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Abstract

This paper compares cultural industries policyhireé regional trade agreements:
the NAFTA, the EU and the MERCOSUR. Each of theaséda agreements has
uniquely combined liberalisation, cooperation arensption, resulting in

different policy outcomes. Three factors are exgdiaio account for these
differences: industry profile, domestic communicatpolicies and cultural
distance. While in the NAFTA cultural products &mreated as commodities, the
EU has established a pro-active policy for thea@esetting both economic and
cultural goals. In the case of MERCOSUR, cultunalustries policy is still in
blueprint. However, political and economic factgreatly constrain the available
policy options. The conclusion offers a comparapeespective on audiovisual

policies in the three trade blocs.



The issue of cultural industries has proven on®@imost controversial in
regional integration agreements. Annexes, exemptoa side-agreements
abound in references to broadcasting, film andiphinlg, limiting trade
liberalisation and investment across borders. Merdinal-goods sector has
received so many safeguards in these treatiegsoatoused so much debate
about the scope and legitimacy of integration psees.

Underlying these controversies are some of thg-kianding questions in
the politics of international communication. Shoftriek-trade principles be
extended to film, publishing or broadcasting? Gt cultural industries be
granted special treatment in trade liberalizatigreaments? Is it possible to draw
a line between legitimate and illegitimate culturade? Should national
governments or regional bodies be allowed to ptatesubsidize these
industries? If so, on which grounds, to what extant with what policy
instruments? The purpose of this paper is to coenpaw these questions have
been answered, and the policies implemented acaydin three different
regional integration agreements: the North Ameriésee Trade Agreement
(hereafter NAFTA), the European Union (hereaftel) Bd the Mercado Comun
del Sur (hereafter MERCOSUR).

The main argument of this paper is that the NAFih®, EU and the
MERCOSUR represent three distinct ways to recortbgetension between
economics and culture intrinsic to cross-bordeaddrin audiovisual products, and
that their different policy outcomes reflect vaioat in three factors: industrial
profile, domestic communication policies and 'crdtudistance'. The first refers to
the distribution of economic and political resowegnong the trading partners’
audiovisual industries. The second concerns theedbaregulatory framework

for communication industries within each countrielhh comprises audiovisual,



telecommunications and cultural policies. The thilcultural distance' - refers to
barriers in language, viewing habits and genregpegices that hamper cultural

products flow between two given nations. It is lobse the idea that

'a particular program rooted in one culture, angsthttractive in
that environment, will have diminished appeal elsesg, as
viewers find it difficult to identify with the stgs, values, beliefs,
institutions, and behavioural patterns of the malteén question'

(Hoskins et al., 1996: 68).

It should be noted, first, that cultural distandesnot coincide with
national borders, or as Collins puts it, audienaesconstituted as often
horizontally, across national boundaries, as theycanstituted vertically, within
national boundaries' (1991: 231). Second, thes&ebmare not given once and for
all. Rather, they are historically dependent omidety of socio-economic factors
(i.e., industry structure, demographic changesjibbgan viewers’ day-to-day
choices (Straubhaar, 1991). In other words, cultlistance refers not to essential
traits separating peoples but to a set of culwwakumption practices relating to
the constitution of audiences within as well a®asorders.

Two qualifications need to be made about thisyst&dst, though
occasional references will be made to other culintustries, this paper focuses
on the audiovisual sector (and particularly onTkeindustry), which is not only
the largest in economic terms but has also ralsedniost controversy. Second,
although the three regional agreements investigageel share the goal of creating
a free-trade zone, they are also utterly diffenenheir institutions, historical

development and scope of the integration processti® idea is, precisely, to



incorporate these differences into the analysisexadnine how they help

understand the different policy outcome in eaclt.blo

The double character of audiovisual products

A discussion of the economic and cultural partigties of audiovisual industries
Is a required first step to this analysis. On the band, for better or worse,
cultural products have become an integral partefiobalized economy. The
public-good character of audiovisual goods (minine@roduction costs and non-
depletablity in consumption) renders foreign sal@dicularly attractive, and at
the same time exacerbates the advantages of prsdume countries with large
domestic markets (Wildman, 1995; Hoskins et al96)4 International trade in
film and TV programs has been growing exponentisilhce the 1980's,
facilitated, as discussed below, by developmentslecommunication
technologies and a new regulatory environment.igoreales of U.S.-based
media companies, the leading audiovisual exportienshled in only four years,
from U.S. $3.5 billion in 1987 to U.S. $7 billion 1991, accounting at present for
roughly half of these companies' total revenuesq8ir, 1996).

On the other hand, audiovisual industries carmifold socio-political
implications. Following Habermas (1987), it is pbssto apprehend them in two
dimensions. At the lifeworltevel, cultural products reproduce cultural idgnti
and forge social bond. At the systémel, communication industries have lofty
political consequences because it is through tiemnpublic discourse circulates
in modern societies. Questions of media accessrsity, ownership and content
regulation define the type and quality of publibege at work within a nation or
region, because the media have become the keyesemaurce in the struggle

over 'publicness' in contemporary political systéDahlgren, 1995).



In sum, while the economic characteristics of audual products drive
producers toward audience maximization strategieshich foreign sales are an
integral part, their socio-cultural implicationssa manifold controversies to the
inclusion of audiovisual industries in trade lidesation agreements. In addition,
recent technological, economic and regulatory charave radically altered the
landscape for cross-border trade and investmesultaral industries, creating a
new scenario for both media companies and regyl&iodies, national and

regional. It is to these changes that we now turn.

A changing environment

The international market in cultural products hadargone dramatic
transformations since the early 1980's. While baotount of those is beyond the
scope of this study, | will here discuss threermefated changes in technology,
regulatory policies and industrial organizationtthi@e shaping the new arena for
cross-border trade and investment flows in audi@lishdustries.

The first and most fundamental is that innovationgistribution and
digital compression technologies have multiplieel tlmmber of outlets available
for audiovisual products, thus exponentially insiag the demand for content to
fill in these new distribution channels. This muwsiming of channels through
cable-TV, DBS or MMDS technologies has shiftedtierket from a situation of

spectrum scarcityo one of content scarcifyHoskins et al., 1996). At the same

time, resources for new productions have beconagively more scarce due to
fragmentation of revenues into multiple competitdisis shift has by and large
worked in favour of U.S.-based companies becawesethirms not only are better
positioned to undertake new content productions (dithe economies of scale in
their own domestic market) but also own vast liesof readily available

products marketable at relatively low costs.



Partly cause, partly consequence of these techizalannovations, the
second change is a general process of de-regubatialiminishing public
intervention in cultural markets. This trend hdsetavarious forms and has been
implemented through different policy instrumentsogs countries, reflecting
differences in the existing regulatory environmamd structure of audiovisual
markets. In the case of the U.S., where a markgtlaged system was already in
place, recent changes have eased ownership restsieind performance
requirements, fostering the trend toward industnycentration and convergence
of the media, computer and telecommunications sedio Europe, deregulatory
policies have broken-up public monopolies, botlodigh privatisation of public
networks and the entrance of new competitors, qadatily in the new distribution
outlets such as cable-TV and DBS. In Latin Amerdexegulation has progressed
at different paces across countries, combiningap@ation of public networks
(for example, telecommunications and TV networkatgentina and Mexico),
the opening of new media markets (pay-TV in Braaf)d fewer ownership and
performance regulations (for example, the easingsifictions on TV stations
ownership in Argentina).

Finally, industrial realignments have created & neganizational
structure in audiovisual markets, characterizethbge interrelated phenomena:
internationalisation, concentration and convergericectors. The most obvious
result of these realignments has been the consolidaf multimedia
conglomerates with interests in multiple countaes industries, through both
vertical and horizontal integration. These corporet and their lobbying
associations are now powerful players in commuiungtolicy decisions, often
working hand-in-hand with governments to eitheibooir enforce regulations on
international audiovisual trade (Ferguson, 1995)ih#e case studies below reveal,

conflicts over cultural industries in free-tradeegments, whether in regional or



international forums, often amount to little manarn corporate wars via other
means, namely, intergovernmental arbitration. Téa@ mdustrial organization
has also bolstered the bargaining power of mediaocations within national
borders, with governments finding increasinglyidifft to enforce regulations on
them (Hoffmann-Riem, 1996).

As a whole, these changes have resulted in nevpetitine scenarios in
audiovisual markets. Technological development®maultiplied the outlets for
audiovisual products, rendering cross-border fléagser, easier and cheaper. The
new regulatory environment has also lowered barfi@rtrade and investment
flows, fostering the regionalisation of market$reand aggressively spearheaded
by the ever-expanding multimedia conglomerates. upon this background of
rapid transformations that audiovisual policiesagional agreements should be

analysed.

David and Goliath?: The case of the NAFTA
Debates over cultural industries and free trad¢arth America date back to the
1989 Free Trade Agreement (FTA) between Canad#hend.S.. After months of
intricate negotiations and mutual threats, Canadaeeded in excluding cultural
industries from the agreement. The controversiickr 2005 of the FTA simply
states, in paragraph 1, that 'cultural industrreseaempt from the provisions of
this agreement,’ though the following paragrapthefsame article allows a party
to take retaliatory measures 'of equivalent comrakedfect' in response to
cultural protectionism policies.

The cultural exemption and the retaliation pravisi were the subject of
much debate among academics, politicians and indregtresentatives on both
sides. As expected, the U.S. condemned Canadaisatydrotectionism,

threatening that any attempt on Canada's partrtgpbathe production,



distribution, sale or exhibition of films, TV pragmns or video recordings would
provoke U.S. trade retaliation. In contrast, csiti; the Canadian side focused on
the retaliation paragraph, arguing that Canadaieéded because 'if you agree to
permit commercial retaliation against cultural sdies, then you have agreed to
define culture as a commodity' (Mosco, 1990: 49).

By the time negotiations to incorporate Mexicahe FTA began, it was
clear that Canada was unwilling to make concessiotiss terrain. In contrast,
the issue of cultural industries only ruffled sofeathers among Mexican
negotiators. When asked whether his country fetivaidthe inclusion of cultural
industries in the agreement would affect Mexicasional identity, Mexico's
chief NAFTA negotiator replied rather arrogantlathhe issue 'has little
relevance for Mexico' and that, given Mexico's ardt heritage, 'there is no cause
for concern3 The U.S., as the world’s leading audiovisual pazand exporter,
pushed for its usual trade agenda: to eliminatbaaliers to the flow of trade and
investments in cultural industries. As a reporthiy U.S. Department of

Commerce elegantly phrases it,

'‘By implementing policies that either foreclose @atitive entry
or raise its costs, governments can, under cectaditions, skew
the globalization [of the media] process in favotifirms to which
they play host. The United States should work witke
governments of other countries to eliminate suclicies for the
long-term benefit of all countries' (U.S. DepartihehCommerce,

1993: 10).

As a result of these different agendas, a doulledsrd was set within the

NAFTA. Annex 2106 establishes that, between the Bnf Canada, cultural



industries are exempted from the agreement. Caalad&ept the right to review
any investment (regardless of its amount) 'rejatinCanada's cultural heritage or
national identity' (Chapter 11, Annex ). In theseaf Mexico, cultural industries
are regulated by NAFTA provisions, though this doytook minor exemptions
such as a 49% limit to foreign investments in auvdigal industries (which
required a change in Article 28 of the Mexican ¢bagon) and a 30% content
quota in theatres for Mexican films (which not omlgs never enforced but, as
established by the new film legislation passedd82] gradually decreased to
10% in 1997).

Differences in the three factors mentioned abawdugtry profile,
domestic cultural policies and cultural distancelphunderstand each country's
agenda as well as NAFTA's provisions regardingwaltindustries. In terms of
industry profile, a marked disparity exists in ffreduction capacity and market
strength of American, Canadian and Mexican audi@liproducers. As
mentioned, the U.S. is host to the world’s largesttimedia conglomerates
(Table 1), controlling approximately 75% of intetioaal trade in cultural
products (Sinclair, 1996). Several scholars havestigated the reasons for this
dominance (e.g., Wildman, 1995; Hoskins and McFag$891), citing among
other factors: economies of scale (the U.S. hatatigest domestic audiovisual
market), first-mover advantages, a competitive mmment that favors
production for audience maximisation, and the flaat English-speaking
audiences are, by far, the world’s wealthiest (@s)I1994). In addition, the share
of imported films and TV programs in the U.S. ithex minimal, and, in fact, has
been declining steadily in recent ye4ras a result, the U.S.’ trade balance in
audiovisual products is largely positive, and efiation of trade barriers in the

sector (whether in the form of content quotas, slidss, piracy or limits to



repatriation of earnings) has always been a pyianithe American foreign trade
agenda.

In contrast, Canada's audiovisual producers hoédadively weak position
in their own domestic market. Table 2 shows th&gnvnot regulated by content
guotas, the percentage of imported products in €arsaabove 80% in most
sectors, with the notable exception of Quebec, ellarguage and cultural
barriers, coupled with strong provincial policigegp imports lower. With 80%
of the population living within 100 miles of the Asmcan border, no language
barriers (again, excepting Quebec) and minimabcaltdistances, U.S. products
travel well to the northern neighbour. Although YiBasubsidised by a pro-active
cultural policy, and in some cases protected byesdrguotas, local productions
have only a small share in most Canadian conteritet®(Tremblay, 19978.

In sum, the unrelenting flow of U.S. products irttocultural markets
(fueled by similarities in language, genre prefeemnand viewing habits among
audiences), coupled with a long-standing cultuedédse policy, explains
Canada's protectionist agenda in trade negotiatiosetheless, the long-term
viability of Canada’s position is unclear. Receases of cultural protectionism
affecting U.S. interests have created increaseskpre on the American
government to retaliaf® And given that the U.S. absorbs over 80% of Casada
overall exports, retaliation threats are not talkgintly within the Canadian front.
There is also legitimate concern that Canada’sptimnist rhetoric
predominantly serves the economic well-being of dsiic media companies
rather than its citizens (Raboy et al., 1994), iatdowill resume in the
conclusion.

Mexico constrasts with Canada in a variety of waysbegin with, this
country is, in comparison, less inundated by foraigltural products, particularly

in the broadcasting sector (Table 2). A few Mexicampanies have consolidated
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into large multimedia conglomerates, controllinigu@e share of the domestic
audiovisual market, and are well-positioned ase@anexporters as well. The
obvious example is the Televisa group, which thioitg close ties with Mexico's
ruling-party has developed into the second-largestia conglomerate in Latin
America. Integrated both vertically and horizontaWith interests in TV
broadcasting (its four national networks combinegutarly draw 90% of the
audience), radio, DBS, cable-TV, film, video, magazublishing, and
investments in the U.S., Chile, Spain and PerwgVvigh exports to more than 55
countries and is the world leader_in telenov@lasiuction, the staple genre of
Latin-American televisior.

Issues of cultural distance also relate to MeXd¢rade agenda in
audiovisual industries. As argued above, audieacesnany times constituted
horizontally, across national boundaries. In teisse the U.S.-Mexico relation is
a case in point. On the one hand, American audiaVigroducts face not only
language but also content and genre barriers inddewhere audience prefer
telenovelasand other local productions (Lozano, 1996; Alvdad8elva, 1996).
On the other hand, there are over 30 million Higgsaim the U.S., who maintain
strong cultural ties to their countries of origimdaare far wealthier than Mexican
audiences. Televisa was a pioneer in this marlkeh, &s direct investor and
content provider. The company controlled the Uarish-speaking broadcasting
business through a subsidiary (Spanish Internaltidetwork) until 1986, when
the FCC found it in violation of foreign ownershiges and Televisa was forced
to divest. Today, the company is a minority shavkelér in the leading Spanish-
language network, Univision, providing 51% of thregrams broadcast (Variety,
12 August 1997), and offers its pay-TV channel @alén in most U.S. markets.

Despite the developments in Mexico’s audiovisadustries, it is

important to note, as Sanchez-Ruiz (1997) remiisgdshat large trade disparities
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remain between Mexico and the U.S. While Hollywaligtributors control 80%
of the Mexican film and video markets (Table 2k tbss than successful attempts
by Televisa at tapping into the English-speakingefican market demonstrate
the difficulties foreign content producers facetofit from the wealthy but
hermetic American mainstream audiefce.

As Crovi-Druetta (1997) argues, the NAFTA is natarting but an
endpoint in the new communication policies adofgdhe ruling Mexican party
(the PRI), which are based on three pillars: praaditon of national networks, de-
regulation of audiovisual markets and diminishefljuntervention in the
production and distribution of audiovisual produ@&sfore the signing of the
NAFTA, new film legislation was passed greatly reitig public intervention and
regulations over the industry (1992), while theoral telephone company and
two public TV networks were privatized (in 1990 atf2D3 respectively). In
addition, a year after the NAFTA went into effeitticle 28 of the constitution
was modified allowing foreign investments in Mexiagompanies up to 49%, and
in 1997 the federal law on intellectual propertyswaodified, aligning the
legislation with that of the US and Candla.

In short, a combination of relatively strong dotiesmdustries, the limited
appeal of American products in some sectors dgeltaral distance factors, and
the neoliberal turn in domestic communication pebaexplains Mexico's agenda
regarding cultural industries in the NAFTA. Canadaverall cultural exemption
did not make sense to Mexican negotiators, whoghbuoot only that the country
was rather resistant to the inflow of American prcid, but that, provided the
opportunities offered by the U.S. Spanish-speakiagket, it could even benefit
from trade and investment liberalization.

In retrospect, the NAFTA has not significantlyea#td the structure or

functioning of audiovisual markets in the regionhi®¥ Canada succeeded in
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carrying over the cultural exemption negotiatechwvifite U.S. in 1988, Mexico
evolved into the agreement as part of a largeruestring of its media and
telecommunications industries. What should be nidldat, given that its goals
were limited to the creation of a free-trade zarether regional bodies nor
cooperation projects to stimulate audiovisual indes are found in the NAFTA
agenda. It is in this sense, and mostly by omisdlaat the NAFTA legitimises

the commodification of culture, largely ignoring gocio-cultural implications.

The European puzzle
EU's cultural industries policy is grounded on twanany ways irreconcilable
goals, one cultural, the other economic. The caltgoal, problematic in itself, is
clearly expressed in Article 128 of the Maastri€hgaty (1992): 'The community
shall contribute to the flowering of the culturdslee Member States, while
respecting their national and regional diversitg ahthe same time bringing the
common cultural heritage to the fore'. The econagoial is to protect and
develop European audiovisual industries throughRbdress Europe’ formula:
liberalisation within and protectionism from outsid'he initial idea, articulated
in the Television Without Frontiers Green Paper@CE984), was that balancing
economic integration and cultural diversity was piablematic because
liberalization of audiovisual services within the) Evould bring the ‘common
European heritage’ to the fore, and thus createghesEuropean Audiovisual
Space. This unified market would in turn provide gtonomies of scale needed
by audiovisual producers to compete with the U&sell media conglomerates,
both within and abroad.

This rationale is imbedded in the 1989 DirectimeByoadcasting (CEC,
1989), one of the key document in EU's audiovipadicy. This Directive sets

forth two main goals: 1) to abolish restrictionghe free-flow of broadcasting
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services within the EU, and 2) to harmonise natioegulatory frameworks. It
basically liberalises broadcasting services, eragging the commercialization of
national broadcasting systems and the formatidargé multimedia
conglomerates within the Community, without imp@spublic-service
obligations on broadcasters - obligations that Hastorically characterised
media policy in Western Europe.

Among the few obligations laid down by the Dirgetiare the
controversial content quotas for European worlgusdted in Article 4, which
were the subject of substantial controversy amamgean policymakers. It was
finally established in the Directive that ‘Membegates shall ensure, where
practicable and by appropriate means, that brotetsa®serve for European
works (...) a majority proportion of their transsien time.’ This feeble wording
infuriated the more protectionist front led by Fearand the European Parliament,
which, since then, has been fighting to modify phavision without success.
Other obligations include a 10% quota for indepengeoductions (the definition
of which was introduced by the 1997 amendmentédinective), and a number
of provisions regulating time and content in TV adising. Although in a recent
document the European Commission acknowledgesnithastry concentration
might negatively impact diversity in the audiovibaHer, it asserts that
'safeguarding pluralism of the media is neithelan@unity objective nor is it in
the Community's jurisdiction as laid down by thedty of Rome and the Treaty
of the European Union' (EC, 1992: 59). Thus, Euaogdeqgislation, to date,
contemplates no specific restrictions to media ogime, nor does it lay down
regulations to ensure diversity of content at #gganal level, at a time when
industry realignments render national regulatiomgoth issues increasingly

obsolete (Kaitatzi-Whitlock, 19960
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The MEDIA plan is the other face in EU’s audioaspolicies.
Established by the European Commission in 1983, gfogram has three main
goals: 1) to create transnational synergies tmgthen European audiovisual
producers; 2) to sustain small and medium-sizeywexs through financial and
technical support; and 3) to promote linguistic aotlural pluralism in the
regional audiovisual offer. With a modest U.S. $2flion budget for its pilot
stage (1987-1990), the program increased spendibg3. $270 million for its
second period (1991-1995). By 1995, the MEDIA hathched more than 15
projects such as the EFDO (European Film Distrdsu@ffice) and the European
Script Fund, supported over 1,500 productions uUp0% in financial assistance
per production) and trained over 3,200 people.tR@rcurrent period (1996-
2000), the budget has almost doubled to U.S. $5lliom

The 1989 Directive and the MEDIA program bear e#s to the
difficulties involved in balancing economic integoa and cultural diversity in
regional audiovisual policies. While the formereatpts to consolidate the global
competitiveness of European producers, the latainned at fostering diversity
within the media landscape. A review of the thigedrs guiding this analysis
(industry profile, domestic cultural policies andtaral distance) helps
understand the Janus-faced character of EU’s aisdi@vpolicy and its
achievements so far.

The break-up of public monopolies and the newritistion outlets made
available by telecommunication developments hawdyred a sharp increase in
broadcast volume in Western Europe - from 205,080in 1985 to 720,000 in
1993 - as well as in the number of national statiup from 40 in 1981 to 1205 in
1995). In contrast, available European program lsuppreased by a mere 60%
in the same perio#1 The content scarcity created by these changesbeesased

the incentives to buy inexpensive entertainmenenatfrom U.S.-based
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companies, particularly for the new, privately-ownentures because of their
need to offset high start-up costs (Dupagne & Wiader, 1997). As shown in
Table 3, despite the much debated content quotdis,tEade deficit with the US
in audiovisual industries grew exponentially in t838-1995 period.

By increasing competition within national marketse 1989 Directive has
substantially changed the competitive environmatitiovnational borders.
However, it has been ineffective in overcomingftiagmentation of audiovisual
markets in Western Europe. As a recent report eyEtliropean Commission

acknowledges,

'the impact of the Single Market has not causedmajanges in
the television industry. Even though there has baemoost in
demand for TV programs, supply of truly Europeaadpicts has
been puny due to national markets' fragmentatio&:nbain focus
has been placed on satisfying national audiencéserrahan

increasing circulation of European films' (EC, 1928-17).

In other words, EU’s audiovisual policy has faitedorge an unified
market with economies of scale comparable to thwsdable to U.S.-based
media companies. It is important to note thatheoty, a single European market
would be almost as large as the American in tedwelome. Yet, the idea that
the free-flow of audiovisual products would brimgthe fore the ‘common
European identity’, thus creating a pan-Europealeaae, has proven overly
simplistic. Collins notes that there is a naivehteological determinism in
thinking that 'social and cultural relationshipe aecessarily shaped by
technological change and, specifically, that sié¢eiélevision will create

transnational publics and cultures' (1995: 488)dissussed in the case of the
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U.S. and Mexico, audiences do not necessarily aeneith national -and least
with regional - borders.

'Europe’ is in fact a patchwork of publics witlffelient languages, viewing
habits and genre tastes. The diversity of langusgagood example. Moeglin
(1992) reports that in 1991 there were more thanat®nal or regional broadcast
languages in the EU, although two languages, FrandrEnglish, prevailed.
Viewing habits also vary widely, as well as audesigenre preferences. Films
lead the ratings in France, dramas do so in theWwHlg Italians prefer sports and
variety shows. As a German industry-executive gutsuropean audiences tend
to tune in to either homemade or U.S. programstmother European shows.
Small intra-EU trade figures in audiovisual produalso speak to the cultural
distances separating European audiences. A reptinelEuropean Commission
(EC, 1996) estimated intra-EU trade in film andeadat ECU 150 million in
1992, a tiny fraction of the US $5 billion that the) imported from the U.S. in
the same year (Table 3). The share of market aff@an films varies from 22%
in France and Spain to as little as 3% in the Wnitengdom, while an estimated
80% of the films produced every year in the EU mé@ave their country of
origin (EU, 1997a).

In summary, it is apparent that EU’s audiovisualqy has been more
preoccupied with strengthening audiovisual prodsigethe face of rapid
structural changes in media markets than with ptorga culturally diverse
audiovisual offer for European citizens. This pgliwhich rested on the idea of a
single European audiovisual market, has ironidadlgn hampered by the
diversity of cultural consumption patterns withiretregion. EU legislation has
been ineffective to overcome fragmentation intoamatl markets, while support
programs such as the MEDIA have fallen short iraating investments and

strengthening the circulation of European worksimithe continent. Yet, despite
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this failure, the consequences of EU's audiovipoities should not be
minimised. By increasing competition within natibnzarkets, these policies
have further eroded the dominant position of pubétvice broadcasters, at the
same time strengthening a handful of European nuiglomerates, which
today compete simultaneously in various local migrikath essentially similar
products. They have also brought in a new regigegulatory framework, which
many governments find hard to harmonize with tdemestic communication
policies13 Economic goals notwithstanding, and despite sinffeirom an
‘absolute lack of resources to make a differen¢beraudiovisual sector' as
Bustamante (1994: 240) describes them, regionziivies such as the MEDIA
program set apart EU’s cultural industries poliyni NAFTA'’s purely economic
logic.

Currently, a new communication policy is takingsé within the EU,
grounded on the premise that, with the coming ef@ighe 'information highway'
and interactive audiovisual services, Europe'guiistic and cultural diversity,
which has long been seen as a handicap, may ttito be an advantage in
tomorrow's audiovisual environment’, as a recemh@asion memo puts it (EC,
1997b: 4). Technological innovations are expeabeshift the industry from
massive broadcasting to narrowcasting or customisédn this new market
structure, goes the reasoning, audience diversihstinto a competitive
advantage comparable to economies of scale thraudience maximization in
the old broadcasting era. However, it is yet unchdaether this new orientation
will be able to strike a better balance betweemenuc integration and cultural
diversity. The struggle between these two conttadyobjectives is likely to
become a major issue in the integration processt b@ars on economic interests,
the shaping of collective identities and the dmttion of cultural capital within

the region.
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Policy vacuum: The case of MERCOSUR
In economic terms, the MERCOSUR represents the suastessful regional

agreement in the long and winding history of lésmmtsuccessful integration

projects in South Americk? Begun in 1986, when long-time rivals Argentina
and Brazil signed the Economic Cooperation andghatégon Program (PICE), the

project later expanded to include Uruguay and Rexpgand finally consolidated

when these fours countries signed the Asunciéntifiaal 99115 According to
the text of the treaty, the main goals of the MERBLR are: 1) to create a free-
trade zone by eliminating tariffs and non-tariffiiers; 2) to establish a common
external tariff; 3) to coordinate macro-economid aector-specific policies; and
4) to harmonize national regulatory legislatiomspursuit of these objectives, an
institutional structure was established (and latgranded by the Ouro Preto
Protocol in 1994) consisting of two main organg @onsejo del Mercado
Comun (CMC) - the ruling, legislative organ - ahé Grupo del Mercado Comun
(GMC) - the executive organ. Decisions of both@é¢C and the GMC are
binding to member-states.

Few references to cultural industries exist in MEFSUR legislation.
One of them appears in the agreement to liberafizes-border investment, the
Colonia Protocol (1994). In this Protocol, partnagsee to give national treatment
and open markets to other member-states’ investaamt investors. Yet, as in
the case of NAFTA, cultural industries were largekxgluded from investment
liberalization. Article 2 of the Annex specifieschecountry's exemptions to the

protocol: Brazil excluded its radio, TV and telecoomications industries;
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Paraguay and Uruguay both exempted their radio pli¥lishing and
telecommunications sectors; interestingly, Argemtinhose government has
embraced a more open policy toward foreign invesidid not take exemptions in
the communication sector.

Coordination of cultural policies, on the contramas been the subject of
considerable debate within the MERCOSUR. The Caltimtegration Protocol,
approved by the CMC at the end of 1996 (CMC, 11/96¢ks to provide the legal
framework for cultural integration within the bldake EU legislation, this
document recognizes that ‘culture constitutes ddnmental element of
integration processes’, and establishes that ‘neerstates will seek to promote
cooperation and trade between their cultural itstins and agents’ (Article 1),

with priority given to those ventures that ‘expréss historical traditions, the

common values and the diversity of member-statesiole 2).16 The main
initiatives carried out in the context of the Cudtuintegration Protocol were: a) a
special customs treatment for cultural goods (theadled ‘MERCOSUR Cultural
seal’), which allows the free circulation of goatkstined to exhibition at cultural
events (basically favoring exhibition and perforgarts); b) a fellowships
program; c) an exchange program for young writgystinerant art exhibitions; e)
co-financed editions of writers from the four paiis f) the ‘MERCOSUR
Cultural House’ in Colonia, Uruguay; and g) othatiatives relating to the
preservation of the ‘common cultural patrimony.’

While this Protocol explicitly mentions the audiwval sector as one of its
focus areas, the above review of the projects wakken to date suggests that

mass-produced audiovisual products - the real lo€gsiltural integration in the
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region - have been, by and large, left unatten@ibis is symptomatic of the
cultural policies that have characterized Latin Aigeefor decades, which focus
either on the so-called ‘high-arts’ (painting, lagture, art-cinema or performance
arts) - for the most part consumed exclusively lsynall ‘educated’ minority - or
on preservation of the ‘cultural patrimony’, hemaglecting the bulk of mass
media production carried out by the private se@@arcia-Canclini, 1987; Miceli,
1987). Interestingly, it was precisely this dismebor private cultural producers
that led to the failure of a number of previousoegl integration initiatives in the
audiovisual sector.

In the late 1970’s, fueled by the UNESCO-sponsaledahtes on the so-
called New World Information and Communication Qrdeplethora of
cooperation projects such as the ASIN (a pool tibnal news agencies), the
ALASEI (a pan-Latin news agency created with thepsut of UNESCO) and the
ULCRA (an entity grouping Latin-American non-commiat broadcasters) were
started in the region. As Roncagliolo asserts, riiagority of these efforts have
had little relevance in the long-term, or haveddihltogether, because they
privileged the role of the states and supranatientities’ (1996: 48, my
translation). In other words, in a region where,detter or worse, the American
model of commercial broadcasting has by and largegiled from the outset,
audiovisual projects hinging on the financial aditpal support of governments,
and which fail to include the private sector, avemied to have limited impact on
the region’s media landscape.

Despite the lack of attention to audiovisual intdaes in MERCOSUR

legislation so far, a review of the three explanatactors used in this study
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(industry profile, domestic cultural policies andtaral distance) reveals the
obstacles and challenges that an agenda for asdedvpolicy in the
MERCOSUR is likely to face. With regards to indygtrofile, what first strikes
the observer is a broad disparity between Brazll Amgentina, on the one side,
and Paraguay and Uruguay, on the other. Brazilfagdntina have developed
complex cultural industries, particularly in the Béctor. Both countries have
shifted from net importers of TV content in the 0%7and early 1980's to net
exporters, locally producing most of their primexi programming (Marques de
Melo, 1995; Roncagliolo, 1995; Straubhaar, 1991azB had an earlier start,
illustrated by the case of TV Globo. This networkssdounded in 1964 by
newspaper-magnate Roberto Marinho and developeet tinel benevolence of
Brazil's military regime (1964-1985), which paid fauch of the communication
infrastructure needed to create a national audiéi¢é&slobo is today part of the
largest media conglomerate in Latin America, witterests ranging from
newspapers to radio, magazine and book publishmgijc, cable-TV and DBS.
In comparison, Argentina's audiovisual producewed more recently.
It was only in 1989, with the sweeping changes ghvlby President Menem’s
neoliberal policies, that modern media conglomeratarted developing in the
country. Among these changes were the privatizatfdwo national TV
networks and the elimination of the prohibitionpafblishing company entry into
broadcasting. The beneficiaries of these privatimatwere Grupo Clarin -
publisher of Clarin, the world’s largest-circulati§panish-language newspaper
and, at present, the third largest media conglot@aéna_atin America after Globo

and Televisa - and Telefé, a consortium that iretlddmong others partners,

22



Editorial Atlantida, a leading magazine publishéwith renewed capital
availability, these networks have since grown rgpiexpanding their production
and distribution facilities. Currently, local practions have almost completely
displaced imported programs from prime-time slotd both networks are
successfully exporting their telenovelasmedies and variety shows, particularly

to neighboring countries such as Chile, Paraguay Uruguay, with which

cultural barriers are minimag

However, as in the case of Mexico, the strengtiefTV sector is not
representative of all audiovisual industries inArar Argentina. Film production
remains particularly weak in both countries, witiported productions

accounting for more than 85% of the films showthi@aters and over 90% on

TV.19 Yet, the local industry seems to be regaining mutome in both countries,
revitalized by new film legislations, tax incents/&avoring domestic productions,
and a new relationship between the film and TVa@sct

Audiovisual production in Paraguay and Uruguayyscontrast, highly
limited. This is hardly surprising: economic anay®f cultural production has
consistently demonstrated that the capacity of dbimeultural industries is
directly related to audience size, GDP and oveeslburces allocated to the
audiovisual sector (Waterman & Rogers, 1994). Vihatteresting to note is that
in these two markets the inflow of American produtas been decreasing
steadily since the early 1980's, gradually repldnetatin-American imports,
while the share of domestic products remained sMéth limited domestic
markets, relatively few protectionist barriers aedrce public subsidies,

Paraguay’s and Uruguay's cultural industries a@nadrtisanal character when
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compared to those of Argentina or Brazil - pariéelyl in the TV industry where

imported programming accounts for 70% of the tbtakdcast volumé9

The flow of Argentinean and Brazilian audiovispabducts into Paraguay
and Uruguay is also nourished by negligible cultdistances between the four
MERCOSUR countries. Of the three trade blocs araly®re, this is the region
where national audiences are most similar in tesinsewing habits and genre
preferences. In the case of Argentina, UruguayRardguay, there are negligible
language barriers. A shared cultural ethos andaegumigration flows have
also played a role in bringing their popular cudsicloser together. The language
barrier certainly imposes a competitive handicaBoazilian audiovisual
producers. Yet, first-mover advantages, the highhtyuof its products and an
aggressive pricing policy have secured demand faziBan productions
throughout Latin America, particularly in marketeshdependent on imports
such as Paraguay and Uruguay. As Waterman et98l4)hote, TV program
flows within Latin America are intense, particulavwhen compared to Western
Europe or other Third World regions such as Sowh&saia. The mushrooming
of pan-Latin pay-TV channels (74 in 1996), mosth&m originating within the

region, also speak to the burgeoning constitutidmamsnational publics on this

continent21 To summarize, in contrast with the EU, audiovisnatkets in the
MERCOSUR region have become increasingly integrated the last decade -
even in the absence of national or regional pyimiccies in this direction. As
Waisbord (1996) notes, in terms of cultural indestrthe MERCOSUR
agreement follows rather than leads an integratroness steered by the private

sector.
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It should be recognized that MERCOSUR'’s cultunalustries policy is
still in blueprint inasmuch as, first, it was omty1995, upon the creation of the
Ministries of Culture Meeting (CMC, 2/95), that tuial policies gained a higher
status in the MERCOSUR institutional structure.tRermore, key legislation -
such as the agreement on trade liberalizationrinicgs and a regional regime for
intellectual property rights - is still under neigibn. Draft versions suggest that,
if approved, the agreement on trade in servicedovgignificantly liberalize the
audiovisual and telecommunication sectors withenlifoc. For example, it would
require member-states to open their markets and gedional treatment to
service providers of other members, with the graohgdusion of all service
sectors within a 10-year period. Similarly to th&T®, the agreement would also
limit the ability of governments to establish moobes, provide subsidies or
enforce performance requirements on service pravidERCOSUR Services
Working Group, 3/96).

To summarize, while audiovisual policy in the MEBESUR region is still
in the making, the above presented analysis alfowa few conclusions about its
viable - and desirable - content. Ironically, tbesimost challenge in this bloc
seems to be designing an integral policy for audigal industries, thus avoiding
characteristic Latin-American cultural policiestthg and large overlook this
sector. And yet, these must not be state-centeskclgs, which are unlikely to
prosper in the MERCOSUR region for two main reaséirst, after the failure of
the statist media policies during the 1970's amly 48980's, little political
legitimacy remains for direct government interventin communication

industries (Fox, 1988). Public control of the medidatin America is - many
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times legitimately - perceived as either politigalispect or simply economically
inefficient. Second, the financial crisis of thebpa sector in all four
MERCOSUR countries greatly constrains their abiittypursue cultural goals
through publicly funded projects such as EU's MERPragram. If a lesson is to
be drawn from past experiences, the challenge BRMOSUR policymakers is
to coordinate audiovisual policies with the privagetor. And by private sector |
refer not only to the emerging or established medraglomerates but also to the
plethora of small, community-based initiatives tbamstitute the richness of
Latin-America’s media environment. If policy goale to be established with
regards to cultural industries, steering the pe\ssctor, currently the engine of
audiovisual integration, towards the realizatiorsweth goals appears to be the

more realistic policy option.

Closing remarks: A compar ative look
There is little doubt that regional integrationegmnents are changing the face of
global economic relations. Yet, it is unclear htwge agreements will impact
audiovisual markets or producers, which to a lagent were already playing the
globalization game long before these agreemente aatm being. A comparative
analysis centered on the three explanatory faced along this paper (industry
profile, cultural distance and domestic culturdiges) reveals a number of
shared issues for audiovisual policies in regiomagration agreements.

First, obvious disparities exist in the strengtlawdiovisual industries
within the three trade blocs. Given the increaseunical means and decreasing

regulatory barriers for the cross-border flow oflimvisual products, a pressing
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issue is what would the impact of trade agreemiaatsn the less developed
industries, and whether regional policies will he m place to lessen the effects
of market forces and compensate for these struatigarities. The example of
the EU clearly demonstrates that striking a baldreteveen economic integration
and promotion of cultural and linguistic diversityaudiovisual markets is a
challenging policy conundrum.

Second, it is apparent that, to date, regionabiration agreements have
had a greater impact on the structure of ownert$t@ip on the contents of cultural
markets. The Mexican TV industry is a case in pauftereas foreign ownership
of distribution channels is ever-increasing, telexas local variety shows and
soccer games still top the ratings, a situatiorkehl to change in the foreseeable
future. This is not unlike Western Europe where, fglicies notwithstanding,
audiovisual markets are still fragmented into la@aisumption patterns. Both
examples speak to the inertia of cultural patt@rremparison to the swift
internationalization of capitals promoted, amongeotfactors, by integration
agreements.

Domestic cultural policies are also consequentidéhe inclusion of
cultural industries in regional trade accords. Wbentending policies found no
grounds for agreement, such as in the U.S.-Camadhd GATT) case, an
exemption for cultural industries was establisiveloereas in the case of the EU
and the MERCOSUR, where domestic communicatiorcigsliwere not
incompatible, cultural industries were recognizethieir specificity, and regional
initiatives to develop the sector were establisiedthe case of Canada suggests,

given the ever-increasing trend towards regionahemic integration, the long-
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term viability of the cultural exemption formulausclear. Granting cultural
products a special treatment within the agreemearitde more conflictive in the
short-term (as the internal cleavages over EU’soaiglial policies demonstrate),
seems to provide a more endurable solution, byksiteng a legal framework in
which member-states agree to negotiate policiexangerate in developing a
regional cultural sphere.

Sinclair et al. (1996) suggest that the prevaitnegd in audiovisual
industries is toward the consolidation of regiomalrkets, based not exclusively
on language but also on cultural similarities. Ajdhese lines, | have argued that
cultural distance is a central variable in thecatttion of regional audiovisual
policies, for it not only bears on each countryaie agenda (as illustrated by
Canada’s and Mexico’s opposing stands in NAFTA tiatjons) but also on the
outcome of policy initiatives, best exemplified BY’s failed attempts at building
a single audiovisual market. Of all three blocs, MHERCOSUR, given the
minimal cultural distances between national audisrand the already existing
trade flows, would seem to have the best oppostuaitievelop a truly regional
audiovisual policy. What seems to be lacking, teeds the political will to do so.

This paper has investigated how liberalizatiompsyation and exemption
have been combined differently in the NAFTA, the &t$l the MERCOSUR,
resulting in unique policy outcomes regarding aatindustries. | argued that
these different policies reflected variations irethfactors within the regions:
industry profile, domestic communication policieglaultural distances.
However, the analysis has also revealed a commemtpupation underlying

cultural industries policy in the three blocs. Egsdly, concerns about the
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protection and development of markets for audiadigmoducers have prevailed,
while issues of industry concentration, contenedsity, and the growing social
stratification in the access to cultural goodstaemg largely overlooked. In other
words, mainly guided by economic goals, integraigreements seem to be
doing little to promote the functioning of diverseltural spheres on a regional

scale.
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Notes

[ BN

10
11

12
13

14

In economic jargon, audiovisual products yielckr@asing returns to scale, a
positive feedback mechanism that reinforces théipoof the already
dominant competitors (Arthur, 1996).

Canada also conceded four minor exceptions tovbgrall cultural exemption.
For details, see Acheson and Maule (1996).

Cited in Garcia-Canclini, 1996: 143.

For example, the share of market for foreigndiimthe U.S. dropped from
10% in the 1960's to 7% in 1986, and down to lkaa 1% in 1996 (The
Economist, 1 February 1997).

However, two qualifications must supplement targe-brushstroke portrait
of Canada’s audiovisual markets. First, the shalecal productions is very
uneven across genres. As the case in most coyrttaeeestic producers
dominate TV news, public affairs and sports prograng. Second, as
Attallah (1996) reports, exports are on the risegdanadian TV programs,
particularly to the pay-TV U.S. market. Becauseadt advantages due to
tax-incentives, lower labor costs and the exchaatge many American
companies now produce in Canada, suggesting tisatdhintry may be
playing host to maquiladoitgpe industries for the American audiovisual
market.

These include: banning Border's, a leading UoSklsetailer, from opening
superstores in Canada; an 80% tax on revenuesddegrtisements in so-
called 'split-run’ editions of foreign magazinearfgularly affecting Time-
Warner’s Sport lllustrated magazine); and the resho¥a Westinghouse
Electric-owned cable channel (Country Music Chanfiem Canadian cable
services.

Source: Variety, 7 October 1996.

Among these attempts were the purchase of TherN#ta sports newspaper,
which ended up in a U.S. $100 million loss to Tedayand the production of
telenovelasn English. Although the latter are making litikepact in the U.S.,
Variety (7 Ocotber 1996) reports that they arersghvell in other markets
such as Africa.

For details on the differences between the Mexarad the U.S. intellectual
property legislations, see Nivon (1992) and Achesmmh Maule (1994).
Nonetheless, provisions limiting media ownersdrg currently under debate
within the EU. For details, see Schlesinger, 1997.

Sources: EC (1996) and EC (1997a).

Variety, 25 July 1996.

A good example is the recent battle over payT8pain, in which the EU
contested legislation introduced by the governmoerthe grounds that it
violated safeguards to the free movement of sesvasdaid down in the 1989
Directive (New York Times, 30 June 97).

MERCOSUR trade results to date are impressnm-MERCOSUR trade
has grown six-fold between 1985 and 1994, at a 2@Atial growth rate,
increasing the share of regional trade in the pastroverall trade from 5% to
20% (Ferrer, 1996).



15 Currently, negotiations to incorporate BoliviedeChile to the agreement all
well under way.

16 All quotes from MERCOSUR documents are my tratnsh.

17 Telefé is, in turn, part of CEIl, an investmeoigortium with interests in
telecommunications (50% of Telefénica de Argentong of the two
companies in which Entel, the former state teleghaonopoly, was split
after privatization), radio, cable-TV (33% of Calik0dn, the second-largest
MSO) and publishing (Source: Clarin, 12 May 1998).

18 Though exports are on the rise for Argentinestwvarks, they still pale when
compared to those of TV Globo or Televisa. For gxanforeign sales for
Grupo Clarin’s network in 1995 amounted to U.Sn$lion, whereas
Televisa exported U.S. $84 million in the samequk(Variety, 12 August
1997).

19 Source: Boletin IC, September, 1996.

20 Source: Boletin IC, September, 1996.

21 Source: Variety, 25 March 1996.



References

Acheson, K. and C. Maule (1994) 'Copyright and Reld&ights: The
international DimensionCanadian Journal of Communicatiob9: 423-
46.

Acheson, K. and C. Maule (1996) 'Copyright, Cortréiee Cultural Industries
and NAFTA' pp. 351-79 in E. McAnany and K. Wilkims¢eds.)Mass
Media and Free TradeéAustin: University of Texas Press.

Alva de la Selva, A. (1996) 'ltinerarios del Consu@ultural y Uso de los
Medios de Difusion'Revista Mexicana de Comunicaci@43): 34-9.

Arthur, B. (1996) 'Increasing Returns and the NewarM/of BusinessHarvard
Business Reviewuly-August: 100-9.

Attallah, P. (1996) 'Canadian Television Expogp. 161-91 in J. Sinclair, E.
Jacka and S. Cunningham (ed¢ew Patterns in Global TelevisioNew
York: Oxford University Press.

Bustamante, E. (1994) 'Audiovisual Integrado, RaiGlobal' pp. 229-40 in M.
Parés i Maicas (edQultura y Comunicacién Social: América Latina y
Europa Ibérica Barcelona: Universidad Autbnoma de Barcelona.

Collins, R. (1991) 'National Culture: A Contradartiin Terms?'Canadian
Journal of Communicatiori,6: 225-38.

Collins, R. (1994) 'Trading in Culture: The Rolelainguage'Canadian Journal
of Communication]9: 377-99.

Collins, R. (1995) 'Reflections Across the AtlanBontrasts and

Complementarities in Broadcasting Policy in Canaiaich the European



Community in the 1990'<Canadian Journal of Communicatia2): 483-
504.

Commission of the European Communities (19B&lgvision Without Frontiers
Com(84) 300 final. Luxembourg: Office for OfficiBlublications for the
European Communities.

Commission of the European Communities (198®uncil Directive to of 3rd
October 1989 on the Coordination of Certain Proors Laid Down by
Law, Regulation or Administrative Action in Meml&tates Concerning
the Pursuit of Television Broadcasting Activit{89/552/EEC).

Crovi Druetta, D. (1997).as Industrias Audiovisuales de México en el Cdote
del TLC.Paper presented at the | NAFTA/MERCOSUL Commurocat
Meeting, Santos, Brazil, August, 1997

Dahlgren, P. (1995Jelevision and the Public Sphere. Citizenship, Deaty
and the MediaLondon: Sage.

Dupagne, M. and Waterman, D. (199He economics of U.S. Fiction Imports in
Western EuropePaper presented at the International Communitatio
Association conference, Montreal, May 1997.

European Commission (199R)uralism and Media Concentration in the Internal
Market. COM(92)480 final.

European Commission (199Banorama of EU Industry 95/96uxembourg:
Office for Official Publications for the Europeam@munities.

European Commission (1997@he European film industry under analysis

(http://europa.eu.int/en/comm/dg10/avpolicy/key /doe97 _e.htm).



European Commission (1997Audiovisual Policy: Progress and Prospects
Memo. (http://europa.eu.int/en/comm/dgl10/avpoliey/kdoc/
orejcome.html).

Ferguson, M. (1995) 'Media, Markets, and Identitisflections on the Global-
Local Dialectic’.Canadian Journal of Communicatio?Q: 439-59.

Ferrer, A. (1996) 'MERCOSUR: Trayectoria, SituacKuoiual y Perspectivas'.
Desarrollo Economicol40: 563-83.

Fox, E. (1988Media and Politics in Latin Americdondon: Sage.

Garcia-Canclini, N. (1987) 'Politicas Culturale€rysis de Desarrollo: Un
Balance Latinoamericano' pp. 13-61 in N. Garciaglan(ed.) Politicas
Culturales en América Latindéxico D.F.: Grijalbo.

Garcia-Canclini, N. (1998Yonsumidores y Ciudadandgéxico, D.F.: Grijalbo.

Habermas, J. (198Mheory of Communicative ActioBoston: Beacon Press.

Hoffmann-Riem, W. (1996Regulating MediaNew York: Guilford.

Hoskins, C. and S. McFadyen (1991) 'The U.S. CoitintAdvantage in the
Global TV Market: Is It Sustainable in the New Bdoasting
Environment?Canadian Journal of Communicatiob6: 207-24.

Hoskins, C., A. Finn and S. McFadyen (1996) TV &iich in a Freer
International Trade Environment: U.S. Dominance @adadian
Responses’ pp. 63-91 in E. McAnany and K. Wilkingsfs.)Mass Media
and Free TradeAustin: University of Texas Press.

Kaitatzi-Whitlock, S. (1996) 'Pluralism and Mediar&entration in Europe'.

European Journal of Communicatiohl (4): 453-83.



Lozano, J. C. (1996) 'Media Reception on the MaxiBarder with the United
States' pp. 157-86 in E. McAnany and K. Wilkinsedg.)Mass Media
and Free TradeAustin: University of Texas Press.

Marques de Melo, J. (1995) 'Development of the Audiual Industry in Brazil
From Importer to Exporter of TV Programmin@anadian Journal of
Communication20: 317-28.

McAnany, E. and K. Wilkinson (1996Jlass Media and Free TradAustin:
University of Texas Press.

Miceli, S. (1987) 'Estado, Mercado y NecesidadgsuRoes: Las Politicas
Culturales en Brasil' pp. 127-43 in N. Garcia-Cem¢ed.) Politicas
Culturales en América Latindléxico D.F.: Grijalbo.

Moeglin, P. (1992) 'Television and Europe: More §imns than Answers'.
Canadian Journal of Communicatiohy: 437-60.

Mosco, V. (1990) Toward a Transnational World mfation Order: The
Canada-U.S. Free Trade Agreemed#inadian Journal of
Communication15(2): 46-63.

Nivon, E. (1992) 'Propiedad Intelectual y DereciesAutor’ pp. 299-309 in G.
Guevara-Niebla and N. Garcia-Canclini (etls JEducacion y la Cultura
ante el Tratado de Libre Comercibléxico, D.F.: Nueva Imagen.

Raboy, M., |. Bernier, F. Sauvageau and D. Atking94) 'Cultural
Development and the Open Economy: A Democraticelsswd a
Challenge to Public PolicyCanadian Journal of Communicatiof9:

291-315.



Roncagliolo, R. (1995) 'Trade Integration and Comization Networks in Latin
America.Canadian Journal of Communicatio?): 335-42.

Roncagliolo, R. (1996) 'La Integracion Audioviseal América Latina: Estados,
Empresas y Productores Independientes' pp. 41-84 @arcia-Canclini
(ed.)Culturas en GlobalizaciarCaracas: CLACSO-Nueva Sociedad.

Sanchez-Ruiz, E. (199E) Cine en México: Globalizacion y Extincion deh€i
Mexicano?Paper presented at the IV Ibero-American Commuigicat
Meeting, Santos, Brasil, September, 1997.

Schlesinger, P. (1997) 'From Cultural Defence tlitieal Culture: Media,
Politics and Collective Identity in the Europeani®m Media, Culture
and Society]19: 369-91.

Sinclair, J. (1996) 'Mexico, Brazil, and the La#forld' pp. 33-66 in J. Sinclair,
E. Jacka., and S. Cunningham (etiejv Patterns in Global Television
New York: Oxford University Press.

Sinclair, J., E. Jacka and S. Cunningham (1996@)pReral Vision' pp. 1-32 in J.
Sinclair, E. Jacka., and S. Cunningham (eldsW Patterns in Global
Television New York: Oxford University Press.

Straubhaar, J. (1991) 'Beyond Media Imperialismymsmetrical Interdependence
and Cultural Proximity'Critical Studies in Mass Communicatid1,39-
59.

Tremblay, G. (1997Notas Sobre a Estrutura Canadense de Comunicagao n
Contexto do NAFTAPaper presented at the | NAFTA/MERCOSUL

Communication Meeting, Santos, Brasil, August, 1997



U.S. Department of Commerce (199apbalization of the Mass Media
Washington D.C.

Waisbord, S. (1998)atin American TV and National Identitig®aper presented
at the International Communication Association @oafce, Chicago,
May, 1996.

Waterman, D. and E. Rogers (1994) 'The Economid®tevision Program
Production and Trade in Far East Asiurnal of Communicatiod4(3):
89-111.

Wildman, S. (1995) 'Trade Liberalisation and PoliayMedia Industries: A
Theoretical Examination of Media Flow€anadian Journal of

Communication20: 367-88.



Table 1
Top 10 Private Audiovisual Conpanies (1996)

1995-1996 Revenue

(U.S. $ millions)
1. Walt Disney Co. (U.S.) 18,949
2. Time-Warner (U.S.) 17,696
3. Bertelsmann AG (Germany) 13,700
4. Viacom Inc. (U.S.) 11,688
5. News Corp. 9,882
(U.S./Australia)
6. Havas (France) 8,800
7. Sony Entertainment (Japan) 7,696
8. TCI (U.S)) 6,851
9. Polygram NV (Netherlands) 5,530
10. EMI Group (UK) 5,453

Source: Variety, 8/26/96.



Table 2
Percentage of Inported Content in Cultural Markets

us Mexico Canada Quebec
TV Networks 2 30 50 * 27 *
Film 1 80 * 95 95
Books 14 na 80 60
Records na na 89 75
Video na 80 95 na

* Content regulated by quotas.

Sources: McAnany and Wilkinson (1996); Anuario
Estadistico Mexico, 1995.



Table 3
EU trade in audiovisual industries with the US (US $

mllions)
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
Imports 2,337 3,028 3,719 4,200 5,000 5,776 6,036 6,795
Exports 359 404 464 279 300 429 585 532

Balance -1,978 -2,624 -3,255 -3,921 -4,700 -5,347 -5,451 -6,263

Source: European Audiovisual Observatory



