-
dition and the NITs represent pro-
gress: on the contrary, we will
represent the collective or com-
mon feelings and values and the
NITs may be confined to represent
only some individual options.

As a former politician and even
more as a journalist, I want to
conclude by mentioning a point
which is often forgotten in these
debates although it remains of cru-
cialimportance.

AU the next possibilities, all the
next technologies, all the next

challenges must contribute to
reinforce, to strengthen , to devel-
op freedom of expression, the

right to inform and to be informed
and the guarantee of pluralism. It
would be outrageous if we would
allow the new technologies to
grow by themselves, to build their
own logic, their own system,
whilst ignoring and restricting the
values for which we have been
fighting for centuries in Europe.

All this, all the future which 
already the present, only make
sense if we never forget that man
is the final measure of all things.
Man not only as part of an audi-
ence, or part of a rating point, man
not only as a client or as a consu-
mer but also as a human being, a
human person. Freedom is the
essence of each and of all us on
the planet. It would be unforgiv-
able and probably irreversible if
in the name of progress, digitaliza-
tion, compression , common stan-
dards, the telecommunication
highways, the hundreds of chan-

nels, we would contribute to re-
duce freedom of speech and in-
crease the power of governments
or of large economic groups.



ladies and gentlemen

~ should like to thank you forinvit-
109 me to speak on a topic which
I hold close to my heart and which
today represents one of the most
important influences on the future
of our civilization and our various
cultures, i.e. the role of the televis-

, an~ of State television in par-
ticular, 10 shaping the audiovisual
map of tomorrow.

I hold this subject dear not simply
because of my current position. I
spe~k as . citizen of Europe,

anxIous for the future of my cul-
ture and anxious for the fate of the
audiovisual means of production
through which this culture must
continue to express itself.

~xious, yet full of hope, since
t~IS European conference high-
lights a growing awareness of the
problem.

1. TELEVISION: TO 

WHAT EXACTLY?

QUESTIONING THE CONTENT

Allow me to go straight to the root
of the problem. What do we want
to do to television and what do we
want to do with television? The
greatest danger to television is
managerial illusion or techno-
cratic illusion; by this I mean not
questioning the content and con-
centrating solely on the conditions
in which the medium functions.
~hese . conditions, which may be
fmanClal , technical or economic
are of course important. But th~

nu~ of the matter is the purpose

which we give television and
which is served by adapting these
financial , technical and economic
conditions to it.

It doesn t much matter to me
whether the viewer can choose
between 5 or 20 channels. It
doesn t much matter to me
whether they are analogue or digi-
tal, if the quality of broadcasts
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which they off~r does not come up
to their quantity. If the quality of
broadcasts on offer contradicts the
cultural and social mission of the
television. If this plethora of chan-
nels, instead of diversifying the
programmes available, merely
reduces them to a uniform display
of banality.

The challenge facing Europe is
quite simple: how can we apply
new communications technolo-
gies in order to achieve a rich
diversified, cultural, origina

European audiovisual offer. 

practical terms, how can we en-
sure that new channels produce,
buy and distribute European pro-
grammes as a matter of priority?

THE EXPERIENCE OFTHE 19805

We know that the growth in the
demand . for programmes is going
to outstrip the expected growth in
revenue. There will be less money
for more images. New channels
will need to be able to fill their
schedules with cheaper program-
mes. We are going to see a more
extreme version of the situation
experienced by all European
countries when private cable and
satellite channels started up in the
1980s. What happened then? Did
we witness the birth of a second
programme market within Europe?
Not a bit of it; the European chan-
nels basically welcomed Ameri-
can productions, and especially
American series, with open arms.

So why this influx of American
products? Mainly for three reasons
which were quickly identified:

First:

European television had no stocks
of programmes which could circu-
late from one country to another.
Their programmes were too exclu-
sively national.

Secondly:

The European means of produc"
~ion , which were adapted to prev~
10US demand, were incapable of
responding to a far larger and dif-
ferently oriented demand.

Thirdly:

The Europeans , who generally set
their sights no higher than their
own national market, which 
more or less a captive audience
had neither the same means no
more importantly, the same dis
tribution and marketing policies as
the large American companies.

2. THIS POINTS THE WAY

TO THREE STRATEGIC

APPROACHES

How can we ensure that the same
thing does not happen with the
arrival of digital channels, which
will cause a similar explosion in

the demand for programmes? By
responding jointly, as best we can
to the three evils which we have
identified. The surprising thing is
that the State channels are the best
equipped to provide the answers,
as I shall demonstrate.



(A) POINT ONE: WE MUST
BUILD UP A STOCK OF
PROGRAMMES WHICH CAN BE
MARKETED BOTH INSIDE AND

OUTSIDE EUROPE

For every new production finan-
ced, we must concentrate on
ensuring, from scriptwriting
through to production , that it can
meet the expectations of several
widely-differentiated audiences,
This is not as complicated as it
sounds. Europe already has a cer-
tain tradition in bilateral or multi-
lateral co-productions. Nor are
co-productions the only way to
produce a programme which suits
several audiences.

Making exportable programmes
does not mean having to refrain
from expressing the uniqueness of
one s national culture. On the
contrary. Quality exportable pro-
grammes can include, for exam-
ple, original and well-conceived
documentaries, serials based 
intelligent, fast-moving scripts or
series in which the hero becomes
a household name, such as the
Maigretseries.

And these are precisely the sort of
works which State television has
always produced and broadcast
and they are still the best equip-
ped to fulfil this role. Allow me to
use France as an example. The top
producer of televised fiction in
France is Antenne 2, with nearly
120 films a year, i.e. several dozen
television films more than the top
commercial station. At the same
time, the State service is clearly
the only one which produces
documentaries in any significant
numbers. The State channels today
are the real driving force behind
and the guarantors of European
production and the fate of our
creative industry will depend
henceforth on their motivation
and efforts,

I also know that the State stations
are all aware of the mission which
they have to fulfil in this field and
I know that they have already
begun adapting their creation
policies to it. In France, the finan-
cial support granted some years
ago to my predecessor (by Mr Jack

lang) and the backing for the State
audiovisual industry which was
renewed by the government this
year, notably in the persons of Mr
Alain Carignon, the Minister for

Communications and Mr Nicolas
Sarkozy, the Budget Minister
prove that the State has under-
stood what is currently at stake.

We could even envisage a situa-
tion, as the EBU has already pro-
posed, in which Europe backed

scriptwriting which incorporated
the aim of international distribu-
tion from the outset. We need to
cultivate a new generation of
scriptwriters and train them in a
number of general principles
governing the writing of ' export-
able' series. Europe could then
provide positive assistance for
such training.

In all events, I should like to take
the present opportunity to launch

the following appeal in public to
the numerous heads of State tele-
vision in Europe: we must work
together, exchange information on
the programmes which we are
preparing and step up the number
of contracts and collaboration
agreements. By allowing this
information to circulate within
Europe, we shall become better
acquainted with each other
needs and more able to develop
products which meet those needs
within Europe itself. For our part
we arf' ready to do this and have
already begun applying this
policy. One recent example is the
agreement signed on Wednesday
with ZDF.

(B) POINT TWO: WE MUST
ADAPT OUR MEANS OF
PRODUCTION TO INCREASED
DEMAND. THE BEST WAY OF

ACHIEVING THIS IN THE SHORT
TERM IS BY COMBINING OUR
EFFORTS

Combining our efforts means get-
ting together so that our individual
imaginations have 10 times 
many means at their service.
Developing strong alliances with-
in Europe has been my top priority
since I took over at the head of
France Television. I spoke back in
January of the need for something
which will do for the European
audiovisual industry what the
Airbus did for the aircraft industry.



Here again, State television sta-

tions are one generation ahead of
private television. They are used to
working together and pooling
their ideas. They are used to
exchanging services, skills and
images. look at what is happening
in news, sport and some serials or
series. Despite apparently being
set in its ways, State television is in
fact in the best position to adapt to
a policy of intensified trade within
Europe, because it will never
allow concern for the viewer to
eclipse concern for its mission,
Two days ago we signed a collab-
oration agreement with the
Managing Director of the German
station ZDF. We regularly meet
with the heads of RAlin order to
bring our strategies into line. We
are still negotiating with the BBC
and hope to strengthen our links
in the autumn.

But these agreements and forms of
collaboration are not in them-
selves enough, given the financing
difficulties and, sometimes, the
political uncertainties which all
the State European channels are
familiar with; this is why I also
advocate alliances with the large
European communications
groups, which have the capital to
back our activities. Alliances in
the European audiovisual industry
should avoid bickering over the
public-versus-private argument
since these arguments are now
well past their sell-by date. The
private sector is a fact of life, but
the public service is equally
necessary, for cultural reasons

economic reasons and, most
importantly, civic reasons. It is still
indispensable, and has the clout
and the ambition to prove it.

We have concluded a major col-
laboration and co-production
agreement with the German group
Beta Taurus, run by leo Kirch,
which has already entered into
important partnerships with sever-

al State European stations, espe-
cially the RAI. This agreement
covers programmes (serials, docu-
mentaries, music) which can be
easily exported both within
Europe and to other continents. So
you can see how concerted action
between State television and large
private-sector groups can give rise
to strategic groupings, to the bene-
fit of European production.

Other similar agreements should

be negotiated, especially with the
large European telecommunica-

tions groups. In fact, and this is a
fundamental point, although 
only mention it in passing, inform-
ation highways will not come
about without the involvement of

the image broadcasters, The initia-
tives taken in this sector at the last
Corfu summit should be carried
through , by including information
highways on the agenda of confer-
ences such as this. The European
audiovisual industry should be
able to support the development
of digital technologies; at the same
time, those in charge of these new
networks should be involved in
bolstering the audiovisual produc-
tion potential which such net-
works imply. Here again , techno-
logy for technology s sake makes
no sense; we need to apply these
new tools to form a civilization
and a culture which is specific to
us.

(C) POINT THREE: WE SHOULD
CONDUCT A REAL

COMMERCIAL OFFENSIVE BOTH
INSIDE AND OUTSIDE EUROPE

(i) Ins.ide Europe: It may seem
paradoxical to speak of a commer-
cial offensive within Europe.
However this merely entails
reversing the present situation
whereby European television
obtains its supplies almost exclu-
sively from American catalogues.

This situation can be explained on
two counts: first, programmes on
the American catalogues are
cheaper, because they have often
already paid their way on markets
outside Europe. Secondly, these

American programmes are better
known , because their distribution
is usually orchestrated on a world-
wide basis.

We must all make a twofold effort:
an effort to promote our program-
mes with our neighbours within
Europe and an effort to pay atten-
tion to what our neighbours are

producing, in order to identify
what might be of interest to U5.



State television is already making
an effort in this direction , more so
than private television. We have
set up regular information meet-

ings between State television stat-
ions in order to exchange inform-
ation on current production
policy, programmes which could
be distributed in Europe, etc.
Often good intentions are held
back by excessive cost. This is
where the European Community
could intervene, by encouraging

the gradual introduction of a
second market for European
programmes. How can this 
achieved?

As you already know, current

broadcasting quotas stipulate 60%
European works, 40% non-
European works, However, as you
will also know, and the contribu-
tion to the conference by the EBU
has highlighted the problem; each
broadcaster selects 52% of works
produced nationally and only 8%
of works from other European
countries in order to meet the
60% quota for European works,
This figure underlines the high

degree of fragmentation or ' na~
tional compartmental ization' in

the European audiovisual market.

The Community could therefore
give an important fillip to the
launch of our audiovisual Airbus

by boosting the growth of intra-
European exchanges through sub-
sidies to channels which increase
the proportion of non"national
European works in their schedules
from 8 to 9%, or from 10 to 12%
or whatever. The objective being

to double the present average of

8% and bring it up to 15% in the
not too distant future.

There is no cause to fear that
national production will be under"
mined. In fact, the simultaneous
growth in imports in each
European country will have a mul-
tiplying effect. There is also a good
chance that it will be at the partial
expense at least of programmes
purchased outside the
Community.

This Community subsidy, which
would wipe out the excess cost of
European products in relation to
American products, would be
accompanied by a clear strategy
on the part of our producers and
broadcasters to develop a com"
mercial policy orientated towards
our neighbours, so that our prod-
ucts can be fully optimized.

(ii) Outside Europe: This brings me
to the more coherent and more
voluntary commercial action
which we need to deploy outside
Europe. It is in our interests to

merge listings of major rights to
the maximum, and put our joint
commercial forces at their service.
In the case of State television in
France, the commercial depart-
ments of our two channels
Antenne 2 and France 3, joined
forces at the beginning of the year
under an umbrella structure
known as France Television
Distribution. I want to see an
increasingly coordinated supply of
French programmes in order to
gain greater clout on the interna-
tional markets.

We have also deployed an alli-
ance strategy with large television
groups outside Europe. These two-

way alliances will enable Euro-
pean productions to penetrate
markets on which they Were con-

spicuous by their absence. Here

too, standard links between State
television throughout the world
can be brought into play. We
recently concluded an agreement
with NHK, the Japanese State tele~
vision, in order to boost exchan"
ges and partnership in numerous
fields, such as documentaries
news, coverage of major cultural
events.

But here again , these natural links
are not always enough: the Euro"

pean audiovisual industry must
find allies on other continents by
relying, where necessary, on large
private American groups, and why
not? Private groups find it difficult
to reach this form of agreement, in
that each one is frightened that



sooner or later it will lose its inde-
pendence. But European State
television can easily take the
plunge, as and when it chooses
and market their productions in
America, Asia and Australia, by
enforcing reciprocal commit-
ments. Hence, we recently formed
an alliance with the American
group Regency, which makes pro-
vision for a number of co-produc-
tions and marketing for our pro-
grammes outside Europe. Besides
which, I think you will agree that
there has been a noticeable
degree of progress in the United

States over the last few months.

So there you have in three points
the answers to the new questions

which the development of digital
television will set before Europe
and why European State tele-
vision, as a joint force, is now the
real cornerstone in our policy to

defend our production and our

culture.

Allow me, however, to add a
fourth point, which will bring me
full circle, j,e. the importance of
the content and quality of pro-
grammes, which is the principal
challenge to digital television,

3. MORE IMAGES BUT

WHAT SORT OF IMAGES?

QUALITY

Multiplying the flow of images is
not necessarily synonymous with
diversifying the supply or multi-
plying the choices available. On
the contrary, quantity often puts

quality at risk by soaking up finan-
cial resourCeS and scattering them
over a large number of projects
each of which receives too little to
offer a high standard of quality.

What does quality mean in televis"
ion? First a sense of responsibility.
Care to avoid programmes which
might have a corrupting influence
on the public. As far as television
is concerned, the hallmark of
quality is respect for the public, a
ban on ideological or moral aber-
rations, a rejection of violence and
constant vigilance as to the effects
of the programmes broadcast. I
would be tempted to say that the
aesthetics and the ethics of tele"
vision are one and the same and
reject the easy way out or the
emotive approach in order to put
reason first. Quality television
means fair television, moral tele-
vision.

THE SOCIAL FUNCTION OF
GENERALIST TELEVISION

In the audiovisual big bang, when
thematic channels mushroom, the
function of generalist television
becomes both more complicated
and more necessary. More com-
plicated, because it must continue
to hold together a viewing public
which is being tugged in several
different directions all at once.

More necessary, because it alone
can cater for all sections of the
viewing public and all types of
programme, in that it appeals 
the viewer as a citizen of the

world, interested by what is going
on around him and not merely
entertained and shut off from the
real world by a single category of
programmes to the exclusion of all
others.

This point is an essential one as far
as I am concerned. Specialization
not only allows a subject to be
studied in greater detail; it also
goes hand in glove with exclusion.
A thematic channel reinforces the
viewer s own preferences and
tastes, it shuts him up in his own
little world, in which only he
exists. Generalist television does

not act as a looking glass for each
section of the public, but shows it
what other sections look like
which is far more important!
Moral law and social rapport are
founded on what others look like.

Which is why generalist television
represents a public debating
forum in our democratic societies,
the platform on which political
discussion takes place and the
civic life of a country is played out
to a large degree. The danger in
over-specializing television and
fragmenting viewing audiences

represents a serious danger to the
functioning of our democracies

and societies in years to come.
Which is why the function of
generalist television is becoming
more and more fundamental.

Obviously, first and foremost, the
function of generalist television is
that of a public service. I won
dwell on what could happen in a
European country if, once the
civic role of State television had

been weakened, a private tele-
vision group were suddenly to es-
pouse a political cause and bring
it to power. Public-sector televis-
ion in Europe today provides one

of the fundamental guarantees of

the proper working of democracy.
Germany recognized this function
in a recent judgment by the
Constituional Court in Karlsruhe

which placed State teievision at
the heart of the German basic law,
The European Community would
doubtless stand to gain from simi"

lar formal action , before someone
somewhere questions this funda-
mental civic function.

I am thinking in particular of the
countries of Eastern Europe
towards which the Community
has a real duty to provide assist-
ance. We must help them set up
reliable State television, their
democratic future depends upon
it. I would like to table the idea of
contracts with State television in
Eastern Europe under which the
European Community would
finance technical assistance for
them.



Even if we overlook the commer~
cial gain to be made from such
assistance, by opening up the mar"
kets of Eastern Europe to program"
mes produced in the Community, I
think there is an important gain to
be made from the point of view of
foreign policy and stability for our
continent as a whole. It is precise-
ly because we live in established
democracies that we must devote
ourselves to this form of solidarity.

I should emphasize that this
would not be breaking totally new
ground, in that this form of assist-
ance, which is even moreimpor-
tantin that it starts from scratch, is

already being provided by France

Television in order to set up
Palestinian television under a Pro-
jectbeing partially financed by the
European Community.

NEW AUDIOVISUAL MARKETS

This does not mean that State tele,
vision groups have no part to play
in the development of new audio-
visual markets, which will be
accelerated by the spread of digi-
tal technologies. It is up to State

television to ensure that the devel-
opment of new flows of images
brings about a real increase in the
choice available to viewers and

not merely the illusion of such a
choice. In the cultural sector in
particular, State television should
apply itself to enriching the supply
of programmes with thematic
channels which complement the
commercial thematic channels.
We could have thematic channels
which concentrate on cultural life
(theatre, opera, exhibitions) or
thematic channels which concen-
trate on history or European fic-
tion. They should take their place
beside .channels which provide
wall-to-wall broadcasting of
American series or sporting
events.

The catalyst for television, the dri"
ving force at the centre of the sup-
ply of cable, satellite and multi-
media programmes, will be provi"
ded by State television groups, first
in the form of their generalist
channels, with numerous varia-
tions provided by multiplexing
and parallel multiple broadcasting
of the same programmes accord-
ing to different schedules, and
then in the form of a number of
related thematic channels, which
will be the jewels in the crown of
cable programming,

By helping to widen the choice of
quality programmes available to
viewers, State television should

also help each and every viewer to
regain their freedom of initiative. I
have referred to multiple broad-
casting, which will enable viewers
to see their favourite programme
at the time of their choice. I have
referred to multimedia variations
which will give the viewers the
opportunity to investigate what
they have learned from a

broadcast in greater detail, by
looking it up at their own conven"
ience on CD-ROM.

I hope I have made a useful con"
tribution to the debate at this
European conference and would
like to thank you for listening so
patiently. As you will have gues"
sed, my conclusion can be sum~

med up in one short sentence: we
are entering the era of State tele-
vision. It is in the interests of each
country to protect its State televis"
ion and to help it fulfil its role
help it put more reason on air
more ethics and rigour into public
life and more culture on the
audiovisual map. And in the com-
petitive world in which we live,
Europe should give all its State
television stations the means to
live up to the new missions entrus-
ted to them.

Thank you ladies and gentlemen.
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In considering the questions raised
by the Green Paper with regard to
support instruments at Community
level, the workshop took into
account the four fundamental
requirements for the future of the
European programme industry:

(a) it must be competitive in an
open world-wide market;

(b) it must be forward- looking and
involved in the development of

the information society;

(c) it must illustrate the creative
genius and the personality of the
people of Europe;

(d) it must be capable of trans-
forming its growth into new jobs
in Europe.

The workshop agreed that these
were indeed the fundamental
requirements for the future of the
industry.

In addition the workshop confirm"
ed its agreement that:

(a) the audiovisual industry is 
special case amongst high growth
industries, in particular with the
possibilities it offers for job crea"
tion;

(b) the safeguarding of the divers-
ity of national. and regional cul-
turesis now clearly linked to the
development of a predominantly
European programme industry,
which must ultimately be profit-
able; .
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(c) digital compression technology
is seen as revolutionary and it
appears set to transform the sector
accentuating the strategic role of
the programme industry;

(d) if the European Union wants to
strengthen its audiovisual policy, it
must act quickly.

DIAGNOSIS

The workshop agreed with the
diagnosis of the current state of
the film industry as set out in the

Green Paper:

(a) it is fragmented into national
markets threatening the survival of
small producers unable to com"

pete on European and world mar-
kets;

(b) the partitioning of national
markets is compounded by a low
rate of cross-border programme

distribution and circulation;

(c) it is trapped in a chronic deficit
spiral;

(d) it is unable to attract European
capital , even though this is avail-
able for investment in non"
European programme industries.

As regards TV industry, it is suffer-
ing from:

(a) an explosion of demand and
rising production costs;

(b) a low rate of programme circu-
lation within Europe;

(c) weak production structures and
catalogue shortage of programmes
attractive to the audiences across
Europe.

AIMS

The workshop also agreed with
the aims identified in the Green
Paper. The European Union must
mobilize its financial and human
resources to develop a programme
industry which is able to compete
both at home and on the world
market and at the same time act as.
a vehicle for its culture, create

jobs and generate profit. This must
be a medium to long-term policy,
the ultimate objective being that
the European programme industry
should achieve its profitability on
an open and dynamic world mar-

ket.

Television ' Europuddings' due to
artificially induced co-produc-
tions do not achieve this aim.

EXISTING EU INSTRUMENTS

As regards the MEDIA programme
there was complete agreement
that there was an insufficient avail-
ability of financial resources as
compared to the objectives to be
achieved.



POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS

There are two possible solutions:

(a) either maintain the number of
MEDIA projects but increase the
size of funding substantially;

(b) or concentrate on fewer pro-
jects and increase resources.

There was no criticism of the
action plan which was generally
regarded as successful although it
is too early to come to a complete
assessment.

OTHER EUROPEAN

INSTRUMENTS

As regards the Eurimage fund, the
workshop considered that in
general this had been successful
within a limited framework, in

encouraging co-production within
Europe for both cinema and tele-
vision fiction production. How-
ever it needs additional funding in
view of the applications it is
receiving and .it was suggested that
its condition of having three coun"
tries in co-production should be

modified to two national co-prod-
ucers plus a distributor from a
third country.

As for 'Audiovisual Eureka
seems to be too early to attempt to
evaluate this body.

PRIORITIES

The workshop then discussed
whether the priorities defined in
the Green Paper are the appro-
priate ones, namely:

(a) training (geared to the market
and the new technologies);

(b) pre-production and project
development;

(c) distribution and marketing,
including high quality dubbing
and subtitling;

(d) stimulation of private invest-
ment.

There was complete agreement
that training should be focused on;

(a) writers;

(b) producers;

(c) business affairs and financial
management;

(d) multimedia and interactive
applications,

Everyone agreed that pre-produc-
tion and project development
should also be accorded high
priority.

As regards distribution and
marketing, there was agreement
that first class dubbing and subtit-
ling is essential in furthering the

circulation of programmes within
Europe.This priority was empha"
sized by the exhibitors and video
distributors as well as the film and
television representatives.

However a distinction must be
drawn between support systems
for television on one hand and
film on the other hand.

As regards television, the broad-
casters and television producers

are discussing a proposal that in
order to encourage transmission of
non-national European works an
incentive for broadcasters should
be introduced in the form of bo-
nuses. These incentives are
thought to be necessary because

non-national European works cost
broadcasters far more than non-
European works. As a conse-
quence of low-cost non-European
works being transmitted frequent-
ly in Europe, the audiences have
become familiar with, and now
accept, American works in prefer-
ence to non-national European
works. It now has been demon-
strated that it is possible to reach
European audiences with non-
national works provided there is
sufficient exposure to such works.

The clearest objective (shared by a
broad majority) is to produce and
distribute 15-20 films (major films)
per year, all over Europe.

Incentives for feature film distribu-
tion throughout the single market
and through distributors for prod-
uction are important but there was
no agreement of how such incen-
tives should be formulated.

With regard to the proposal that
private sector investment should
be encouraged, members of the
workshop felt that .soft loans with
low interest rates from resources
mobilized by the EU and national
instruments would be appropriate
support systems

Whether there should be priority
for companies or priority for pro-
jects will depend upon the nature
of the incentive.



THE SCALE IN TERMS OF

TERRITORY TIME AND

FUNDING OF SUPPORT

INSTRUMENTS

Subject to what is said below
about Member States or regions
with low audiovisual production
capacity it was agreed that any
support systems at the Union level
should reflect a genuine European
goal. There was no complete
agreement on how this should be
achieved but the majority were in
favour of EU systems under which
incentives would only be avail"
able for projects which had an
international potential. National

systems should also take account
of European goals.

In any event, it was agreed that a
levy system which recirculated
money within the audiovisual sec-
tor at European level is not effi-
cient and new money is needed. It
was agreed that incentives should
take the form of 'soft' loans or gua-
rantees which would be repayable
or released when the project or
corporation which had received
the incentive became profitable.
However, it was recognized that
some forms of incentives cannot
take the form of loans but will
require direct aid. These include
training, restructuring an industry
(for example, as has been achiev-
ed by the animation industry) and
bonuses to encourage circulation
of non-national European works.

With regard to the level of funding
it was unanimously agreed that
the present level, even if concen-
trated on priority sectors, was too
small. There was no final agree,
ment on the exact amount of fund-
ing required but some participants
put forward a sum of about ECU

5 billion.

It was agreed that if the EU consi-
ders that audiovisual industry is a
strategic sector for employment it
should be given support at levels
proportionate to the support

accorded to other strategic priori-
ties.

With regard to film distribution, it

was agreed that grouping of dis-
tributors should be encouraged.
How this should be achieved,
could not be agreed in detail but it
is proposed this issue should be
explored by the Commission with
a working party of financiers and
distributors. This should be sup-
ported to create distribution
systems covering all of the EU.

As Americans have successfully
created such systems, European

companies should equally be able
to provide film distribution .for all
of Europe.

Some kinds of programmes, such
as documentaries, can be made
for an international market provi-

ded that the right kind of incen-
tives which need not be costly
are put into place.

MEMBER STATES OR

REGIONS WITH LOW

AUDIOVISUAL

PRODUCTION CAPACITY

The workshop came to the con-
clusion that perhaps incentives at
EU level should be designed so as
to assist the audiovisual industry
in small countries or regions to

gain access to the full market and
to the structures that should be put
in place to enable the EU pro-

grammeindustry to benefit from
the size of the European market.



Mr Commissioner,

ladies and gentlemen,

At occasions .such as these, entire-
ly focused on the subject of our
daily passion and slightly dis-
connected from the world around
us; while time goes by and we go
deeper and deeper into the sub"
stance of our conference, we tend
to think that here, in Brussels, 

really are in the centre of Europe.

It must be the kind of feeling that
the Greeks had last week during
the European summit, when Corfu
seemed to be the heart of Europe
for at least 48 hours. Or similar to
that sensation of the inhabitants of
that Dutch city with its rather
unpronounceable name that be-
came eternal through the Maas-
tricht treaty.

But we are absolutely wrong.

According to French geographers

the real centre of Europe is some
30 kilo metres north of Vilnius, the
capital of Lithuania, where a
modest black hard rock stone says
Europos centros . This little geo-

graphical exercise brings us rig~t
into the subject of our thematic

hearing 'the Pan-European per-
spectives

' .

Thinking of the urgency to define

and implement a European policy
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for the programme industry, one
easily tends to forget that Europe
does not only consist of the 12
Member States of the European
Union, or the 17 of the European
Economic Area. looking beyond

our borders, more precisely look-
ing eastward, there are some 30
countries with a population of

nearly 345 million people; part of
our continent and usually referred
to as the Central and East Euro-

pean Countries. And here I apply
the traditional geographical rather
than the geopolitical concept of
the East Central region.

Put into a purely economic pers-
pective, these countries form
together an enormous market; a
market which in the medium or
long term could offer prosperous
possibilities for the European
audiovisual industry.

Nothing seems more logical than
to explore these markets and thus
give a substantial boost to our
hardware and programme industry
and, consequently, a boost to the
reinforcement of employment in
the European audiovisual sector.

In their opening speeches, both
the President of the European

Commission - Mr Jacques Delors
- and Commissioner Prof. De
Deus Pinheiro emphasized that
the audiovisual is not a merchan-
dise like any other. They both
underlined the cultural dimension
of the audiovisual and in particu-
lar the potential of films, television
programmes and any othe~ form of
moving images to contribute to
pluralism and diversity in our
society and their ability to create
access to information and, last but
not least, to foster democratic
values.

Given the long-standing historical
and cultural links with the Central
and East European Countries and
given their rich cinematic ~nd

audiovisual traditions, applYing
the mere market approach to-
wards these countries seems in-
adequate, not to sayan act of
blunt colonialism. Above all, it
would not do justice to the enorm-
ous creative potential of the ope-
rators in audiovisual sector in

these countries.

However, some of the operators in
the audiovisual sector in these

countries are still recovering from
the shock of the replacement of a
totalitarian regime' by a ' totalita-
rian market' . Most of the long-ex-
isting structures have been broken
down , State support systems have
been abolished, often causing

state of despair amongst the
professionals in these countries

economies.

In this respect, the publication of
the Green Paper occurred at the
right moment as did the
Commission s initiative to arrange
this conference, and more in par-
ticular the hearing where the
representatives of the Central and
East European countries concern-
ed, were also able to express their
views on the substance.

In fact the interference of circum-
stances amongst which:

. the final results of the GATT
negotiations;



. the publication of the White

Paper on growth , competitiveness
and employment;

. the evaluation of the implemen-
tation of the 'Television without
frontiers' directive

. as well as the upcoming assess-
ment of the impact of the MEDIA
programme (both foreseen to take
place this year);

. together with the ratification of
European Agreements with
various Central and East European
countries, agreements which are
expected to provide also the legal
basis for cooperation in the audio~
visual field

made it appropriate to integrate
these countries in defining the out-
line of a new European audiovis"
ual policy.

The participants of the thematic
hearing on the pan~European pers-
pectives were unanimous in their
conclusion that the Central and

East European Countries should be
regarded as potential partners
rather than potential consumers
only. In this respect, the partici-
pants endorsed the Green Paper
diagnosis of the situation in the

countries concerned. Moreover
the partnership approach as it was
presented by ' the Green Paper
reflects best the political objective
of the Union s Member States for
future economic integration with
the Central and East European
countries. However, economic
integration requires a level playing
field.

Rather than caressing the profes-
sionals in the Central and East
European countries by means of a
philanthropic approach' , the par"

ticipants of the thematic hearing
unanimously endorsed the choice
of a pragmatic approach of foster"
ing reconstruction of the still exist-
ing structures and, where appro-
priate, support the setting up of
new structures,

It was in this spirit that the partici-
pants of the thematic hearing of

pan-European perspectives arrived
at the following recommenda-
tions:

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

1, Timeliness of the initiative to
hold a debate on pan-European
perspectives in the framework of
the Green Paper: just in time

2. Accuracy of the Green Paper

diagnosis: rather accurate and
justified

However, cultural aspects have
not been given enough attention
compared with economic and
industrial considerations

The picture of the state of the
industry in certain countries has

been criticized as overly negative

3. Diverging opinions as to priori-
ties:

Some participants believed the
problems inside the Community
should be solved as a matter of
priority

Most participants were in favour
of carrying out measures simulta-
neously in the European Union
(EU) and the Central and East
European countries (CEECs)

4. 'Colonialist' and 'philanthropic
approaches were unanimously
rejected

Commitment to partnership and
networking extended to include
Eastern Europe

Nevertheless, need for a transi-
tional period (of some 1 0 to 1 5

years) during which the following
should take place:

(a) reconstruction of infrastructure;

(b) development of a legal frame-
work;

(c) legal harmonization, in par-

ticular regarding property

5. Consequences for employment
in the EU:

The delocalization of work result-
ing from the purchase of services
in the CEECs could have a nega-
tive impact on employment in the

But the problem would Seem to be
only temporary: in the long term

exchanges are expected to pro-
mote employment creation



6. What priority measures and
what sectors?

(a) Training

Management and marketing tech-
niques;

Production techniques;

. financing arrangements

.. co-production

. project development,

. scriptwriting;

law:

networking/access to i nforma-
tion;

Methods

Exchange of know-how;

Schemes organized by broad-
casters (the EBU .and ACT);

The PHARE programme (for in-
stance, cooperation with GESAc,
AIDAA, the ACT and PHARE)

(b) Production

Direct assitance was not consid-
ered on account of the costs in-
volved;

On the other hand, guarantee
funds on the model of EMG were
suggested;

Coordinated action by financial
institutions;

Whatever the models chosen, care
should be taken to avoid distorting
the market and curbing private
inititative

(c) Distribution/cinema manage~
ment

Creation of compensatory mecha-
nisms to balance supply and
demand;

Concerted action for transnational
and transcontinental movement of
European Works;

Cinema networks
Europacinema);

Support for the creation of
EastiWest joint ventures for cine-

ma management

(such

(d) Broadcasting

Stepping-up
exchanges;

Compilation of catalogues;

programme

Soution .of the piracy problems of
video cassettes, decoders and
access cards;

Control of transmission authoriza-
tions

(e) Multilingualism

Significance of support for dub-

bing and subtitling

Need to harmonize dubbing and
subtitling

7. Identification of instruments

The assets of MEDIA for the CEES:

. networking and promotion of
cross-border cooperation;

. avoiding ghettos and ' isolation"
ist' effects;

. massive and long-term impact

(10 to 15 years);

. consideration of differences in

maturity of markets

No ideal model at this stage and
need for thorough, in depth de-

bate among all the parties in-
volved.

By unanimous request

There is a need to raise awarness
of the importance and strategic
role of the audiovisual sector
among the governments of the
countries involved

The audiovisual sector should be
included among the priority mea-
sures of the PHARE and TACIS
programmes



The central aim and constant con"
cern of the people involved in the
thematic hearing devoted to the
Rules of the game' has at all times

been to find more effective ways
and means of promoting the crea-
tion , production and circulation of
European audiovisual program"
meso Although the debates have

not of course been free from ideo-
logy or a defence of the various

financial players ' professional in-
terests, a consensus has been rea-
ched: namely, to meet in as effec-
tive way as possible the enormous
challenges which will face the
European audiovisual industry in
the coming years.

Although cultural ambitions have
been reaffirmed throughout the
discussions, the economic aspects
of this sector have been kept in
mind at all times, whether in terms
of respect for business reality, con-
ditions of fair competition or the
need for our companies and pro-
grammes to be internationally
competitive.

Everyone i5 aware that the audio-
visual scene in our countries has
changed radically OVer the last 10
years: satellite technology has
pushed back the frontiers and
cable technology has brought
abundance. In time to come, digi-
tal compression will speed up the
globalization of broadcasting, pro-
mote the internationalization of
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trade in programmes and modify
modes of individual consumption.
Paradoxically, the multiplicity
which will result from this devel-
opment may increase the trend for
the number of sources of program-
mes (particularly fiction program-
mes) to decrease owing to the
scale of the financial resources

which this market transformation
involves.

All participants agreed that the
freeing-up of communication
infrastructure could have a posi-
tive impact on the creation of a
homogeneous and transparent
market or on employment. How-
ever, they thought that deregula-
tion was not desirable because
services offering audiovisual pro-
grammes are involved and owing
to the cultural impact of these ser-
vices. The professional bodies are
therefore awaiting with some
interest the communication which
the Commission is soon to issue
on this matter, and have asked to
be fully consulted in this connec-
tion.

In order to safeguard consumer

interests, maintain pluralism and
prevent any abuse of power, the
participants thought that it would
be a good idea to give all opera-
tors the freest possible access to
infrastructures and, in particular

to maintain a balance between
channels which are free of charge
and those which are not.

As regards the competitiveness of
the European industry, the partici-
pants generally recognized that it
was important to have strong en-
terprises and a broad internal mar-
ket to give our productions every
possible chance on the interna-
tional scene. After all , audiovisual
productions must nowadays pay

for themselves through the great-
est possible number of countries
and also through the various
media used to broadcast them.

Economic and financial viability
starts with the creation of a
European area which enables a
stable legal framework to be creat-
ed. The directive relating to 'Tele"
vision without frontiers ' represents
the first step in this direction by
defining the legal framework for
radio broadcasting, although it ha5
been indicated that its existence
does not allow it on its own to
eliminate the obstacles which
help to perpetuate the fragmented
nature of the European market. To
help on this, it would seem to be
important to take a bold approach
to see what measures or policies
should be implemented at both
European and national level to
remedy this.

At a time when the audiovisual
telecommunications and compu-
ting sectors are merging together,
the need for pooling will become
even greater. As a result, Europe
must be able to provide European
entrepreneurs with a competition

capability which is equivalent to



that of their foreign counterparts.

To the extent that the organization
of the media remains essentially
national in nature, communica-
tion groups naturally have a tend-
ency to join forces at this level
since they are unable to actually
envisage growth at European lev-
eL Besides the fact that this devel-
opment does not alter the size of
the various markets on which ent"
erprises operate, risks may exist as
regards the abuse of positions of
dominance and the preservation
of pluralism in each of the coun-
tries, At a time when the Com-
mission and the Member States
will be examining the suggestions
made in the report on the informa-
tion society and the Green Paper
on the concentration and plural"
ism of the media, thinking will
need to take account of these con-
cerns which have been expressed

by the participants so that a suit-
able balance can be struck bet-
ween the .1eeds of international
competition and the needs of the
general interest.

As regards the 'Television without
frontiers' directive, the partici-
pants all welcomed this document
because 'a free market cannot
mean a deregulated market' . The
majority of the participants
thought it was necessary to adapt
or clarify certain aspects so as to
avoid any confusion or legal
ambiguity which might justify a
fait accompli policy.

The participants emphasized the
diversity of the television services
and agreed that it was not in all
cases desirable for rules which
had essentially been devised for
general-interest radio channels to
be applied to such services. They
therefore wanted greater account
to be taken of the specific features
of the services so as to have rules

which are easy to apply and better
respected.

The group noted the application
appraisal concerning compliance
with the obligations governing the
broadcasting of European produc-
tions which had been drawn up by
the Commission in accordance
with Article 4 of the directive, but
doubts and questions were expres-

sed by a large number of partici"
pants who deplore the excessive
latitude given to operators and
States with regard to the imple-

mentation and monitoring aspects
covered by Articles 4 and 5.

The obligations for scheduling
European productions, as defined
in Article 4 of the directive, were
not challenged by anyone. Given
the legal uncertainty inherent in
the imprecise wording of this pro-
vision, however, many partici-
pants wanted this document to be
clarified and rendered more pre"
cise so as to avoid any ambiguity.
Various proposals were made in
this connection, covering the

nature of the programmes con-

cerned , the scheduling hours and
the deletion of the phrase ' when-
ever that is feasible . It was not
possible to reach agreement 
these suggestions.

As regards the chronology of the
media, it was recalled that a pro-
vision of this type meets three

objectives: to optimize potential
film takings, to maintain screening
in cinemas and to provide a
balance between radio broadcast-
ers and producers. That said, the

debates revealed that enforcement
of this provision was associated

with certain problems. Most of the
participants thought that it would
be desirable to think about adapt-

ing this provision and two options
were mentioned: the first option
involved maintaining Article 7 of
the directive while at the same
time making it more precise so as
to take account of the various
methods used for screening films
while the second option involved

the complete elimination of this
provision, with Member States
then being able again to allow for
different screening methods which
meet the conditions of each mar-
ket.

On the question of independent
production, the participants con"

sidered that a stricter and more
homogeneous definition of inde-
pendent producers should be
sought within the various
European countries. Given that
the relationship which exists be-
tween broadcasters and producers
is based on strength, it appeared
appropriate to prevent the possi"

bility of independent producers
being completely deprived of their
legitimate rights.

In the context of international
competition, Europe must mobi-
lize the greatest possible resources
within the audiovisual sector. As a
result, it appeared essential to
have strong public-service bodies
given the scale of their investment
in creation and production. It is
therefore important for these stat-
ions to have stable and adequate
financial resources to meet the
public-service responsibilities
assigned to them.



With the introduction of new tech-
nologies and, in particular, digital
technology ~ which will promote
the spawning of new channels,
particularly those of a thematic
nature ~ it seems that the obliga-
tions governing broadcasting time
may be unsuited not only to cer-
tain thematic channels but also to
certain new services, such as a 

carte television. This finding led
most of the participants to envis-
age the possibility of undertakings
to invest in the creation and pro~
duction of European works for the
operators concerned. After all, a
proposal of this kind seemed to
them to be more suited to the re"
quired objective, although its im"
plementation would require de-
tailed consideration.

As regards tele-shopping, the par-

ticipants agreed on the need to eli-
minate the time limit provided for
in Article 18 of the directive and
also to define the tele~shopping

channels precisely so as to prevent
any abuse, particularly with re-
gard to consumer interests.

In addition, the group considered
that a flexible interpretation of the
rule concerning advertising breaks
at 20-minute intervals would be
desirable. The participants thought
that it would be worth examining
the .appropriateness of harmon-
izing the rules on advertising
breaks which apply to the various
works of fiction.

There was a long and lively dis"
cussion of the problem of supervi-
sing enforcement of the directive
in view of the disputes and prob-
lems which have arisen in recent
years. A number of participants
felt that it was important for re-
ceiving countries to have certain
powers in this area, Other partici~
pants considered that frustration
and disputes can only increase
unless the provisions of the direc-
tive are refined and clarified on
the most contentious points, with

the current wording allowing for
excessively divergent interpret-
ations by the States. Meanwhile,
other participants expressed a
desire for the principle of the

broadcasting State s responsibility

to be retained, short of destroying
the very foundations of the in~
ternal market.

The Commission explained once
again the legal framework in
which radio broadcasting is car"
ried out: the directive, which is
based on the free circulation of
services provided for in Article 59
of the Treaty, lays down the princi~
pie of a single applicable law, i.e.

the law of the country of origin.
Apart from the coordinated areas

Article 59 is in that case strictly
applicable without it being pos-
sible for the measures accom-
panying the directive to be taken
into account.

With a view to creating a climate
of full and mutual trust, it was
considered to be useful and des"
irable to draw the Member States
attention to the advisability of

cooperating actively to ensure the
harmonious application of this
document.



Mr Commissioner

ladies and gentlemen

1. Thematic hearing No 4, which
brought together participants from
a variety of professional and cultu"
ral backgrounds, representing dif"
ferent industries in the field,
addressed the complex question
of the importance of national sup"
port systems for the future of the
European audiovisual industry.
These are vital for overcoming
obstacles to cooperation, prob-

lems of industrial culture and the
lack of international visibility of
European products, even in the

fragmented context where each
country strikes its own balance
between pub I ic institutions and
private companies between
resources and talents, because the
market does not always offer a
valid response to the situation.
Reference was made to Chapter
5.3 of the Green Paper and the
possible ways of reconciling the
legitimate autonomy of the Mem-
ber States in the matter of national
support systems and the Treaty,
which sets out the terms for State
aid (Article 92) and includes spe-
cial conditions in the field of cul-
ture (Article 92(3)(d)).

2. The Community concept of
convergence should not usurp the
complex role ' of national institu-
tions (States and local authorities).
Nor is it a case of transferring
powers from one level to another
or of forcing less structured experi-
ments to conform to more rigid
models.
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Convergence should be seen as a
tendency to foster and develop
conditions favouring some form of
joint organization and coopera-
tion between the various players
in the system. This tendency will
be encouraged by the ability 
Member States to interpret the
needs of the professionals (while
balancing statutory provisions,
socio-cultural needs and an indus-
trial strategy) and by the links be-
tween Community level and the
Member States, which can be
developed and improved.

looked at in this light, the subjects
of thematic hearings 1 and 4 are
closely linked.

3. The first level of cooperation as
is evident from the interest shown
by participants in the research car~

ried out by the Commission repre-
sentatives, is concerned with in-
formation on national support sys-
tems. There was widespread sup-
port for promoting exchanges of
information on experiments car-
ried out at national level. If these
exchanges are to be useful they

must follow a standard format and
the information must be detailed
and collected on a permanent
basis. The participants looked to
the Community institutions to help
ensure that all the relevant in-
formation about practical arrange-
ments, access, amounts of funding
available and the calculation of
takings under the various support

systems was circulated in profes-
sional circles.

4. The discussion also highlighted
the differences between national
models. They are rooted in clearly
defined legislative systems and
administrative cultures which are
not always founded on the same
basic principles. Equally, some
countries have no support systems
whatever. If they could be grad-
ually opened up, the various sys-
tems could draw closer together in

pragmatic fashion, offering

easier access to European part-
ners.

5. Although exact figures are hard
to come by at this stage, it is estim"
ated that national systems taken

together account for resources 10

times greater than those mobilized
each year by the Community. They
represent no less than a third of all
available resources on the
European market. They are there-
fore a significant element in the
accumulation of a critical finan-
cial mass. However, some of these
support systems should place
greater emphasis on competitive-
ness, without this necessarily hav-
ing a detrimental effect on nation-
al and regional cultural identity.
Participants stressed the need for a
massive increase in the Commun-
ity funding available.



6. National support systems cover
the following levels of interven-
tion (although some systems are
restricted to certain areas only):

(a) creation;

(b) production;

(c) distribution;

(d) preservation of the heritage.

They obviously cover the various

sectors:

(a) cinema;

(b) television;

(c) the new media (particularly in
the educational field);

(d) distribution infrastructures.

7. In the course of the debate the
participants highlighted the merits

and distinctive features of the
various systems. They began by
stressing the need for a common
definition of 'European works
They emphasized several import-
ant distinctions:

(a) Between automatic aid linked
more closely to market resources
(where all that is required of the
administrative services is to moni-
tor conditions of access) and se-
lective aid (which, in some peo-
ple s experience meant interven"
tion playing a ' strategic' role
while for others it meant the
sprinkling' of meagre amounts of

assistance. Despite this criticism
this type of aid was thought to play
a real role in creating a local eco-
nomic infrastructure which can
generate jobs.). The participants
pointed to the need to enhance
the role of automatic support
systems without losing sight of the
fact that their funding base should
be extended to all types of distrib-
ution (TV, video, video on
demand , pay TV, etc.).

(b) Between direct support (for
programmes, companies, projects
the technical distribution side) and
indirect support (primarily via tax
incentives and credit facilities).

(c) Between exclusively national
models and systems that are open
to transnational cooperation.

8. The participants also considered
the arrangements for granting aid.
The different procedures adopted
reflect the various 'administrative
cultures ' and relate to selection
criteria, the quality of the asses-
sments and the strategic priorities
themselves. The conditions under
which negotiations are conducted
between the professional sector
and the authorities are of strategic
significance, depending on how
binding they are. In this context
participants stressed the crucial
importance of transparency.

9. There is an urgent need to iden-
tify the type and volume of reSour-
ces needed to develop production

and improve distribution so as to
confound predictions that Europe
will be unable to take advantage

of the doubling of demand on its
own internal market between now
and the end of the century. This
was the backdrop to the question
of the role for national support

systems, raised by the Green Paper
and examined in the contributions
by the Think-tank.

The resources required should be
measured according to two differ-
ent objectives:

(a) To respond to the various socio"
cultural needs arising from linguis-
tic and cultural fragmentation
while at the same time preserving
territorial identities and respecting
the principle of pluralism.

(b) To select those forms of inter-
vention (at every stage of the pro-
cess of creation, production and

distribution as well as in the infra-
structures) that reinforce the com-
petitive potential (including the

potential for niche markets) on the
international market and that part
of the internal market reserved for
European works.



One essential measure mentioned
is training, which is particularly
important because of the possibil-
ities it creates for job mobility.
Another vital dimension concerns
research, which must also be
applied to analysing public
demand (as already occurs in the
field of television, where audien-
ces still show a marked preference
for national products).

10. The participants were not in
favour of limiting national support
systems to socio-cultural objec-
tives and Community systems to
initiatives focusing on competi-
tiveness. They took the same view
of a comparable distinction be-
tween public television services
(socio-cultural objective) and
commercial channels (competi-
tiveness). The arguments put for-
ward focused on the risk of widen-
ing the gulf between culture and
economics and between cultural
identity factors and public de"
mand.

Participants warned of the danger
of alack of strategy, which would
lead to a dissipation of effort, dup-
lication, lack of rationalization in

the use of available resources,
with the result that it would be
impossible to achieve the critical
mass needed for resources to have
any real structural impact. There
could be no convergence without

a strategy,

Aid with a view to convergence

might ideally take the form of
complementary funding. Several
professional delegations mention"
ed the different roles of private
and publk television and spoke of
the need to enhance the role of
the latter.

11. Close cooperation between

the Community institutions and
professional circles was an indis-
pensable condition for operating

such a convergence policy.

Such a policy might result in a
standard framework for coproduc-
tion agreements replacing the cur-
rent bilateral one.

12. David Puttnam, a member of
the Think-tank, suggested that a
task force be set up within the

Commission to study the problem
of convergence in greater depth
and coordinate efforts with the
other Directorates-General invol-
ved.

13. The participants suggested that
in the interests of convergence
provision should be made for a
dialogue between the Member
States and the Community institu"
tions on a homogeneous, regular
and permanent basis.

Regardless of where responsibility
lies in the audiovisual field (cul-
ture economics. technology,
communications, education, re-

gional policy, etc.) there must be
some coordination among the
various fields and agreement on
an overall political strategy for the
audiovisual media.



Mr Chairman, ladies and gentle-
men,

It would be entirely presumptuous
of me to summarize the work of

the discussion group of which you
appointed me chairman. Every
contribution deserves at least a

commentary. I therefore hope that,
for your personal edification, they
will all be published very soon.

You have, I believe, the schedule
of speeches before you, many of

which have been very memorable.
Some dealt with the 'state of play
for television: we heard a speech
by the he?d of a large television
channel, Etienne Mougeotte, and
another by the Chairman of the
European Radio and Television
Union Albert Scharf. Then,
Aurelio de laurentiis presented us

with a very complete, lively and
stimulating panoramic view of the
situation as regards cinema. The
Green Paper was presented by
Colette Flesch and the Report of
the Think-tank by Antonio-Pedro
Vasconcelos.

Turning to the information society,
reports were presented by Michael
Niebel and John Hawkins, who
have closely monitored the work
of the Bangemann Committee, On
parallel subjects, we heard excel-
lent speeches by Alain levy,
Manfred lahnstein and Andres-
Vincente Gomez. The last three
speeches concerned open-access

television. We were addressed
successively by leslie Hill
Chairman of ITV Francesco
B.alsemao, chairman of a private
Portuguese channel and Jean-
Pierre Elkabbach, chairman of
French public television broad"
casting.

As regards aspects relating more to
the connections between cinema
television, culture and the econ-
omy, Jorge Semprun , Volker
Schlondorff, Rene Bonnell, Nico-
las Seydoux, Sophie Balhetchet

Jean Stock and Bauke Geersing
provided information and suggest-
ions of great importance.

PRESIDENT Of THE

fORWARD

PLANNING GROUP

MR JACK LANG

It would be remiss of me not to
mention the brilliant contributions
we have also had from the floor. I
am thinking particularly of Jack
Ralite, whose often witty and orig-
inal comments really enlivened
the debate.

I am sure you are looking forward
to reading this material in the pro-
ceedings, which are soon to be
published.

As a summary of our work, Colette
Flesch and her colleagues have

drawn up a text. This was an exer-
cise verging on the impossible.
The text, which will be distributed
to you , evokes first of all the cry of
alarm expressed by very many
speakers on the situation in many
countries. The text refers in partic-
ular to the lack of a sFirit of coop-
eration between the various part-
ners and the indifference of some
States. At the same time, it draws
attention to our assets, had we
only the lucidity and courage to
exploit them.

Another point to which Colette
Flesch' s summary draws attention
is the fragmentation of the markets
and the obstacles to intra-
European distribution.

The text also deals with the situa-
tion in Central and Eastern Europe
and stresses the urgent need to
guarantee these countries .access
to the Community programmes.

With your permission, I should

now like to add my own 'pinch of
salt'

There are three considerations
which, I feel, should guide our
deliberations and activities.

The first of these considerations is
that there is no purpose in using a
scapegoat to explain the deteriora-
tion in the situation of European
television and cinema. The ills
affecting us are not to be blamed
first and foremost on the powerful
and active American audiovisual
industry, as conspicuous and even
dominant as it may be on our mar-
kets. If we are ailing here and
there, We must first of all blame
ourselves, whether we be merely
citizens of Europe, representatives
of the European governments,
members of parliament or profes-
sionals. The main culprit is not
America but the indifference of
the public authorities of our own
countries. let us be clear about
this: the problem comes principal-
ly from our European heads of
government, to whom culture
means about as much as a pair of
old socks. It is the last of their wor-
ries. They are, to my mind, guilty

of ' failing to come come to the aid
of an endangered culture

Second consideration: it would be
facile, and, indeed, illusory, to
imagine that the solution could

come solely from the European
institutions, whether they be the
Council of Europe, the European



Union, executive or parliament. It
would be a way for each country
to avoid assuming its responsibil-
ities and facing up to its obliga-
tions. No one can take the place
of defaulting countries, States

lacking in willpower, drive and

imagination.

Nonetheless and this is the
third consideration without a

strong European initiative, Euro-
pean audiovisual production and
film-making are condemned to
gradually disappear.

I think the time has not come for
Europe to take the necessary step
and commit itself more resolutely
to safeguarding the culture of the
continent. We are not starting
from zero. The Europe of the arts
has begun to take shape over the
last 12 years. let us see how far
we have come.

Prior to 1982, a meeting of this
type would have been inconceiv-
able. To talk of cinema, the arts or
audiovisual matters within the

European institutions would have
been preposterous. I still remem"
ber the request we made with
Melina Mercouri in 1981- , a

revolutionary' request, which
consisted simply in begging the

Ministers of Culture of the coun-
tries of the Community to secure
the right, the meagre right, to meet
once or twice a year. I think we
had to wait two or three years.
Which goes to prove that tenacity
and obstinacy are needed more in
this field than anywhere else,

Since 1982, a whole sequence of
initiatives have have gradually
changed the state of affairs. One
example is the appointment of a
European Commissioner specifi"
cally responsible for cultural
affairs. This post is currently held
with great talent by Joao de Deus
Pinheiro. It was he who, together
with Jacques Delors, convened

this European Audiovisual Confer"
ence.

Another European initiative was
the ' Broadcasting Directive . Ad-
mittedly, it is not perfect. But, like
all compromises, it has the merit
of existing. And then there are
other achievements of note such

as the MEDIA programme, the
directives on copyright, etc.

The most important change to
have occurred in recent years is
above all a change in philosophy.
For a long time, the dominant

theory of the EEC treated cultural
goods in the same way as ordinary
goods. This ultra-liberal thinking
caused the Community authorities
to subject cultural goods merci-
lessly to the normal rules govern-
ing competition and free move-

ment. This attitude, which denied
the specific and original character
of works of art, placed them on
the same footing as industrial con-
veyor-belt products. Had this doc-
trine not been called into ques-

tion , it would have had a devasta-
ting effect on the cultural life of
the countries of the European

Community.

Fortunately, the idea gradually
took hold that the production and
distribution of works of the mind
cannot be subject to the same

rules as those governing the
manufacture and sale of bars of
soap or tubes of toothpaste.

However, we had to fight long and
hard before convincing the Com-
munity powers-that-be. In the
name of the free market, my coun-
try was arraigned before the Euro"
pean Court of Justice in luxem"
bourg because of its law on a
single price for books. In 1984,
the Court finally recognized the
specific nature of books as cultural
goods and authorized a Member
State to bend the ordinary rules on
competition,

In 1985, there was another vic-
tory: the recognition by the same
Court of the concept of a cultural
imperative in connection with a
case relating to the release date for
of video-cassettes.

At the European Audiovisual Con-
ference held in Paris in 1989,

Jacques Delors completed this
new philosophical approach by
proclaiming loudly and clearly
that culture cannot be treated like
any ordinary commercial product.
In this way, the President of the
Commission fulfilled the expecta-
tions of European artistic and crea-
tive circles and firmly established
the change in attitude of the
European institutions. This victory
was then crowned with the
Maastricht Treaty s recognition of

education and the arts as potential
areas for Community intervention.

So where next?

We need to make progress on two
fronts: rules and financing.

As regards rules, the group led by
Bernard Miyet has done some
exceptional, I might say quite
stunning, work. Just a word on the
information super-highways. We
have had some very noteworthy
contributions from technologists
and industrialists which, at the
same time, have made some of us
shudder. In the name of the free-
dom to create powerful transna-
tional groups designed to compete
with the Americans and the
Japanese, these industrialists have
told us to ' relax the rules

, '

abolish
the quotas

, '

remove copyright
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protection , which they see as so
many impediments to the devel-
opment of these famousinformati-
on super-highways. A similar view
is adopted in the Bangemann
Report.

I shall be quite frank: this black-

mail is unacceptable. When the

. '

Broadcasting Directive' was
drawn up, this same type of tech-
nological blackmail was exerted

on the governments, artists and
producers. We were told ' High
definition is tomorrow s future

and, to compete with the Japanese
or the Americans, Europe must set
up a dynamic high definition pro-
gramme, whatever the cost . And
these same technologists and
industrialists added 'We would
request the ministers of culture

and the artists to hold their horses
and adopt a rather vague text so as
not to hamper our ambitious tech-
nological plans

Ultimately, a compromise was
reached, which , in my view, was
too soft. Today, we can see that the
directive, drawn up as it was
under pressure from industrialists
and technologists, lacks nerve and
needs to be given more bite. And
what is more, the famous Euro-
pean high-definition television has
never come about! We were
therefore deceived by the techno-
logists and the pressure groups!

, I beg you , let us not commit
the same psychological error in
the case of the information super-

highways. There can be no ques-

tion of giving in to renewed black-
mail even if we have to recognize
that the rules on tele-shopping or
tele-services will have to be far
more liberal than those governing
artists ' rights,

Another subject on which we have
exchanged ideas on several occa-
sions is the financing of program-
me-production industries and
industrial structures.

We are all aware of the shortage of
finance for film-making and
audiovisual production. Yet, it is
not really so much money that is
lacking as willingness: many
countries do not make the choices
to assist culture and creativity that
they should make.

However, the most important
thing perhaps is the industrial
structures, the structures of prod-
uction and distribution. You have
on several occasions referred to
the measures to be taken to ensure
that distribution is more European
and to improve intra-European
trade. But to my mind, and in this
respect I share the views of sever-
al organizations represented here,
we can only embark on this new
stage if we can gain public atten-
tion and support for a simple but
powerful idea without losing our-
selves in a maze of proposals. It is
the only way of overcoming the

quite understandable contradic-
tions between national interests
and corporate interests.

A simple idea? And what is it? I
have already explained it 
Community support fund for the
film and programme-making in-
dustry. It would be managed by a
genuine European centre for the
visual arts. It would be a life- line
for our cinema and television.

How could such a fund be finan-
ced? There are three conceivable
methods.

The first could lie in applying a
modest import levy on American
films, on the lines of the common
agricultural policy. Unfortunately,

I suspect that some senior Euro-
pean figures would be viscerally
hostile to this type of measure. In
their eyes, such a system woud be
tantamount to a form of protec-
tionism and discrimination whe"

reas in fact it is a fair solution. The

American cinema enjoys excep"
tional hospitality in Europe and, in
return, it would only be fair for it
to help to restore the balance in

favour of the production of Euro-

pean films and series. Alas, what
has been accepted for agriculture
is rejected for the arts. So it is
perhaps better to refrain from en"
gaging in a battle which, I am con-
vinced, we would lose from the
outset.

A second financing arrangement,
proposed by Rene Bonnell , would
involve introducing a moderate
levy on European distributors, The
idea is ingenious. But I fear that
the omnipotence of.some distribu-
tors and the complacency of the
governments towards them rules
out any such a solution self-evi-
dent and justified though it would
be. More precisely, the television
distributors enjoy a privilege (the
right to broadcast) and are author-
ized to use the public domain. It
would be normal for them in
return to actively support the dis-
tribution of films and series.

The third solution , which, to me,
seems more realistic, would be to
allocate 1% of the Community
budget to this fund. Compared
with expenditure on agriculture or
structural activities, this figure is
relatively modest. If we are 
achieve our aims, we have 
bring strong pressure to bear on
the governments and those res-
ponsible for European policy. We
have to make them realize that the
arts have today become a source
of economic development and
that the economy of the imagin-
ation is the economy of tomorrow.
Non-material investment will be



greater than material investment.

These activities are a potential
source of new jobs. Furthermore

we must safeguard Europe s soul

its way of life and its identity.
What would the spirit of Europe
become if in the future the images
projected to millions and millions
of spectators were exclusively
American or Japanese?

Safeguarding our visual arts indus-
try should be an imperative for the
European authorities. They would
be fail.ing in their mission if they
were to abandon their people to
the domination of images from
elsewhere.

This is why we have to gain popu-
lar support for this idea of 1 % of
the Community budget; We must
hammer out, repeat and spread
this message from one platform,
enclosure and meeting to the next.
We must push onwards and drive
this claim into the skulls of those
who lead Europe. This 1 % has a
symbolic value. It can be a rally-
ing point for all those who still
believe in European civilization.

Some circles will say that this fund
is likely to lead to the creation of a
new bureaucracy. The answer is
that there is no question of its
becoming an outlet for subsidies.
Its thinking must be based on a
desire to motivate. It will provide a
solution for production and dis-
tribution only for those producers
or countries which make a gen-
uine effort at renewal and invest"
ment. It will have to act as a lever
on economic operators. Its prin-
ciple must be ' Heaven helps those

who help themselves , i.e. 'one
ecu invested in your country, may
be matched by another from the
fund' . This Community fund must
instigate a dynamic restructuring
process in' the various branches of
the film and programme-making
industry. It will have a lightweight
organization. It will be managed
with the aid of professionals.

, to sum up, are we fighting a
rear-guard battle here? Is it doom-
ed to failure from the outset?

Those who lay claim to a certain
modernity doubtless think secretly
or openly that we are luddites
representatives of a bygone age
strongly opposed to the technolo-
gical developments of the late
20th century. Far from rejecting
this criticism, let us, on the con-

trary, embrace it. Let us be, dare I
say it, 'progressive luddites . The
history of the European cinema

fi lis us with pride. The creative
wealth of the early television
broadcasts is likewise something

to be proud of, let us ask oursel-
ves: in what legal and economic
circumstances did those films or
audiovisual products come about?
They came about at a time when
everything was not sacrificed to
immediate profit. The old legal cir-
cumstances of the cinema or tele-
vision did therefore have a good
side to them! So why ditch them?
let us rejuvenate these systems

breathe new life into them! I am
convinced that they can still bear
beautiful fruit.

So is this battle lost from the out-
set?! do not think so. My national
and .European experience tells me
that nothing is ever obtained eas-
ily when it comes to art and cul-
ture. One has to fight like a lion
measure after measure, decision
after decision. Today, we have the
good fortune to have a European

Commissioner for Cultural Affairs
who fights and believes in what he
is doing. He enjoys the support of
an administration which is striving
fervently to promote the arts in
Europe,

The German Presidency has been
in place for some hours now. I
recollect that Chancellor Kohl has
given his backing for difficult and
demanding cultural projects on
several occasions. Without his
personal support, my country
would not have won the battle of
the single price for books at the
European Court in Luxembourg.
Likewise, it is thanks to his per-
sonal support that the Franco-

German cultural channel ARTE
could be set up. Since France will
take over from Germany next
January, let us hope that these two
countries will agree to impart to

their presidency a strongly cultural
complexion and make this fine
idea of 1 % for the arts a success.

lastly, let us hope that the new
European Parliament will also be
able to make its voice heard and
that it will have the courage to
give the arts the full recognition

they deserve.
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Esteemed Commissioner
de Pinheiro
Mrs Flesch
ladies and gentlemen

The European Commission a~d its
Directorate-General X have kindly
invited me to attend this European
Audiovisual Conference in my
capacity as President of the Coun"
cil and I would like to take the
opportunity of saying a few final
words.

Esteemed Mr de Pinheiro, your

Green Paper on strategic options
for strengthening the p rogra

',TI-ming industry in co~nectl?n .wlth
the European Union s aud~ovlsu
policy, which was subm ltted In

April of this year, ha~ pro~lded ~he
basis for a far-reaching discussion
of future Community activities in
the audiovisual sector.

The central theme of your trade
conference has been the strength-
ening of the Europ:an progran:-
ming industry. This theme 
bound up with the pr~pos~ls s
out by the Commission In I~S

White Paper on growth , (:omp~tl-
tiveness and employment, whKh
we discussed in Corfu,

In addition , there is a substantive
link with the evaluation of the EC

television directive, on which the
Commission will submit a report.
Lastly, your discussions tie in with
Commission proposals on the
continuation of the MEDIA pro-
gramme, which is due to finish at
the end of 1995.

MRS URSULA

SEilER-AlBRING

THE PRESIDENCY OF

THE COUNCil OF

MINISTERS

ladies and gentlemen, following

three days of intensive discussion

on the main thrust of future Com-
munity audiovisual policy, I would
first like to thank you very warmly
for your participation and for your
contributions in shaping European
policy in this important area.

As a result of the rapid and far-
reaching developments w~ic~ are
taking place on the audiovisual
market the Green Paper calls for
us all to engage in frank discus-
sion in order to develop a Euro-

pean film and tele~ision progra

mingindustry 'which IS competi-
tive both at home and abroad,
provides a means of imparting
European culture, creates jobs and
achieves profits . The Green Paper
has thus set itself a culturally and
economically ambitious objective
and spe(:ifies various options for
the future media policy of the
Community and the film and tele-
vision industry, It would be inap-
propriate for me to, eval~at

~ .

give special emphasIs to Indl~ld-
ual proposals in my closing
address. The Commission will
assess the results of its conference
with the aim of presenting the
Council and Parliament with pro-
posals on the format , . the
Community s future audlovls~al
policy. However, in my cap~clty
as President of the Council , I
would like to make a few funda~
mental remarks on audiovisual

policy, which also comes und:r
the German Presidency. There 
no need for Europe to hide its light
under a bushel after all, its
audiovisual industry certainly has
plenty of potential of its own.
Nevertheless, I am fully aware of
Europe s weaknesses in this are
such as its high annual trade defi-
cit as compared with the USA an
the fact that the film sector 

facing diffi(:ulties throughout
Europe. Condition~ for Eurol?e~n

suppliers vary consIderably within
the radio broadcasting sector. The
situation of public broadcast inp
organizations has become dlffl~
cult, particularly in the small~r
Member States, Private radio
broadcasting organizations have,

on the other hand, more than held
their own on the liberalized mar-
kets. The television directive has
also played its part in t~is regard
and continues to be an Important

factor in the development of Euro-
pean audiovisual policy.

This development is difficult to
assess. New forms of integration
and technologies are affecting
what is supplied. Positive growth
forecasts have been made for the
media and entertainment sector
and this means that there is signi-
ficant employment potential.
However, the extent of this devel-
opment and the associated time-
frame are not yet clear. Market
developments will reveal whether
the many forecast channels will
actually be successful and elicit
the interest of viewers.

In this context, the European
Commission has made a major
contribution by making a variety
of observations in its Green Paper
on audiovisual policy, observa-
tions which have given you an
opportunity at this European
audiovisual conference of debat-
ing the economic and cultu~al

aspects of future . Community
activities. Future action must be
carefully considered and review~d
and as a result, your thorough dls-
cus~ion of possible option~ repre-
sents a significant contnbutlOn,



However, clear results will not
really be achievable in the short
term. The German Presidency will
therefore be characterized by the
preparation and discussion of
specific proposals which the
Commission will present in the
autumn.

There is broad consensus on the
objective of achieving improved

European supply and exchange
within the Community, as outlined
by the European Commission 
the Green Paper, through the use
of European potential in the
audiovisual field. However, agree-
ment still needs to be reached
during the ensuing consultation
process on how we are to achieve
this objective, We must not over-
look linguistic and cultural differ-
ences within the European market
not least in the smaller Member
States. Such diversity also has its
advantages. The main thrust of our
pol icy is therefore to promote the
cross-border European exchange
of national audiovisual products

while at the same time preserving
regional cultural differences.

We need a sensible basis to en-
able us to discuss the Com-
mission s proposals in an appro-

priate way. Views on the television
directive and on the rest of the
MEDIA programme are still divid-
ed. Whereas some people advoca-
te open and flexible market deve-
lopment in the audiovisual field
and, in particular, stand up for
improvements in structural para-
meters so as to increase the com"
petitiveness of European film and
television suppliers, others high-

light the observance of certain
rules and precautions which are
designed to strengthen Europe

position in this market. Different

evaluations also have an effect on
the radio broadcasting systems of
the various countries. These dispa-
rate radio broadcasting systems

reflect the cultural diversity of
Europe, which we want to pre-
serve. In this connection, account
should be taken of the system
used to fund public broadcasting

corporations, which have a spe-
cial role to play. It makes a differ-
ence if the broadcasting organiza"
tions under consideration are
State-funded, exist on licence fees
paid by the public or are depen-

dent on revenue from commercial
advertising. We should not forget
that viewer interests vary. The
variable circumstances of organi-

zations within the radio broad-

casting sector have already played
an important part in the drafting of
the television directive, particular-
ly as regards the possibility for

new suppliers to enter the market
as private television organizations.
Extensive discussions were need-
ed before it was possible to reach
a compromise under which the
bulk of television programmes are
to be reserved for European pro-

grammes.

The GATT negotiations have left
Europe the necessary scope within

the audiovisual sector, In our
view, we should if possible con-
tinue to maintain a flexible and

open attitude vis-a.-vis our North

American partners in order to
shape developments by means of
dialogue and cooperation. Al-
though the European Union and

the USA are competitors, they
have things in common in terms of
values.

III

We also still need to conduct an
in-depth discussion on further
shaping of the MEDIA programme
and possible main points of
emphasis, while at the same time
heeding the budgetary constraints
with which we are all familiar. It
should be a matter of special
importance for us to develop
cooperation with Central and
Eastern Europe. We must support
and encourage these new States
and fledgling democracies and
launch promotion programmes for
them. I would therefore like to
expressly thank the Commission
for its proposals in this direction.
Although we want to join together
in getting audiovisual production
in Europe moving, we must not
cut ourselves off; rather, we must
be receptive to exchange and
collaboration, not least in the in"
terests of preserving our cultural
diversity and common values.

The German Presidency will en"
deavour to reach f'lir compromises
and to prepare objectively sound

decisions. In this connection , we
will cooperate closely and trust-
ingly with the French and Spanish
Presidencies which will succeed
us.



ladies and gentlemen

On the eve of the 'digital revolu-
tion ' that will induce deep chan-
ges not only in the audiovisual
sector but on our society as a
whole, I believe that we have an
opportunity to reverse the declin-
ing trend of the European audiovi-
sual industry.

The Commission will put forward
a strategy framework which shall
be based on your debates and
other contributions we have been
receiving. There will be no healthy
European information society
without a strong content strategy.

But that will not be sufficient.

It is imperative that the profession-
al associations, the national au-

thorities join forces with European
institutions to reach the common
goal.

Strong political will and vision is
required. Now!

I would like to thank you very
deeply for your active participa-
tion in this three day-conference. I
know that the debates have been
interesting and fruitful. Contro-
versial points were raised and dis-
cussion was I ively. All to the bene-
fit of a common cause: the re-defi-
nition of an audiovisual policy in a
world of transition.

As I mentioned to you on the
opening day of this conference
the Commission wishes to pro-
pose and implement a sound
effective and efficient audiovisual
policy. For this purpose your full
cooperation was, is, and will be

indispensable. The strategic ele-
ments of this policy are now well
known but I feel I should refer
them to you once again:

(a) remove barriers between na-
tional markets;

CLOSING

REMARKS

PROF. lOAD

DE DEUS PINHEIRO

(b) ensure genuine choice for the
European public;

(c) optimize opportunities for an
industry with a future;

(d) in the long term ensure the pro-
fitability of a sector in deficit.

We shall take full stock of your
conclusions as presented by the

chairmen of the different thematic
auditions and the Forward Plann"
ing Group. They will be analysed
in all their respective aspects and
possible implications.

But even at this early stage, I be-
lieve it is possible to identify a

few clear trends:

1, The possibility of creating a glo-
bal market for the European au-

diovisual sector exists, provided
that the proper conditions are met
and the cultural specificity of the
sector is recognized and safe-
guarded;

2. Training is crucial;

3. European productive and creat-
ive capacities do exist but need to
be able to realize their full poten-
tial at the service of the global
market.

I shall try to elaborate on these
three ideas.

1. A GLOBAL MARKET

FOR EUROPE

The single European audiovisual
market exists for operators from
across the Atlantic, but it does not
seem to exist for our own oper-
ators. US productions accommo-
date very well to our market while
we have been unable to do so.
Action is, therefore, required from
our side. I am sure that we in
Europe will be able to do what
others have done both at home
and abroad.

Future actions to implement 
great European audiovisual mar-

ket will have to take into account
all its dimensions cultural lin-
guistic, economic, technolo'gical
and regulatory under the
assumption that they are of an

interactive nature and that they
are equally important.



Our continent has a unique di-
versity of languages and cultures.
We feel identified by our roots
our past, our national and regional
identities. Europe is indeed a
multicultural mosaic. The often
alluded to concept of an audiovis-
ual 'Europudding , where every
nationality, every culture, every
taste, every artistic trend were to
be mixed together in some kind .of
European melting-pot is a notion
that I do not share and it is a
course of action that I will not pro-
pose. Cultural diversity should be
seen as a major asset, in formulat-
ing a global audiovisual policy.

Obviously, market conditions will
have to be taken into account
when establishing the great
European audiovisual market. But
at the same time, the proper
balance should be maintained
between big and small countries
affluent and non-affluent ones.
Existing barriers to the circulation

of audiovisual products will have
to come down by removing the
awkward oneS and by introducing
new incentives for the circulation
of audiovisual products. In this
regard, concrete measures to cre-
ate an efficient distribution infra-
structure of films and television
programmes on a European-wide
basis will be of the utmost import-
ance.

Technological developments will
have to be followed closely as we
are in an ever-changing world
with new products entering the
market on a continuous basis. It
must be rioted, that the multiplica"
tion of new audiovisual sources
will increase demand in a dra-
matic way but will not automatic-
ally engender opportunities for
European programme producers.

In fact in the past, European sup"
ply has not reflected mechanically
the increase in demand. We need
therefore to have a pro-active atti~
tude and strategy in order to be
able to react quickly to new
stimuli and take advantage of
the new opportunities.

The regulatory framework should
take into account the evolution of
technology and of the market, not
forgetting the specific cultural
nature of the audiovisual product.
I shall have to ponder very attent-
ively the conclusions you have
reached here today in order to
assess the next steps to take. In my
own view the regulatory frame-
work should not be based on pro-
tectionist criteria, but rather on the
idea of establishing fair opportun-
ities for the circulation and the
promotion of European audio-
visual products.

But, whatever the content of the
television without frontiers , it is

desirable to get rid of ambiguities
that may exist together with a
more efficient system in what
regards the application of the

rules.

2. PROFESSIONAL

TRAINING TO TAKE

ADVANTAGE

OF THE MARKET

Adequate professional training is
necessary to enable operators to
take full advantage of the market.
We cannot have an amateurish
approach to a sector subject to
technological and economical
challenges, which is going global
and where competition is fierce.

We will have to act in a pro-
fessional way, looking ahead and,
thus, preparing our professionals
in all possible domains of the sec"
tor.

We need to look carefully to the
missing links and the professional

skills along the chain of audio-
visual programme production.

In this regard I hope that the
MEDIA programme will be able to
playa significantly enhanced role.

On creativity, I should say that
Europe has always had the talent
to produce its own cultural crea"
tions, be it books, music, paintings
or films and television program-
mes. Creativity and talent are
here. We just have to create the
conditions for them to emerge
with full potential and stay... .

3. EUROPEAN

PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY

We will have to maximize the
potential of the productive and
creative capacity of the audio-

visual sector.

For instance, we need to build
good European catalogues. This
will take some time to accomplish
and might require public support
measures for a limited period, but
when this objective is achieved
the industry will be able to stand
on its own feet.



But, we need also to stimulate en-
trepreneurial spirit and the proper
business infrastructures in order to
produce the products the global
market requires.

Innovative financial engineering

solutions to allow us to move for-
ward without resorting to subsi-
dies will have to be developed

On this specific point and as a fol-
low-up .exercise to this confer-
ence, on this specific point, I
intend to hold a seminar in the
near future with the banking sec-
tor and other financial institutions
in order to assess the various
possibilities.

Many other topics were raised in
the course of this conference and
it would not be appropriate for me
to address all of them. Yet I would
like to mention one or two points.

The Commission has not ended its
consultation phase and it is still
open to submissions from all of
those who have shown interest in
the development of the audio-
visual sector, namely telecom-
munication operators, equipment
manufacturers, book- and music
publishers, and last but not least
the consumers and the viewers
and I isteners associations, i.e. the
final end-users of the audiovisual
product. All contributions are wel-
come and all shall be taken into
account.

The issue of public broadcasting
vis-a-vis private operators was

posed at several instances
throughout the sessions of the

Forward Planning Group and the
various thematic hearings. let me
make it clear to you that the
European Commission does not
take sides in this question. It has
an evenhanded policy.

Therefore, it treats broadcasting as
a whole and makes no distinction
between private and public
ownership. The audiovisual policy
of the Commission is related to the
single market and the promotion
of film and television program-
mes.

A final word for our friends of
Central and Eastern Europe. We
ought to encourage and develop

our relationship in a mutually
beneficial way, bearing in mind
that we have to do it in a spirit of
cooperation and partnership. It
goes without saying that, of
course, national and regional
identities as well as cultural values
should be fully acknowledged and
respected.



European Commission

Proceedings of the European audiovisual conference

luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of. the European Communities

1996 ~ 114 

pp. 

- 21.0 x 29.7 cm

ISBN 92-826-9236-


