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Comparing media systems:  
The European Dimension

Hans J. Kleinsteuber1

Barbara Thomass2

UDC  316.774  :  659.3(4)

Summary: Comparative media studies have become a central research area within 
academic media research. International comparison of media systems has undergone an 
impressive development in the last five decades. This article is about the classic contri-
bution to the study of comparative media systems and what this means for Europe. The 
authors present short description of the major contributions and after that relate them 
to the European experience. 

Starting point of comparative media analysis was the question “Why is the press 
as it is?” as Siebert, Peterson, and Schramm put it in 1956, when they published their 
famous comparative study which claimed, not only to explain what the press does and 
why, but, as the subtitle claimed, What the Press Should Be and Do.

Key words: media systems, globalization, internationalization

Media systems are embedded in their social environment which is both 
culturally and nationally shaped environment. Thus, they must be considered 
in the frame of their territorial borders as they are marked by the states. Media 
systems of different states differ. Why do they differ, in which aspects do they 
differ? What are the consequences of these differences? What is the dynamics 
which make media systems change and develop? These are the questions com-
parative media analyses deals with. 

As a counter trend to the boasting comparative media research which is 
based on a national perspective we offer analysis of media developments which 
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try to seize concepts as internationalization, and globalization. While the first 
still start from the assumption of national media systems and look for processes 
of transgressing borders, the latter claims that the national characteristics be-
come less and less important. The vision of a globalized media system is at the 
end point of these arguments.

Comparative media studies are meanwhile a central research area within 
media academic research. International comparison of media systems has 
undergone an impressive development in the last 50 years. This contribution 
will try to draw a line from the fruits of 50 years of comparative media system 
analysis to the discussion of globalization of media systems. It will identify the 
analytical tools and theoretical concepts of international comparisons of media 
systems in order to find out the desiderata and perspectives. 

Siebert, Peterson, and Schramm started efforts of media systems classifica-
tion with their Four theories of the press (1956) which is of some influence still 
today, although it had been criticized for many reasons and overcome by much 
more refined models. Their central idea was “that the press always takes of the 
form and coloration of the social and political structures within which it oper-
ates” (1956: 1f.). They identified four types of media systems according to their 
historical appearance. The main categories they found to describe these types 
are the philosophical foundations, the sort of relationship between state and the 
individual, the aims media pursue in their performance, the forms of control 
they are subjected to, and forms of ownership. 

Based on these categories they found first the authoritarian model, dating 
from the 16th and 17th century, which is mainly characterized by an understand-
ing of media, i.e. at these times the press, which have to promote and support 
the politics of the authoritarian sovereign. The second model emerging in op-
position to the previous one is based on the philosophy of enlightenment. It is 
the liberal one which mainly turns around the logic of control of its ancestor. 
Control over the media is now carried out by the market, and the media them-
selves have the task to control the government. 

The concepts of the third and fourth model are strongly influenced by the 
political conflicts of the 1950’s. Some years before, the Hutchins Commission 
on the Press in the USA had criticized the performance of mass media and 
claimed that the media need to show more responsibility. According to these 
ideas, Siebert, Peterson, and Schramm identified a social responsibility model 
of the press, with main characteristic being the accountability of the media to 
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the society and that the state entitled to interfere in case when the media do 
not fulfil this prerequisite. Interestingly enough, this model was never put into 
practice in the USA, but European academics claim that it had been imple-
mented in Western Europe with the creation of public service broadcasting.

The peak of the cold war led to the identification of a fourth model, which 
is the communist model. It is marked by the media which are firmly in the grip 
of the state and controlled by it to serve the communist ideology. 

Classification made so far had a strong normative approach. By looking 
at the rationales and theories behind the press and describing these norma-
tive rationales, the description of the models itself had a normative bias as it 
is founded on an ethnocentric grounded philosophy of freedom. It wanted to 
explain differences of media systems and press performance, and it ended up 
in measuring the performance of media system in other countries against the 
background of the western dominating philosophical mainstream of liberalism. 
The Four theories of the press thus compared ideas behind the press, not the em-
pirical state of the press itself, and it confined itself to few countries, namely the 
USA, the UK and the Soviet Union.

A central reference to Europe in this approach is the first, authoritarian 
model as it describes the early media history of the continent. This makes sense, 
but has little relevance for the understanding of European situation today. The 
focus during the days when this classification was developed was on the Cold 
War and the confrontation between East and West. The East was clearly rep-
resented by the Communist model that has disappeared with the transforma-
tion processes in Eastern and Central Europe (it might have survived in North 
Korea). On the Western side, the libertarian and the public service models were 
located. During the 1950’s the public service model was absolutely predomi-
nant in Europe in broadcasting (only in Britain the policy of ITV had started), 
whereas in the US the commercial model had virtually conquered the country 
(even the small public radio and TV sector of today did not exist). The Siebert 
et al. classification reflects the assessment of the time, that the “West” has more 
in common and differences are minimal. As such, the American authors did not 
really understand the specifics of Europe.  

This schematic classification of media systems continued in the concept 
of Ronneberger (1978), who contrasted North/South and East/West systems. 
The Western model, located in Europe and North America, follows the liberal 
model of Siebert, Peterson, and Schramm as well as the Eastern followed the 
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communist model. He adds two models, located in the South, in the devel-
oping countries, stating that there is one version with political active media, 
which are endowed by the government with a guidance function, and a second 
version, where the media overtake a developing function out of their own will 
and autonomy, but still in accordance with the governmental support. Again 
in this concept the Western liberal model is the straightedge of classification 
and uses the binary code of free and un-free media (Massmann, 2003: 31). It 
is Ronneberger’s credit that he added to the hitherto bipolar consideration the 
view on developing countries – modernizing theories are consequently in the 
background of this concept.

Few years later Martin and Chaudhary (1983) segmented the world into 
three ideological systems, the Western, the communist and the third world, and 
described important aspects of the media against this background: the nature 
and treatment of news, the role of mass media, their signification as vehicles of 
education, persuasion, opinion making and entertainment and looked at mass 
media economics and press freedom. Thus, the scope of elements was enlarged 
and a functionalist view came into consideration. But the approach was a top 
down one – given the ideological differences of these world systems the media 
existence was analysed in this frame.

 Clearly the increased importance of the developing world is reflected in 
these approaches. It goes together with the fact that the so called Third World 
became an important independent actor on the global stage, especially in the 
negotiations of the UNESCO General Assembly that led to the confrontation 
between the Western position of “free flow of communication” against the 
“New World Information and Communication Order” with a more controlled 
and balanced flow, as it was supported by the Second (socialist) and the Third 
World. As the members states of UNESCO overwhelmingly voted for the 
NWICO, the United States and Great Britain left the world organization under 
protest. The continental Western European countries stayed and successfully 
changed the workings from within. Many years later the U.S and the UK re-
turned; when a vote on the Convention for Cultural Diversity came up in 2000 
the US were the sole dissenter (together with Israel). Concerning the role of the 
British media system, it was at times the entry point for American investment 
as well as American business models (commercial TV since), but gradually the 
media are no longer American and Britain is moving more in the European 
direction (Tunstall).
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The contingency model of communication of Wiio (1983), ironically pub-
lished in the very same volume, marked the effort to abandon this normatively 
grounded approach as it tried to find categories by which media systems could 
be described empirically. He differentiated between the openness or closed 
character of the receiver and the message system, between public and private 
ownership in combination with centralized and decentralized control of the 
media, and the right to receive and the right to send information which can 
be either with the individual or state. Thus he introduced more categories and 
tried to avoid the hitherto dichotomies of media classification. Although he 
ended up in identifying two types of communication models, the Marxist mod-
els, being sender centred, and the pluralist models, being receiver centred, his 
approach allowed to look especially at Western media systems not as a mono-
lithic entity but as different types of media systems according to the categories 
in use. Under the roof of the two mentioned types he proposed twelve models, 
where Western states found themselves at different places: the controlled mass 
communication, open mass communication, private communication, directed 
mass communication, decentralized public model, centralized public model, 
decentralized private model, centralized private model, authoritarian model, 
communist model, libertarian model, social responsibility model. The four 
latter, known from Siebert, Peterson and Schramm are yet only identified with 
the category of the right to send and to receive; looking at media ownership 
brings up other models. Thus with Wiio’s approach one can look at conditions, 
circumstances, and situations which are causative for different combinations of 
internal and external influences on media and their performance.

Instead of using the traditional dichotomies, mainly of free and un-free 
media, Wiio shows that assessments about media systems are dependent on the 
considered elements of the media systems and the chosen dimensions of clas-
sification but control is existent in all media system. Only the source and degree 
of control differs.

Convergent elements of different media systems show another approach 
which immediately followed the one of Wiio. Altschull (1984) looked at pur-
poses of journalism, views on press freedom,      articles of faith as they are 
described by the representatives of the different media systems themselves. Un-
like Siebert, Peterson and Schramm, he does not measure the models he finds 
according to one overruling value system, but looks at the discrepancy of self 
description and practice in different countries. The common characteristic of 
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the market model, the Marxist model and the advancing model in his concept 
is that in all media systems “news media are agents of those who exercise politi-
cal or economical power” and that for that reason “the content of the news me-
dia reflects the interest of those who finance the press” (Altschull, 1984: 298).

Thus, Altschull takes up the idea of Ronneberger to integrate developing 
countries with their special approach to the media, he considers the ideologies 
of media systems like Siebert, Peterson and Schramm and he includes, as well 
as Wiio, the empirical reality of the media.

His contribution to comparative media system analysis was the idea that 
classification of media systems in communication science has been hitherto 
reflecting the bloc ideology of the Cold War, that notions as objectivity, press 
freedom, presentation of truth and the assumption, media service to the right 
of information of the public are not sufficient for characterizing media systems 
(Massmann. 2003: 46).

These approaches reflect European perspectives of the 1970’s and 1980’s. 
On one side, there was an ongoing experience of the division of Europe, but 
the Continent was also seen as a common geographical space and increasingly 
the similarities of societies on both sides of the Iron Curtain were appearing. 
The theoretical school behind this view is the idea of convergence of industrial 
societies, no matter if capitalist or real socialist (Galbraith). One could describe 
Altschull´s approach as a media version of the prominent convergence ap-
proach.

The binary differentiation of open and closed media systems is revived 
again nearly ten years later by Weischenberg (1992) shortly after the fall of the 
Berlin wall – here referring to the theory of social systems. The debate about 
the collapse of the world political system and the lack of empirical knowledge 
about the insides of the media systems of the socialist countries is still reflected 
in his approach, as the categories for describing the closed system of the media 
in the former socialist countries do not go far beyond the general description 
that the influence of other social subsystems on the media (except the state) was 
not existent in these countries. A coherent development of categories to find 
typologies of media systems, as it was developed by his predecessors, does not 
take place in this work, which is – admitting for the sake of fairness – presented 
in a student’s textbook.

Again, short after the end of the socialist countries, Kleinsteuber (1994) 
describes three types of media systems: the Eastern real-socialist type, the West-
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ern liberal one and the Third World type, underlining that these are only ideal 
types of media systems which do not exist with all the described characteristics 
in the given countries, but which are abstract models showing collective sin-
gularities of a greater amount of states. Although he takes the mixed system 
of public service broadcasting and commercial broadcasting as one important 
characteristic of the Western liberal type, he marks the commercialization of the 
media system as a central element of this type and thus introduces an element 
of dynamics in the static description of media systems He describes the Eastern 
real-socialist type as a historic type which tends to develop into the direction of 
the Western-liberal type, thus looking again at the dynamics of media systems.

An important step in comparison of media systems was the publication of 
Hallin and Mancini who took over the intriguing idea of Siebert, Peterson and 
Schramm. They use only a small number of discreet models, but claim to have 
developed better empirically grounded models. Indeed, they developed a very 
comprehensive scheme to describe the environment of politics and political 
culture which is shaping a media system. With this ideas they could built upon 
Blumler and Gurevitch (1995) who looked for criteria that connect the political 
and the media system. Hallin and Mancini’s approach follows a most similar 
scheme, as they include in their analysis only the countries of the developed 
capitalist democracies, i.e. countries from Western Europe and North America.

They look for the character of political pluralism in these countries, the 
ways of parting political power, the role of interest groups, and the role of the 
state. Concerning the media, historical development of alphabetization and the 
role of the press, the parallelism of media and political parties, the degree of 
professionalization of journalists and the degree of state control over the media 
are the decisive dimensions.

In combination of different occurrences of these dimensions their analysis 
results in three models:

•	 the liberal model, being found in Britain, Ireland and North America, 
characterized “by a relative dominance of market mechanisms and of 
commercial media”;

•	 the democratic corporatist model, prevailing across northern continental 
Europe, characterized “by historical coexistence of commercial media and 
media tied to organized social and political groups”; and
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•	 the polarized pluralist model, prevailing in the Mediterranean countries 
of southern Europe, being characterized by “integration of the media into 
party politics, weaker historical development of commercial media, and a 
strong role of the state” (Hallin and Mancini, 2004: 11).

Thus, Hallin and Mancini fulfilled what many scholars before them were 
seeking: that comparative media system analysis has to start from empirically 
grounded categories and not from ideologies and must then develop compre-
hensive differentiated types. The weak point of this approach becomes evident 
and is not denied by the two authors: It is an enormous problem of research 
cost to gather all the required data from different countries in order to draw a 
precise picture for the models. This is also the reason why they developed a ty-
pology fitting only for a restricted political system and a part of the globe, and 
not being able to describe the media systems in Eastern Europe, Arab countries, 
Asia or Africa.

Hallin and Mancini seemingly reflect the transatlantic perspective of the 
early theories of Siebert et al. (to which they also refer), but in fact they moved 
away from it. Different from the earlier, highly normative approaches, they 
base their analysis on a careful study of all available material and strictly base 
their description on empirical data. In the meantime methods of comparative 
research had been developed and led to a much more downsized typology. This 
does not mean that the new inventory of models is without problems. The 
placing of the US with a nearly purely commercial system with Britain and its 
dual media structure in one cluster is problematic. Also the Northern European 
model with media systems like Iceland and Germany, Switzerland and the 
Netherlands is also disputable. 

The surprising finding of their analysis is that territorial entities generated 
similar media systems. World regions have common features in their medias-
cape. This idea is at the bottom of the concept of Blum (2005), who wants to 
complete the Hallin/Mancini models. He takes the similarities of mentalities 
and cultures in a given world region as an explanation for similar media systems 
of such a region. Therefore he introduces further categories into the analysis 
in order to be able to describe not only the political system but also cultural 
features as explanatory variables for different types of media systems. He looked 
at dimensions like media freedom, media ownership, media funding, media 
culture and orientation, and combined these dimensions with some of Hallin 
and Mancini’s elements into a synthesis. Thus, he integrated media centred 
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and policy centred elements into his model. Each of the dimensions can follow 
either a liberal line, or a regulated line or a line in between.

A: liberal B: middle C: regulated

1. Government system democratic authoritarian totalitarian
2. Political Culture polarized ambivalent concurring
3. Media freedom no censorship cases of censorship permanent censorship
4 .Media ownership private private and public public
5. Funding of media market market and state state
6.  Parallelism of media  

and political parties low moderate high

7. State control of media low moderate high
8. Media culture investigative ambivalent concurring
9. Media orientation commercial divergent public service

Table 1. Categories for media systems (Blum, 2005)

In the combination of these dimensions and their occurrences he identifies 
six types of media systems which can be described as follows:

•	 The Atlantic-Pacific liberal model – with A variables in every dimension – 
has a media system which is orientated to commerce and autonomy and 
which is investigative. Typical examples are the USA, Australia and New 
Zealand.

•	 The southern European clientelistic model – with a domination of B 
variables, which is typical for ambivalence – has a commercial-populist 
orientation of TV and an elitist public-service orientated print sector. 
Blum finds it in Portugal, Spain, Greece, Malta and Cyprus and might be 
in Eastern Europe.

•	 The northern European public service model – with a strong mixture of 
A and B variables – has a public service orientation in broadcasting and 
the print sector. It includes Germany, Scandinavia, the Benelux states 
and France, as well as, modernized eastern European countries, such as 
Estonia.

•	 The eastern European shock model – with dominating B variable – in-
cluding a strong state control of the media within a formal democratic 
frame represents a media system where the government often interferes 
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and breaches media freedom, as it is the case in Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, 
Iran or Turkey.

•	 The Arab-Asian patriot model – located between B and C variables – po-
stulates that the media are bound for supporting development aims and 
underlies censorship. Blum names Egypt as typical for that model, and 
lists also Syria, Tunisia or Morocco and Asian countries like Indonesia.

•	 The Asian-Caribbean command model – with a majority of C indicators 
– represents countries in which the government has an absolute control 
over the media except that the market is used for funding them. China 
is representative for that model, which fits as well for North Korea, Viet-
nam, Burma or Cuba.

Models

Dimensions

Liberalism
Atlantic-
Pacific

Clientelism
Southern 
Europe

Public 
Service

Northern 
Europe

Shock
Eastern 
Europe

Patriotism
Arabian-

Asian

Command
Asian-

Caribique

1.  Government 
system A A A A B C

2. Political Culture A B B B C C
3. Media freedom A A A B B C
4. Media ownership A B B B B C
5. Funding of media A B B B B B
6.  Parallelism  

of media and 
political parties

A B A B C C

7.  State control  
of media A B A C C C

8. Media culture A B B B C C
9. Media orientation A B C B C C

Table 2. Models of media systems (Blum, 2005)

With these dimensions and the offered typology Blum created a classifica-
tion for media systems which permits the integration of the majority of coun-
tries on the earth. The main problem is if the affiliation of many countries to 
the typology is adequate. The judging on the specifications is not explained in 
the model, and it gives the impression of being rather tentative. Further more it 
is questionable, if not another combination of specification of the dimensions 
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might create further types. Blum did not explain how he created the models, 
why no other combination of specification is necessary. This leads back to the 
problem, which was already discussed with the model of Hallin and Mancini: 
Comparing the media systems of the world and explaining their differences 
out of the underlying political culture needs an intimate knowledge of many 
details of the analysed countries. They will never be concentrated with a single 
scholar or research group but will necessitate international joint efforts to apply 
an agreed set of dimensions and operationalization of their specifications to the 
analysed countries3.

Based on the unique experience of Europe and its mixture of many states, 
big and small (Germany v. Monte Carlo), nation states and those of multi-
national populations (Denmark v. Switzerland), cultures well protected by a 
unique language (Finland, Hungary) or part of a much larger language space 
that means domination by the outside (Austria vis a vis Germany) – typologies 
that look for a geographical section inside the continent (like with Hallin and 
Mancini) cannot describe the variety. Another approach might look at the size 
of states: Small countries like Ireland or Austria tend to keep their public service 
broadcasters strong, as they are concerned about foreign influences. Also they 
are less attractive for commercial actors that include them in their programmes 
that cater to a larger language space (the German language space in Switzerland 
or Austria, the French in Belgium and Switzerland). Other smaller countries 
gave up and tolerate a much more commercialized and internationalized system 
(like in Greece).

While most of the authors of the presented classification of media systems 
tended to reduce their typology to few models, others argue that the diversity 
of media systems in the world and their development makes it necessary to find 
more flexible modes of description. It is the question of all model buildings that 
they have to keep the balance between a degree of abstraction which legitimates 
the model and a degree of refinement which is adequate for the variety of cases. 
A lot of further empirical data gathering and modelling will be necessary in this 
perspective. 

One reason for the problem of finding adequate affiliation of the existing 
countries to the models is that media systems are subject to a strong dynam-
ics and that they influence each other a lot. The transformation of the media 
systems in Eastern Europe is a blatant example for this dynamic. Although – 
according to the hitherto existing models – until the collapse of the socialist 

3  The first experiment of the author with this model, which she presented to scholars from Southern Asia, proved 
that many of them did not agree to the affiliation of their countries as Blum put it. A further discussion resulted in 
a disagreement on the specifications of the dimensions. 
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political system they belonged to the same types, they adopted very different 
paths. The transformation of media systems had been clarified in different 
studies (see Thomaß and Tzankoff, 2001), but the reason for changes of media 
systems had not been modelled theoretically until now.

The situation turned out to be quite different during the breakdown of 
the Communist regimes in Central and Eastern Europe. The state controlled 
media had no chance for survival and were either sold to investors (often for-
eign), re-established as public broadcasters or simply disappeared. Therefore 
the post-communist democracies passed a much more thorough process of 
transformation with change in ownership and often foreign investors moving 
in. Following a long tradition some of the public service broadcasters are still 
suffering heavy pressure of the political majority (Poland) others enjoy more 
autonomy (Czech Republic). Also the journalists are an interesting research 
object. Sometimes they were among the avant-garde of political liberalization 
(as in Poland) or lagged behind (as in Romania). The transformation process 
also showed an interesting aspect of gendering, several of the countries showed 
a tremendous influx of women in the journalistic profession, most eminent in 
Bulgaria. In all transformation countries Western European media companies 
have bought up or newly established newspapers and magazines, often clones of 
what they have successfully done in Western Europe: The Springer Company, 
the largest in Europe, that produces the best selling tabloid paper of Germany 
Bild, transferred the concept to Poland, where Fact is now the best selling paper. 

Kleinsteuber presented an approach which seizes some central causes of dy-
namics – those which derive from influences of one media system on another. 
While comparison of media systems mostly follow a most similar or most 
different system design, which is marked by the two comparative methods of 
concordance or difference he proposes four more dimensions to describe results 
of comparisons ( Kleinsteuber, 2003: 86): 

•	 Diffusion describes the voluntary transfer of models or ideas which have 
proved to be successful, e.g. the model of public service broadcasting 
which was developed in Great Britain and taken over by many countries 
in Europe and the Commonwealth.

•	 Dependence as given, if a model emerged in dependence on another state, 
as it had been the case with the media systems in former socialist countries.

•	 Temporance is a notion Kleinsteuber creates for the phenomenon, that a 
development occurs similar, but with a time lag. Thus, the future of multi-
channel TV in Europe could be studied in the USA.
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•	 Performance describes the phenomenon that similar systems take over po-
sitive elements from each other after having evaluated them thoroughly: 
Within the EU anti concentration regulation is analysed in order to come 
to a harmonization of the respective laws within the membership.

Again, the transformation of media systems in Eastern Europe could be ex-
plained to a deeper comprehension by these types of dynamics. Some countries 
followed a performance path looking at the media laws of western European 
countries. Other showed temperance in the sense that they had a boosting 
media (mostly print) market, which was earlier or later confined by media 
concentration processes. Dependence might still be given e.g. in the relation of 
Russia and Belarus.

Changes characterized by a dissolution of borders regarding the national 
framing of communication media are obvious and numerous. The global sig-
nificance of the Internet and the impossibility to regulate it – from a national 
perspective – are the most apparent signs for this development. This dissolution 
of borders can be considered with regard to economic, legal, political, technical 
and cultural aspects. Economically speaking, global operating media conglom-
erates have long a powerful influence on national media markets. This is true 
for the US-American entertainment majors (Compaine and Gomery, 2000) 
and as well for global news agencies (Wilke, 1997). Media concentration is 
crossing national boundaries and it has gained a high degree (Kleinsteuber and 
Thomaß, 2004). Entertainment formats are sold worldwide on the global TV 
markets and advertising for branded products experiences a tendency to stand-
ardization in an international scope (Dmoch, 1996).

In Europe at least media law has been passed over to a supranational or-
ganisation. The EU has obtained a power for legislation which stands above 
the possibilities for formation of the national state. And communication poli-
tics – even if it does not dispose of institutions which have powers to enforce 
anything on a supranational level beyond the EU – has gained within the UN-
ESCO international dimensions (Offenhäußer, 1999).

Regarding media technology worldwide communication streams had been 
generated already with satellites which eroded cultural self-determination of 
national states. Above all it is the internet which globalizes communication. 
Digital information overruns any national border; distances are irrelevant for 
the perception of world affairs. It seems as if geographic borders and barriers are 
more and more shrinking because of the media and that the world is becom-
ing a global village with a unitary arena. With regard to the Internet national 
claims are no longer to be upheld. In fact, international networks try to decide 
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on standards and to implement them, which sometimes are labelled as a world 
government (Kleinwächter, 2005).

The rapid diffusion of communication technologies raises fears, that a com-
mercially motivated cultural unification of the world takes place; that consum-
ers’ ideas, audiences’ preferences and images of the world come close to a “Mc-
Donaldization”. Even if processes of globalization are again and again thwarted 
by attempts of regionalization, this trend is highly visible (Kleinsteuber and 
Thomaß, 2002: 189). Further more, journalistic cultures are approaching to a 
degree – at least in the western and industrialized world – that national specifics 
seem to disappear beyond this trend (Weaver et al., 2006).

In the light of these developments, does it make sense to identify national 
media systems, analyze and compare them and work on their classification?

Media system classification, as it was presented in the tradition of commu-
nication scholars until now, starts from the idea, that law, geography, linguistic 
cultures, the political system, the economic constitution and a given state of 
media technology and its diffusion are formative factors for the media system, 
which on their side developed historically within a national frame. This le-
gitimates the analysis of media systems as national ones. Media are embedded 
within cultural context, which have national as well as international dimen-
sions, and only beginnings of global ones. In fact, media law and media poli-
tics, even if their reach is reduced because of globalization, make it possible to 
identify national media systems. Language and cultural spaces as well – not that 
clearly as media law and politics – are dominantly bound to national borders. 
Nevertheless these statements must not obstruct the view that dissolution of 
borders of the media systems in a global perspective is at full swing.

It is the comparison of specific phenomena in a given media systems which 
makes it possible to get insight into general tendencies which come into sight 
crossing borders. National media systems are a clear cut object of analysis which 
is subject to long term changes caused by globalization. This can be made per-
ceptible by the aid of comparison of media systems. To the degree that processes 
of globalization influence the national media systems, the above mentioned 
dimensions of diffusion, dependence, temporance and performance gain impor-
tance as categories of comparative analysis. The integration of dynamics into 
the criteria of analyzing media systems will be able to explain globalization of 
media in a systematic way. This is the frame comparative media analysis has to 
develop next.



CEEOL copyright 2019

CEEOL copyright 2019

19

Comparing media systems: The European Dimension Hans J. Kleinsteuber / Barbara Thomass

CM 16  (2010) © Centar za usmeravanje komunikacija

References

Blum, Roger (2005). Bausteine zu einer Theorie der Mediensysteme. In: Medi-
enwissenschaft Schweiz 2/2005, 2: 5–11.

Blumler, Jay G./Mc Loed, Jack M./Rosengren, Karl Erik (eds.) (1992). Com-
paratively Speaking: Communication and Culture across Space and Time. 
Newbury Park: Sage.

Compaine, B./Gomery, D. (2000). Who owns the Media? Competition and 
Concentration in the Mass Media Industry. 3rd edition. Erlbaum: Mahwah/
New Jersey.

Dmoch, Thomas (1996). Internationale Werbung. Standardisierung in Gren-
zen. In: Meckel, Miriam/Kriener, Markus (eds.). Internationale Kommunika-
tion. Eine Einführung. Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag. pp. 179–200.

Gurevitch, M./Blumler, J.G. (1990): Comparative Research: The Extending 
frontier. In: Swanson D.L./Nimmo, D. (eds.). New Directions in Political 
Communication. A Resource Book. Newbury Park: Sage. pp. 305–325.

Hallin, Daniel/Mancini, Paolo (2004). Comparing Media Systems. Three Models 
of Media and Politics. Cambridge. Cambridge University Press.

Kleinsteuber, Hans J. (2003). Medien und Kommunikation im internationalen 
Vergleich. Konzepte, Methoden, Befunde. In: Esser, Frank/Pfetsch, Barbara 
(eds.). Politische Kommunikation im internationalen Vergleich. Grundlagen, 
Anwendungen, Perspektiven. Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag. pp. 78–103.

Kleinsteuber, Hans J. (2002). Mediensysteme in vergleichender Perspektive. 
Zur Anwendung komparativer Ansätze in der Medienwissenschaft: Prob-
leme und Beispiele. In: Haas, Hannes/Jarren, Otfried (eds.): Mediensysteme 
im Wandel. Struktur, Organisation und Funktion der Massenmedien. Wien: 
Braumüller. pp. 24–45.

Kleinwächter, Wolfgang (2005). Internet Co-Governance. Towards a Multi-
layer Multiplayer Mechanism of Consultation, Coordination and Coop-
eration (M3C3) In: Ahrweiler, Petra/Thomaß, Barbara (eds.): Internationale 
partizipatorische Kommunikationspolitik – Strukturen und Visionen. Münster: 
Lit. pp. 75–98.

Martin, John, L./Chaudhary, Anju Grover (1983). Comparative mass media 
systems. New York: Longmann.

Massmann, Annette (2003). Kuba. Globalisierung, Medien, Macht. Eine Indi-
katorenanalyse zur Klassifkation von Mediensystemen im Zeitalter der Globalen 



CEEOL copyright 2019

CEEOL copyright 2019

20

Comparing media systems: The European Dimension Hans J. Kleinsteuber / Barbara Thomass

CM 16  (2010) © Centar za usmeravanje komunikacija

Netzwerkgesellschaft. Frankfurt: IKO Verlag für Interkulturelle Kommunika-
tion.

Offenhäußer, Dieter (1999). Die UNESCO und die globale Information-
sgesellschaft. In: Donges, Patrick/Jarren, Otfried/Schatz, Heribert (eds.): 
Globalisierung der Medien? Medienpolitik in der Informationsgesellschaft. 
Wiesbaden: Opladen. pp. 73–88.

Ronneberger, Franz  (1978). Kommunikationspolitik !. Institutionen, Prozesse, 
Ziele. Mainz

Siebert, Fred S./Peterson, Theodore/Schramm, Wilbur (1956). Four Theories 
of the Press. The Authoritarian, Libertarian, Social Responsibility and Soviet 
Communist Concepts of what the Press should Be and Do. Urbana: University 
of Illinois Press.

Thomaß, Barbra/Tzankoff, Michaela (Eds.) (2001). Medien und Transformation 
in Osteuropa. Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag.

Weischenberg, Siegfried (1992). Journalistik. Theorie und Praxis der Medien-
kommunikation. Bd. 1: Mediensysteme, Medienethik, Medieninstitutionen. 
Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag. 2., überarb. u. aktual. Aufl. - 1998.

Weaver, David H. et.al. (2006). The American Journalist in the 21st Century. 
U.S. News People at the Dawn of a New Millennium. Mahwah/New Jersey: 
Lawrence Erlbaum.

Wiio, Osmo (1983). The Mass Media Role in the Western World. In: Martin, 
John L./Chaudhary, Anjy Grover: Comparative Mass Media Systems. New 
York: Longmann. pp. 85–94.

Wilke, Jürgen (1997). Nachrichtenagenturen im Wettbewerb. Konstanz: UVK-
Medien.


