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Media Freedom and Pluralism at a Critical
Juncture

In recent years, shifting geopolitical dynamics, often boosted by the (ab)use of informa-
tion technology, have not only disrupted international power structures but have also
begun to erode fundamental principles long regarded as the bedrock of liberal democra-
cies. Foundational tenets such as the protection of fundamental rights, including freedom
of expression, institutional checks and balances, including the role of the parliaments
and opposition parties, and the legitimacy of democratic institutions and ways of delib-
eration - previously considered settled achievements of Western constitutions - are in-
creasingly subject to contestation, even in countries that used to be beacons of the rule
of law and democracy. The rise of authoritarian governance models, coupled with de-
clining respect for international legal norms, has raised attention to the need to be even
more vigilant over democratic values in order to safeguard them.

These challenges have had significant ramifications for the media sector, where the role
of independent journalism and media in upholding transparency and accountability has
been increasingly undermined by disinformation campaigns, political manipulation and
widespread mistrust. As these structural transformations unfold, it becomes evident that
media freedom and media pluralism transcend national or sector-specific concerns, rep-
resenting a central axis in the ongoing defense of the rule of law and democracy.

It does not come as a surprise, then, if at the heart of today’s debates on democracy is
the question of how to define and protect freedom of expression. Although widely valued
across liberal democracies, its interpretation varies significantly across countries, in par-
ticular when discussed in the context of online platforms’ liability: differing legal traditions
shape how online content is governed and, in the end, also determine policies to ensure
media pluralism. Freedoms entail responsibilities - responsibilities from which technol-
ogy companies have, for (too) long, been exempted. As these companies increasing-
ly assume the roles of editors, curators, and gatekeepers of the news and information
sphere, it is essential to scrutinise whether their very design aligns with democratic prin-
ciples and societal needs. When online platforms function as critical infrastructure for
the information ecosystem, their architecture profoundly influences both democratic dis-
course and the visibility of journalism within it.

The digital transformation has profoundly reconfigured traditional models of journal-
ism and media production. While digital technologies reduced entry barriers and have
allowed more people to freely express themselves, have access to unlimited informa-
tion, and facilitated innovative modes of storytelling, they have also undermined tradi-
tional revenue streams for the media sector, weakened the relationship between media
and their audiences and the overall findability of quality journalistic content, allowed for



massive dissemination of disinformation, and entrenched the dominance of digital plat-
forms that exert opaque influence over information flows.

The decline in print advertising revenue, the collapse of local journalism, and the redi-
rection of advertising expenditure towards dominant digital intermediaries have rendered
numerous media outlets economically unsustainable. In smaller markets or politically
sensitive contexts, such financial fragility often leads to editorial compromise, concentra-
tion of media ownership, and susceptibility to political influence.

European legislative initiatives such as the Digital Services Act (DSA) and the European
Media Freedom Act (EMFA) represent, in their own ways, fundamental efforts to reassert
a human rights centred approach to uphold the freedom of expression and media plu-
ralism. These legal frameworks aim on the one hand to mitigate the asymmetrical
power dynamics between technology platforms, public institutions, and the recipients of
services, and on the other hand to foster a regulatory environment that is conducive to a
pluralistic media market and a pluralistic public discourse.

In particular, the EMFA, approved in 2024 and mainly entering into force mostly in 2025,
constitutes the most comprehensive EU regulatory initiative to date aimed at establish-
ing a cohesive regulatory framework to promote editorial independence, ensure own-
ership transparency, and fortify media pluralism across the European single market. It
seeks to provide safeguards against arbitrary government intervention, enhance coop-
eration among national regulatory bodies, and bolster resilience against both economic
and political pressures.

The importance of this endeavour cannot be underestimated. Media freedom and plural-
ism, as the Media Pluralism Monitor (MPM) has witnessed for years, are not merely as-
pirational values but essential preconditions for the functioning of democratic societies.
Their erosion diminishes the public’s capacity to engage in informed deliberation, to hold
political and economic power to account, and to participate meaningfully in civic life. The
long-term health of European democracy hinges upon the development of a media eco-
system that is resilient, independent, and capable of adapting to evolving technological
and socio-political conditions.

In conclusion, media freedom and pluralism remain foundational to the democratic project
of the European Union. They constitute not only historical achievements but enduring
necessities for maintaining an open, informed, and representative public sphere. The
contemporary challenges posed by structural market failures, legal uncertainty, digital
disruption, online disinformation, forcefully underscore the imperative for coordinated
policy interventions and sustained public engagement. Defending these principles is not
an ancillary task but a central obligation in the preservation of democratic governance.



The publication of the 2025 edition of the MPM comes, therefore, at a pivotal juncture of
unpredictably changing geopolitical equilibria and at the crossroads of a stress test for
democracy. As democratic values face mounting pressures and the media landscape
undergoes rapid technological and political shifts, the need for robust, evidence-based
insights into media freedom and pluralism has never been more urgent and essential.

As it has been doing since its conceptualisation and first implementation, the Media Plu-
ralism Monitor takes a holistic approach, to capture the multifaceted nature of the chal-
lenges and transformations affecting media freedom and pluralism today. Notably, this
year we have chosen to place greater emphasis on reporting a more extended narrative
description of the data we collected during the year of the research, prioritizing in-depth
contextual analysis over comparative scoring of the risks, and adding focuses on some
of the most pressing issues in all the four areas of monitoring (Fundamental Protec-
tion, Market Plurality, Political Independence and Social Inclusiveness). Moreover, the
MPM2025 gives insights and indications on the state of play of EU countries currently
awaiting the full application of the European Media freedom Act, on 8 August 2025.

This approach allows us to better illuminate the nuances behind the collected data and
the conducted research and analysis, offering a richer vision and a stream of sugges-
tions for both policymakers and readers.

Our sincere thanks go to the great, knowledgeable, and dedicated CMPF team and to
the network of researchers across Europe whose professionalism, expertise, and com-
mitment make the MPM possible every year and, in particular, have made this enriched
2025 edition a reality. Their work and dedication continue to be the foundation of this vital
monitoring effort.



CMPF TEAM

Prof. Pier Luigi Parcu is Director of the Centre for Media Pluralism and Media Freedom
as well as Director of the Centre for a Digital Society at the European University Institute.
Formerly CEO of GRTN and Director at AGCM, he holds a Ph.D in Economics (UCLA).
His research spans antitrust, regulation, media pluralism, and digital platforms, focusing
on innovation, governance, and freedom of expression.

Prof. Elda Brogi is Deputy Director of the CMPF. She has developed and worked on
the MPM since its inception. Her main interests span Constitutional, European, Media
and Internet law. She holds a Ph.D. in Public Law and Constitutional Law (University La
Sapienza, Rome) and she is an Italian qualified lawyer.

Iva Nenadic (Ph.D.) is the Scientific Coordinator of the CMPF. She has contributed to
the methodological development and implementation of the MPM since 2016, with a par-
ticular focus on the area of Political Independence and the impact of digital transforma-
tion on the media and information landscape.

Marie Palmer (Ph.D) is a Research Associate at the CMPF, and coordinates the MPM
projects. She also supervises the Social Inclusiveness area of the MPM. Her research
focuses on journalism practices and more specifically on inclusivity in the media. Before
dedicating her time to academic research, she worked as a journalist.

Jan Erik Kermer (Ph.D.) is a Research Associate at the CMPF, responsible for the
centre’s data-driven tasks and the implementation of the MPM methodology. He also
co-leads a study on the added value of a European streaming platform. His research
focuses on the challenges facing the European public sphere including disinformation,
polarisation and algorithmic bias.

Sofia Verza is a Research Associate at the CMPF, where she supervises the Fundamen-
tal Protection area of the Media Pluralism Monitor. She has been coordinating the Local
Media for Democracy project and the Study on media plurality and diversity online. Sofia
holds an MA in Law and a PhD in Sociology of Communication.

Roberta Carlini is Assistant Part-Time Professor at the CMPF. Her research focuses
on media economy and digital markets. She supervises the Market Plurality area of the
MPM, analysing and mapping the economic threats to media pluralism and editorial in-
tegrity, including the impact of Al on the media business model. She has a journalist
background.

Matteo Trevisan is a Research Associate at the CMPF, where he supervises the Politi-
cal Independence area of the MPM. His research focuses on the wide range of mecha-
nisms for political capture of private and public media, with a particular attention to the
new challenges enabled by the digital realm.



Tijana Blagojev is a Research Associate at the CMPF and focuses on Social Inclusive-
ness topics, and more specifically on local media as well as on specificities related to
candidate countries for the MPM. She is also active in the fields of media policies, open
data initiatives and data visualization trainings.

Konrad Bleyer-Simon is a Research Associate at the CMPF, a researcher at the
Austrian Academy of Sciences, and works on the Policy Analysis and Research task of
the European Digital Media Observatory. In the MPM, he contributes to the market area
and the information integrity indicator. He holds a doctoral degree from the Freie Univer-
sitat Berlin.

Urbano Reviglio (Ph.D) is a Research Associate at the CMPF and focuses on the gov-
ernance of the digital public sphere, with particular attention to social media regulation
and algorithmic content curation. Within the MPM, he contributes to the indicator on in-
formation integrity, especially in the areas of content moderation and disinformation.

Danielle Borges is a Research Associate at the CMPF, focusing on the Fundamental
Protection and Market Plurality areas of the MPM, more specifically on Protection of the
Right to Information and Transparency of Media Ownership. She holds a PhD in Law and
a master’s degree in International, Comparative, and European Law from the European
University Institute (EUI).

Stefano Brocchi is an IT developer at the Robert Schuman Centre with a multifaceted
expertise, cultivated through a career encompassing academic research and IT roles in
private companies. He contributed to develop the software used for the MPM data col-
lection and report creation, and took part in the discussion about the data analysis and
risk computation



LIST OF ACRONYMS

ACM Authority for Consumers & Markets (Autoriteit Consument & Markt)- the Nether-
lands

AGCOM Authority for Guarantees in Communications (Autorita per le Garanzie nelle Co-
municazioni) - ltaly

Al Artificial Intelligence

AlA Atrtificial Intelligence Act

ALIA Luxembourg Independent Audiovisual Authority (Autorité luxembourgeoise in-
dépendante de l'audiovisuel)

AMA Audiovisual Media Autority (Autoriteti i Mediave Audiovizive)- Albania

ARCOM Regulatory Authority for Audiovisual and Digital Communication (Autorité de
régulation de la communication audiovisuelle et numérique)- France

AVMS Audiovisual media services

AVMU Agency for Audio and Audiovisual Media Services (AeeHuuja 3a ayduo u
ayduosu3syernHu meduymcku ycryeu) - The Republic of North Macedonia

BiK Press Advertisement Agency (Basin llan Kurumu) - Tirkiye

BNR Bulgarian National Radio (Bélgarsko nacionalno radio)

BNT Bulgarian National Television (Balgarska natsionalna televizia)

CASE Coalition Against SLAPPs in Europe

CEM Council for Electronic Media - Bulgaria

CMPF Centre for Media Pluralism and Media Freedom

CNA National Audiovisual Council - Romania

CNMC National Commission on Markets and Competition (Comisién Nacional de los
Mercados y la Competencia) - Spain

DSCs Digital Services Coordinator(s)

DSA Digital Services Act

EDMO European Digital Media Observatory

EMFA European Media Freedom Act

ERR Estonian public service media (Eesti Rahvusringhééling) - Estonia

EU European Union

FIMI Foreign Information Manipulation and Interference

FTTP Fibre to the Premises

GAFAM Google, Apple, Facebook, Amazon, Microsoft

GDP Gross Domestic Product

GDPR General Data Protection Regulation

HRT Croatian Radiotelevision (Hrvatska radiotelevizija)

KRRIT National Broadcasting Council (Krajowa Rada Radiofonii i Telewizji)- Poland
KEK Commission on Concentration in the Media (Kommission zur Ermittlung der Konz-
entration im Medienbereich ) - Germany



LGBTQ+ Lesbian Gay Bisexual Transgender/Transsexual Queer (+ = open)

LRT Lithuanian National Radio and Television (Lietuvos nacionalinis radijas ir televizija)
MPM Media Pluralism Monitor

MFRR Media Freedom Rapid Response

MS(s) Member State(s) of the European Union

MSP(s) Media Service Provider(s)

NMHH National Media and Infocommunications Authority (Nemzeti Média- és Hirkozlé-
si Hatésag) - Hungary

NRA(s) National regulatory authorities

PSM Public Service Media

RAI ltalian RadioTelevision (Radiotelevisione Italiana)

RSF Reporters Without Borders (Reporters Sans Frontiéres)

RTE Ireland's National Television and Radio Broadcaster (Raidié Teilifis Eireann)
RTCG Radio Television of Montenegro (Radio-televizija Crne Gore)

RTS Radio Television of Serbia (Radio-televizija Srbije)

RTUK Radio and Television Supreme Council (Radyo ve Televizyon Ust Kurulu)- Tiirkiye
RTV Radio-Television Slovenia (Slovenija Radiotelevizija Slovenija)

RTVE Spanish Broadcasting Corporation (Corporacién de Radio y Television Espafiola)
RTVS Radio and Television of Slovakia (RTVS) - Former Slovakian PSM

SGP Reformed Political Partyn (Staatkundig Gereformeerde Partij) - The Netherlands
SLAPP Strategic Lawsuits Against Public Participation

STVR Slovakian Radiotelevision (Rozhlas a televizia Slovenska)

SVT Swedish Television (Sveriges Television)

TRAFICOM Transport and Communications Agency (Liikenne-ja Viestintévirasto) -
Finland

TRT Turkish Radio and Television Corporation (Ttirkiye Radyo Televizyon Kurumu)
TSN French digital service tax (Taxe sur les services numériques) - France

TVP Polish Television (Telewizji Polskiej)

VLOP(s) Very Large Online Platform(s)

VLOSE(s) Very Large Online Search Engines

VHCN Very High Capacity Network

VSPs Video-sharing platform(s)



Preliminary note on the MPM 2025

The Media Pluralism Monitor (MPM) is a diagnostic tool developed by the Centre for
Media Pluralism and Media Freedom (CMPF) at the European University Institute. Im-
plemented every year since 2020, and evolved since 2014, the MPM evaluates, using
a normative approach, potential risks to media pluralism within EU member states and
candidates. It offers a comparative perspective between countries as well as a longitu-
dinal analysis of the risks over time. For this 2025 edition, the MPM conserved its focus
on four key dimensions of media pluralism - Fundamental Protection, Market Plurality,
Political independence, and Social inclusiveness - and fine-tuned twenty key indicators
(See Table 1).

Table 1: Areas and Indicators of the Media Pluralism Monitor

Fundamen-
tal Protection

Market Plurality

Political Inde-
pendence

Social Inclu-
siveness

Protection of
freedom of ex-
pression

Transparency of
media ownership

Political independ-
ence of the media

Universal and inclu-
sive access to media

Protection of infor-
mation integrity

Plurality of media
providers

Editorial autonomy

Representation of mi-
norities in the media

Protection of right
to information

Plurality in digital
markets

Integrity of polit-
ical information
during elections

Local/regional and
community media

Journalistic pro-

State regulation of re-

Gender equality

effectiveness of
the national regu-
latory authorities

pendence from
commercial and
owners 'influence

Independence of
public service media

fession ,standards Media viability sources and support . :

: . in the media
and protection to the media sector
Independence and Editorial inde-

Media Literacy

This year, the MPM underwent significant transformations.

First, the risk assessment was expanded from a three-tier system - low, medium, and
high risk - to a six-tier system - from very low risk to very high risk (see Figure 1). The
adoption of the six-tier system aimed at providing a more granular assessment of the
risks to media pluralism and freedom and at making subtil differences between coun-
tries more visible, while conserving a form of continuity with the previous implementa-
tions of the MPM. To achieve such a continuity, the current six tiers was designed as a
redefinition of the previous three tiers. For instance, what was considered as a low risk
in previous editions, can be assessed with more precision, being either a very low risk (if
the risk score is comprised between 0% and 16%) or a low risk if the score is comprised
between 17% and 33%. The same logic applies for the other tiers.



Figure a. Presentation of the six-tier risk assessment system
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Second, this report includes some insights on a selection of themes related to the
European Media Freedom Act before its entry into full force in August 2025. Most of the
standards established by the EMFA were already included in the MPM questionnaire - In
total, 63 variables out of the 200 assessed by the MPM questionnaire can be associated
with EMFA standards in the 2025 edition - and have therefore been assessed through
its successive implementations. However, this year, the CMPF team has made a specific
effort to shed light on these EMFA-related standards and to propose an analysis on the
state of play of EMFA before its entry into force.

Third, this report dedicates a chapter to the analysis of media pluralism and freedom in
the EU candidate countries. Candidate countries have specific challenges that cannot
necessarily be compared to EU member states and that need to be analysed separately.
This chapter focuses on the traditional MPM standards and includes precise recommen-
dations tailored to the studied countries.

Finally, as for every edition of the MPM, the CMPF has updated and fine-tuned the ques-
tionnaire, taking into account the evolution of the information and media sphere as well as
of society in general, considering the existence of available data, and based on the experi-
ence obtained from previous implementations of the tool. This year, a total of 40 variables
were modified or added out of 200. Therefore, the MPM results for 2025 are not strictly
comparable with the results of previous editions. The details of methodological changes
are explained on the CMPF website at http://cmpf.eui.eu/media-pluralism-monitor/.



https://cmpf.eui.eu/media-pluralism-monitor/

CHAPTER 1. Results Snapshot

1.1. MPM2025 General Ranking

Figure 1.a. MPM2025 - General ranking treemap - EU-27
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Since the 2022 edition of the Media Pluralism Monitor, the CMPF has featured the general
country ranking to provide a clear picture of how EU Member States fare within the
broader European context as regards the risks to media pluralism and media freedom.
The general ranking represents each Member State’s overall risk score, calculated as the
simple average of the risk scores across the four thematic areas of the MPM: Fundamen-
tal Protection, Market Plurality, Political Independence and Social Inclusiveness.



The MPM2025 general ranking shows that:

No Member State falls into the extreme risk bands (very-high / very-low), with
only Hungary falling into the high-risk category. Most Member States (22) are
assessed as medium-risk, with roughly half of them falling into the upper band
of the medium-risk category (medium-high) (ltaly, Slovakia, the Czech Republic,
Spain, Poland, Croatia, Slovenia, Bulgaria, Greece, Cyprus, Romania and Malta)
and the other half (Lithuania, Estonia, Finland, Belgium, Ireland, Luxembourg,
Austria, France, Portugal, and Latvia) at the lower tier of the medium risk band
(Medium-low).

The average risk score for the EU, estimated at 49%, falls within the medium-low
risk band. The average is slightly inferior to the median risk (50%, as with Lithu-
ania), showing the positive impact of the best-performing countries.

Only four Member States - Germany, Sweden, Denmark, and the Netherlands
- are assessed in the low-risk category. Their good performance reflects strong
Fundamental Protection of the media, as well as good safeguards to the Po-
litical Independence of the media, and to a lesser extent, to the inclusive
media environment. Concerning the latter, Germany stands out as an excep-
tion, with specific risks reported relating to gender equality in the media. Despite
the broadly resilient performance of the aforementioned Member States across
three of the four MPM areas, it is important to note the pronounced risks in
Market Plurality in these countries, which align with broader EU trends.

On the brink of the very-high-risk band, Hungary stands out as the worst-per-
forming country by a considerable margin, followed by Romania and Malta, both
of which recorded aggregate risk scores hovering near the high-risk band. Both
Hungary and Malta exhibit particular shortcomings in the areas of Market Plu-
rality and Political Independence, as political actors exert outsized control
over both private and public media, among other things through their influence
over the available means of financing.

Cyprus, Romania, Bulgaria, and, to a lesser extent, Greece, are all associat-
ed with an especially poor performance in Market Plurality and Social Inclu-
siveness. While Greece performs badly across the board in all four areas, its
risk scores generally fall within the medium-high risk band, ranging from 57% to
67%, with one area reaching the high-risk threshold.

The worst-performing Member States scored particularly poorly in Market Plu-
rality with Cyprus, Hungary, and Romania falling into the highest-risk category.



Figure 1.b. MPM2025 - General ranking - map of the countries by risk level
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e Concerning regional trends, the map (see Figure 1.b) paints an all-too-familiar
picture of Member States in North-central Europe performing the strongest (the
so-called “Corporatist / Liberal” model” by Hallin and Mancini (2004)), followed by
the Southern European Member States (the so-called “Polarised Pluralist / Med-
iterranean” model), with the worst-performing Member States located predom-
inantly in Central and Eastern Europe (the so-called “Post-Communist/Hybrid
Media Models” by Jakubowicz et al., 2008; Perusko, 2021).

e Baltic Member States generally fared better than their Southern European coun-
terparts, with Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia all assessed at the lower end of the
medium-risk band, and Malta, Cyprus, and Greece verging on the high-risk
category.



Figure 1.c. MPM2025 - The most problematic indicators
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Seven indicators out of a total of twenty score on average above 50%, putting
them in the medium-high risk band or above. This includes all the indicators
related to Market Plurality and two indicators related to Social Inclusiveness.
While high risks related to Market Plurality indicators were expected as the
threats to a diverse and pluralistic media market have always been a source of
concern in Europe and worldwide, the poor performances in terms of Social In-
clusiveness may be more surprising at first. Yet, this outcome reflects the contin-
ued existence of a homogeneous and male-dominated media environment in the
European Union.

The worst performing indicators are Plurality of media providers and Plurality in
digital markets, both scoring a very high-risk level. These are the two indicators
assessing risks related to situations of market power: respectively, in the field of
production (concentration of ownership of the media service providers) and of the
distribution/access (concentration of the digital intermediaries such as very large
online platforms, search engines, and - more recently - Al-based aggregators).

The concentration of ownership in the digital markets adds to the risks that have
historically characterized the media industry. The very high-risk level of the indi-
cator on the plurality of media providers registers the oligopolistic tendencies of
traditional media sectors and the fact that these tendencies have not significant-
ly decreased in the digital media sector.

The concentration of media ownership and decreasing media economic sustain-
ability help to explain the growing risks of commercial pressure and owners’ inter-
ests, which in turn threaten the integrity of newsrooms and media content.



Since the MPM2020, gender equality in the media has always been the highest
scoring indicator outside of the Market Plurality area, reflecting the fact that
parity has not been achieved in media management, nor in media content.

The medium-high risk regarding the representation of minorities in the media
reflects important differences between EU-Member States, as well as between
legally recognised minorities and marginalised communities.

1.2 MPM2025 Main Trends per Area

FUNDAMENTAL
PROTECTION

. VERY LOW RISK

EU MEMBERS LOW RISK

MEDIUM - LOW RISK @ i Risk >°/ ‘
(1]
[ VERY HIGH RISK

EU MEMBERS
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The Fundamental Protection area of the MPM analyses the requirements for media plu-
ralism and freedom, namely: the existence of effective regulatory safeguards to protect
freedom of expression, offline and online; the right to seek, receive and impart informa-
tion; favourable conditions for free and independent journalism (in terms of both working
conditions and safety of journalists from physical, verbal and legal harassment); and
lastly ,the presence of independent and effective media authorities.

Across EU countries, the rising number of Strategic Lawsuits Against Public
Participation (SLAPPs) and the ongoing criminalization of defamation in most
Member States contributed to increasing the risks associated with the protection
of freedom of expression.

Physical and online threats against journalists are also increasing in Western
European countries. Online harassment, in particularly, is on the rise, which is
also due to the increased use of Al and other new technologies to discredit the
credibility of journalists (for example, through the creation of fake profiles and
deep fakes of journalists). Surveillance of journalists and human rights defenders
through intrusive technologies such as spyware is also on the rise and is paired
with a lack of specific legal safeguards in most EU countries. In addition, online
smear campaigns are common and, most worryingly, are often led by political
representatives.



The working conditions of journalists are deplorable in most EU Member States,
with low salaries and weak or absent social security schemes.

The data provided in the DSA transparency reports by very Large Online Plat-
forms (VLOPs) offer a limited understanding of the risks to freedom of expression.
However, the reports do reveal that several countries — especially in Eastern
Europe — lack an adequate number of content moderators proficient in their
national languages.

In Bulgaria, Cyprus, Spain, and Croatia, public authorities fail to adequately report
their content moderation requests. Otherwise, freedom of expression is general-
ly adequately balanced in cases of government requests to VLOPS for content
moderation.

Public strategy against disinformation, and measures to identify and address
Foreign Information Manipulation and Interference (FIMI) are lacking in most of
the EU Member States. At the same time, the MPM data collection reveals that
coordinated disinformation and influence operations are increasingly considered
as a threat. In light of this, countries need to be careful that overreaching censor-
ship policies do not threaten fundamental rights.

The legal protection of the right to information has improved due to advance-
ments in laws or in the practice of access to information, as reported by some
Member States, such as Austria, Bulgaria, Denmark and Luxembourg.

Although all EU Member States have now transposed the main provisions of
Directive (EU) 2019/1937 on the protection of persons who report breaches of
Union law (“Whistleblowing Directive”), problems persist regarding the effective-
ness of laws and the public awareness of whistleblower protection. Cases of
sanctioning of whistleblowers were reported by some Member States, such as in
the Czech Republic, Poland, and Slovakia.

The independence and effectiveness of the national regulatory authorities (NRAs)
vary considerably across the EU. Hungary, Poland, Italy, Slovakia, and Greece,
among other countries, face different cases of political interference, from the ap-
pointment procedures of their members to decision making.



Figure 1.d. Fundamental Protection area - Treemap ranking of the EU-27
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o In the Fundamental Protection area, no country scores a high-risk level, even
though two countries- Hungary and Greece- are on the higher edge of the medi-
um-high risk score. The main issues identified in Hungary for Fundamental Pro-
tection regard restrictions on journalists accessing certain institutional spaces
(for example, parliament or press conferences), the use of the Sovereignty Pro-
tection Act against independent media outlets, a deterioration in the scope of
access to data of public interest, ad lastly, SLAPPs and the lack of political inde-
pendence of the media authority. This last issue is sensitive in Greece too, where
the risk to media pluralism has also increased due to a number of factors, includ-
ing cases of physical attacks, including a precautionary arrest, against journalists,
SLAPPs brought against journalists, the surveillance of journalists, and exces-
sive content moderation by VLOPs with regard to sensitive geopolitical content.

e Bulgaria and Malta also score in the medium-high risk band for Fundamen-
tal Protection. In Bulgaria, politicians engage in smear campaigns against the
media, authorities engage in controversial takedown requests of online content
to platforms, the working conditions of journalists are problematic, and the inde-
pendence of national regulatory authorities is at stake. In Malta, the protection of
whistleblowers and access to public information are not well guaranteed, nor is
the independence of national regulatory authorities. Likewise, in Malta impunity
for crimes against journalists persists.

e Twelve EU countries score a medium-low risk in the Fundamental Protection
area. Among them are some Western Member States, such as Spain, Italy,
Portugal, France and Austria. The risk level in these countries is increased by de-



teriorating working conditions for journalists and the rise in physical and online
harassment, especially against journalists covering environmental issues and the
massacre of Palestinian civilians in Gaza. In France, the temporary arrest of jour-
nalists also occurred in 2024.

Concerns for the physical safety of journalists are also on the rise in countries
that score low-risk and very low-risk, such as the Netherlands, Belgium, Germany
and Sweden.

A common problem for many EU countries, independent of their collocation
across the risk bands, is the budgetary independence of NRAs. The adequacy of
their technical and human resources is also at stake, considering the increasing
tasks entrusted to them by the DSA and EMFA.
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The Market Plurality area considers the economic factors that impact the plurality of the
media offer, assessing the risks deriving from insufficient transparency and the high con-
centration of media ownership, the economic sustainability of the media, and the undue
influence of commercial interests and ownership over editorial choices. Moreover, the
area assesses the risks deriving from the high concentration of digital markets and the
dependency of the media on online intermediaries.

Market Plurality is the only area that shows an average high-risk level across EU
countries. In this area, three indicators are at medium-high risk, namely Transpar-
ency of media ownership, Media viability and Editorial independence from com-
mercial and owner influence. The indicator on the Plurality of media providers,
which assesses the level of media ownership concentration and the existence of
media-specific measures to address it, is at very high-risk level. Risks related to
excessive market power are also registered by the indicator on the Plurality of
digital markets, which includes in its assessment the digital intermediaries to in-
formation (online platforms, search engines, aggregators) and, since the current
implementation, Al companies. This indicator also registers a very high-risk level.



Transparency of media ownership is not guaranteed across all the EU Member
States. In Member States that perform poorly in this indicator there is a lack
of comprehensive media-specific legislation to mandate the disclosure of media
ownership information across all media sectors. In addition, the degree of detail
of the information available is not sufficient to identify the ultimate or beneficial
owner, an issue that is particularly problematic in the digital news sector. Progress
towards the implementation of national media ownership databases is expected,
in view of the full application of Art. 6 EMFA.

Tendencies towards consolidation in the media industry continued in the year
of the assessment, with several cases under evaluation by competition and/or
media authorities (e.g. in France, the Netherlands, and Finland). In Poland, the
government stepped into media operations, adding two TV companies to the list
of its strategic assets. (see below, in the Political Independence area). At the time
of the MPM2025 assessment, eighteen countries had no separate assessment
on media mergers to evaluate the impact of media market concentrations on plu-
ralism and editorial independence. Fragmented national regulatory frameworks
are evolving, in order to comply with Art. 22 EMFA.

Digital markets are highly concentrated, and the dominance of the very large
online platforms in the digital advertising market continues. In this regard, it must
be noted that data collection must often rely on estimates and commercial da-
tabases, given the lack of transparent financial reports at country (and also at
European) level. Moreover, the absence of standardised systems for measuring
online audiences contributes to the opacity of digital markets and further threat-
ens the level playing field.

The economic relationships between media service providers and digital inter-
mediaries are still characterised by disputes regarding the monetization of media
content, and difficulties in copyright protection. In eight EU countries there are no
ongoing negotiations between publishers and platforms to remunerate the use of
media content.

The rapid growth of generative Al systems has led many publishers to sign deals
with Al companies for the remuneration of media content used to train LLMs (large
language models). But these cases are concentrated in the largest European
markets: Germany, France and Spain. The vast majority of countries (24) report
that there are no ongoing negotiations, or, in the case that there are, these are
very limited and problematic. In the countries in which relevant agreements with
Al companies have been signed in 2024, these are limited to the mainstream
media and not transparent in their economic and legal details.



e Media viability has improved but the market is far from sustainable. While the
print market has continued to experience declining revenues and lower circula-
tion numbers in almost every country, television and radio have proven more re-
silient, in many cases experiencing some growth in revenues. The viability of
the journalistic profession is still not good. Even if there were fewer major media
closures and lay-offs reported than in past years, the number of employed jour-
nalists is below the level of the early 2000s. There are some good examples of
countries where governments decided to increase their investment in quality jour-
nalism, with a greater focus on digital media, as in past years, but in most cases
such subsidies are still not sufficient. While newsrooms experiment with new
revenues, most of these are hardly sustainable.

e The medium-high-risk of the indicator of editorial independence shows that, in a
weak media market, news media are extremely vulnerable to commercial pres-
sures. Measures that aim to safeguard the integrity of content are still missing in
many countries. Disguised advertising remains a problem. Across the countries
assessed, there is a worrying number of cases where news media owners have
important significant interests in non-media sectors. The disclosure of conflicts of
interest is still not a common practice.

Figure 1.e. Market Plurality area - Treemap ranking of the EU-27
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e In the Market Plurality area, no country is at low risk, and three countries are at
very high risk: Cyprus, Hungary and Romania. For these countries, the alarming
result derives from a high level of risk in all the indicators composing the area.
Nine countries are at high risk, whereas 14 countries position themselves at me-



dium-high risk, and Germany is the only country in the medium-low band - a
result driven by the low risks related to the indicator on transparency of media
ownership and to the safeguards of editorial independence from commercial and
owners’ undue influence. Overall, it must be noted that this area also shows a
high degree of uniformity in the results, with the majority of the countries posi-
tioned between 60 and 70% of risk level. This effect can be understood as a con-
sequence of the cross-border dimension of the media and the digital markets.

e In the indicator on the Transparency of media ownership, six countries score
at the high-risk level (Belgium, the Czech Republic, Finland, the Netherlands,
Romania and Slovenia), while three countries are categorised in the very high-
risk band (Cyprus, Hungary, and Spain).

e When it comes to the indicator on Plurality of media providers, twenty countries
score at very high-risk, and the remaining seven countries are at high-risk.

e Inthe indicator on Plurality in digital markets, all the countries score high and very
high-risk levels, except Germany which presents a medium-high-risk level.

e The results of the indicator on Media viability present a wider range of risk scores:
eighteen countries can be found in the medium-low or the medium-high range;
only the three Baltic countries show a low risk, while Cyprus, Hungary, Ireland,
Malta, Romania, and Slovenia are high-risk countries.

e The overwhelming majority of countries (eighteen) score either high or very high
risk on the indicator of Editorial independence from commercial and owner influ-
ence. In twenty-two countries, media owners’ economic interests in non-media
sectors raise serious concerns.
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The Political Independence indicators assess the existence and effectiveness of reg-
ulatory and self-requlatory safeguards against political bias and political influences over
news production, distribution and access. More specifically, the area seeks to evaluate
the influence of the state and of political power over the functioning of the media market



and the independence of public service media. In addition, the area is concerned with
the existence and effectiveness of (self)regulation in ensuring editorial independence
and the availability of plural political information and viewpoints, in particular during elec-
toral periods.

The 2025 EU results for the Political Independence area show the persistence
of major instances of control and influence exerted by traditional mechanisms of
political capture of the media. This reality is reflected at the area level —with the
overall score registering 41%, in the medium-low band.

Concerns in terms of politicised ownership structures that may affect the politi-
cal independence of the media and editorial autonomy persist. The newspaper
sector is considered the most at risk, in this regard, followed closely by the audio-
visual sector. While digital native media are assessed as relatively safer in terms
of political control via ownership, some countries are presenting concerns (e.g.
Austria, Bulgaria).

Self-regulatory instruments often lack the power to address or react against
external and internal violations and pressures. Self-regulation is assessed as
truly effective only in Northern European countries.

Editorial output is also indirectly affected by the controversial distribution of state
money, with the allocation of such resources, especially state advertising, often
being linked to politicised ownership structures.

The MPM2025 results reveal a severe politicisation of governance and funding
structures, as well as the mechanisms of European public service media. Sensi-
tive deficiencies are detected, especially regarding regulatory provisions aimed
at limiting political ownership, criteria for the allocation of state advertising, PSM
governance and funding procedures, as well as the conditions and mechanisms
through which political advertising is distributed on online media and platforms.

In almost all Member States, audiovisual media follows strict regulatory safe-
guards aimed at securing electoral periods from unbalanced political communi-
cation. Such safeguards were generally assessed as sufficient in ensuring a fair
and balanced representation of political viewpoints. At the same time, in some
countries relevant debate emerged with the political communication of candi-
dates carrying out institutional activities and related risks of imbalances. Further-
more, private media generally proved less equal, if compared to PSM.

Contrarily, political communication in the online environment raises severe risks,
due to the techniques used for issuing online political advertising —especially on
social media platforms— and transparency concerns. A generalised lack of regu-
lation continues to hinder improvement in this domain.



The local dimension is particularly fragile. Many European countries are severely
affected by an entrenchment of politicised local ownership and public funding,
biasedly directed either in the form of subsidies or institutional campaigning. In
some cases, local media are directly owned or funded by the municipality (e.g.
Slovakia, Croatia). This generates high concerns in terms of editorial output, but
also proves problematic in terms of market distortion.

Some countries have been notably impacted by the tense geopolitical situation. In
Poland, two major audiovisual players were added to the list of strategic entities
that are eligible to receive state protection, and will need government consent in
the case of ownership change. In Romania, elections were annulled by the Con-
stitutional Court in December 2024 following concerns of foreign interference via
social media campaigning.

Figure 1.f. Political Independence area - Treemap ranking of the EU-27
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More than half of the EU Member States score between medium-low and high-
risk bands, underlying relevant regulatory deficiencies and instances of political
influence and control.

The geographical distribution of risk clearly locates former socialist countries in
higher risk bands, compared to Western counterparts —with some exceptions. In
Eastern European countries, patterns of control are particularly pronounced and
interrelated. A fundamental difference, in comparative perspective, is the quality
of the implementation of provisions and standards, and a far higher record of
problematic evidence. Conversely, Northern European countries, based on the



data provided, are assessed as being generally free from blatant malpractices, in
spite of the lack of hard regulatory provisions aimed at preventing political control.

As with previous MPM implementations, Hungary and Malta score the worst
results. While Malta represents a unique case of the party-media system,
Hungary combines a wide range of blatant and more subtle elements that makes
the media system almost completely captured by the ruling political party Fidesz.
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The Social Inclusiveness area focuses on the universal, inclusive and safe access to
media, especially by specific groups in society, including minorities, marginalised com-
munities, local and regional communities, women and people with disabilities. It also
examines the media literacy environment, as a precondition to inclusiveness.

Social Inclusiveness, with an average risk assessed at 50%, is still, in compar-
ison with previous rounds of MPM implementations, within the medium-low-risk
band although at the border of the medium-high risk. The median is, however,
within the medium-high-risk band, reflecting that the situation remains problem-
atic in most countries. Nevertheless, none of the EU Member States scored at
the extremes, that is, within the very low or very high-risk bands. This absence of
extremes reflects on the one hand, the difficulty of reaching a very low-risk situa-
tion given the intrinsic nature of Social Inclusiveness which aims to provide media
access and representation to the marginalised groups and fringes of society. On
the other hand, the absence of very high-risk scoring countries reflects that all
the countries studied are at least providing minimal effort to ensuring a minimum
level of inclusivity in media services.

In line with the average risk score for the area, all the indicators used to assess
Social Inclusiveness are assessed between medium-low-risk and the medi-
um-high-risk bands, thereby avoiding extremes. This confirms that all EU Member
States are making some sort of effort to guarantee basic inclusiveness.



Universal coverage is guaranteed in most EU countries, although in some cases
it is hindered by limited media accessibility for people with disabilities. Although
all EU Member States have made some effort over the past years to improve
media accessibility in line with art. 34 of the Audiovisual Media Service Directive
(AVSMD), minimal standards differ significantly from one country to another and
audio-descriptions for people with visual impairments are often left out of these
minimal standards.

Confirming a trend, the representation of women in the media remains the
weakest point for most countries in terms of Social Inclusiveness. The rep-
resentation of women in the media has always been one of the main risk factors,
ever since the first implementation of the MPM, reflecting both a quantitative and
a quantitative deficit (Palmer & Urbanikova, 2025).

A lack of data is a common problem when measuring social inclusiveness, es-
pecially for assessing the representation of women and marginalised communi-
ties in the media. Of the answers given regarding the representation of women in
the media, 17% were coded as no data in the absence of up to date quantitative
and qualitative monitoring of gender representation in the media. The percentage
reaches 10% for variables on marginalised communities.

Figure 1.g. Social Inclusiveness area - Ranking of the EU Member States
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The repartition of countries shows clear geographical zones when it comes to
the area of Social Inclusiveness. Scandinavia and the Netherlands’ scores are
low-risk, Western European countries tend to score within the medium-low-risk



band, Eastern European countries score within the medium-high-risk band, while
Southern European countries present a mixed picture with Italy in the medi-
um-high-risk band and Portugal in the high-risk band.

The good performance of the Scandinavian countries and the Netherlands reflects
on the one hand, very comprehensive and up-to-date media literacy policies as
well very high levels of media literacy within the population, and, on the other
hand, a solid universal coverage of their territory coupled with high media ac-
cessibility. However, local media coverage remains a serious source of concern
for Denmark, the Netherlands, and Finland, with local media outlets increasingly
closing their doors in the absence of sufficient viability.

Among Eastern European countries, Estonia and Lithuania present a signifi-
cant medium-low risk and are very close to the low-risk band. These two coun-
tries tend to share some common traits with Scandinavian countries, including a
strong universal access to media, adequate representation of minorities, and, for
Estonia, a very strong media literacy tradition that was extended two years ago
to include the country’s Russian minorities.

Portugal is the only Western European Member State to score within the high-
risk band. According to Cadima et al. (2025), “the critical scenario is mainly due
to significant sustainability issues concerning local media, gender inequality in
media management and representation, as well as the scarce presence and ste-
reotypical framing of marginalized communities in media content”.

Romania is the worst performing country in terms of Social Inclusiveness. Ac-
cording to Toma et al. (2025), data are lacking to provide a full picture of the situ-
ation, echoing the issue of monitoring mentioned earlier. Bulgaria follows suit, re-
flecting ineffective protection against hate speech amid low media literacy skills
and poor results in terms of gender balance and diversity in the media (Spassov
et al., 2025).



CHAPTER 2. Fundamental Protection

2.1. In-depth results

Figure a. Fundamental Protection area. Averages per indicator
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PROTECTION OF FREEDOM OF

S RRE ST MEDIUM - LOW RISK

The Protection of freedom of expression indicator assesses the respect for freedom
of expression and the related international standards, the proportionality of balancing
freedom of expression and a person or entity’s dignity, and the state’s obligations to
protect journalists from strategic lawsuits against public participation (SLAPPS).

The main international standards for freedom of expression have been recognised in
the legal frameworks of all EU countries, but the respect of freedom of expression in



practice varies. Some of the main issues highlighted in the previous MPM reports remain
unsolved, namely the fact that defamation remains a criminal offence in many coun-
tries, the worrying practice of SLAPPs and a lack of anti-SLAPP regulation. In 21 out
the 32 countries under analysis, defamation is a crime, and in some cases is punisha-
ble by imprisonment. Many defamation charges against journalists fall under the charac-
teristic of SLAPPs, scored by MPM researchers as a high-risk issue in 11 EU countries.
Among those, a very high risk is detected in Croatia and Hungary (see Focus 3). The EU
anti- SLAPP Directive 2024/1069 was enacted on 11 April 2024 and needs to be trans-
posed by the EU Member States by 7 May 2026. In most EU countries this transposition
has not yet taken place, except Malta where an anti-SLAPP law was enacted in 2024.
As highlighted later in Focus 3, discussions on the transposition are, however, ongoing
in several EU countries. It would be desirable that this transposition includes domestic
and criminal cases too, considering that the Directive only focuses on cross-border civil
lawsuits, while most SLAPPs are domestic and might involve criminal charges.

Also, major geo-political issues such as the ongoing conflicts in Ukraine and Palestine,
and the climate crisis, are the basis for restrictions of freedom of speech and assembily.
This was the case for example in France, Germany, the Netherlands with regards to
the massacre of Palestinian civilians in Gaza; in France, the CGT (General Confeder-
ation of Labour) union leader Jean-Paul Delescaut was sentenced to one year impris-
onment for “apology of terrorism” after having published and distributed a pro-Pales-
tinian flyer (Ouakrat & Bienvenu, 2025). The war in Ukraine has also been causing re-
strictions to freedom of expression, especially in the EU countries that share a border
with Ukraine. For example, in Latvia, restrictions on the broadcasting of programmes in
Russian language by the local PSM will come into force from 2026, and Russian and
Belarusian journalists in exile are often considered to be a threat by the host country
(Rozukalne & Skulte, 2025)". Meanwhile in Poland, citizens- including journalists- are
banned from entering certain areas on the border with Belarus.

PROTECTION OF INFORMATION
e MEDIUM - LOW RISK

The Protection of information integrity indicator assesses the respect of freedom of ex-
pression online by platforms, the respect of freedom of expression online by public au-
thorities and the protection against disinformation and Foreign Information Manipulation
and Interference (FIMI).

Regarding the sub-indicator focusing on respect of freedom of expression online by
platforms, the MPM country teams documented cases involving journalists, indicating

1 Revelations by the NGO Access Now and investigative partners have uncovered that at least seven
exiled Russian and Belarusian journalists had their phones infected with spyware (CoE, 2025, p. 53).



that platforms do not always moderate their content effectively, potentially infringing on
freedom of expression rights and, once applicable, Article 18 EMFA.2 Furthermore, it is
also shown that the reporting of VLOPs on their own content moderation strategies is
often neither fully transparent nor meaningful, which hindered the MPM country teams’
ability to accurately assess whether content moderation respects freedom of expres-
sion. Several countries — including the Czech Republic, Greece, Ireland, Romania, ltaly,
Denmark, and Latvia — report that moderation practices related to ongoing conflicts,
notably the wars in Ukraine and Palestine, have resulted in unfair content suppression,
often without notifying users. This indicates that, despite the new DSA obligations, the
practice of “shadowbanning” remains central to the moderation strategies employed by
VLOPs. Overall, the average risk level for this sub-indicator is medium-low.

With regards to the respect for freedom of expression online by public authorities, most
of the Member States register low or very low risk levels. However, in Cyprus, Spain,
and Croatia, public authorities fall short of adequately reporting their content modera-
tion requests. Bulgaria stands out as a notable exception, where multiple incidents have
raised concerns about politically motivated censorship and potential efforts by govern-
ment actors to suppress dissent (Spassov et al., 2025).

Finally, considering the protection against disinformation and FIMI, the MPM data collec-
tion reveals an increase in coordinated disinformation and influence operations, raising
concerns that the intensification of information warfare could justify restrictive govern-
ance measures, potentially threatening fundamental rights. A paradigmatic case is the
Sovereignty Protection Act from Hungary, under which the Office for the Protection of
Sovereignty targeted independent media outlets like the investigative portal Atlatszé.hu
(Bleyer-Simon et al., 2025). When it comes to national responses to the threat of FIMI
and disinformation, half of the countries report not having a public strategy against disin-
formation, and twelve countries have no measures to identify and address FIMI. All EU
members are covered by local hubs of the European Digital Media Observatory (EDMO),
and every country has independent fact-checking organisations, but many are consid-
ered underfunded.

PROTECTION OF RIGHT TO INFORMATION MEDIUM - LOW RISK

The Protection of right to information indicator focuses on the legal protection of the right
to information and on the protection of whistleblowers.

The indicator on Protection of right to information is the second least problematic in the
Fundamental Protection area, after the indicator on Independence and effectiveness of

2 For afull list of cases, see Mapping Media Freedom (2025) ‘Report it’ database.


https://www.mapmf.org/explorer?f.year=2024&f.type_of_incident=Blocked+distribution+of+journalistic+content+%28incl.+blocked+website+or+social+media+account%29&show=list

national regulatory authorities. The worst performing countries within this indicator are
Cyprus, Malta and Hungary, respectively scoring at the medium-high, high, and very
high-risk bands. In Hungary, the legal framework of the right to information deteriorated
in 2024 due to changes in the law that further narrowed the scope of access to data of
public interest. In addition, authorities have made it difficult for journalists to access in-
formation through interviews or by accessing relevant people. An emblematic situation
from 2024 was the denial of accreditation of international news outlets at Orban’s State
of the Nation speech and the Conservative Political Action Conference (CPAC) confer-
ence, and the Presidential Office’s refusal to answer journalists' inquiries (Bleyer-Simon
et al., 2025).

Cyprus and Malta also report flaws in their access to information laws. For instance,
in Malta, the law includes several exemptions, and citizens are not entitled to request
access to documents held by various state departments (Palmer & Bleyer-Simon, 2025).
In Cyprus, the law includes several exemptions that are often interpreted broadly, fre-
quently resulting in denials, gaps, and omissions that undermine the fulfilment of the right
to information (Christophorou & Karides, 2025).

Regarding whistleblower protection, the transposition of Directive (EU) 2019/1937 has
not fully ensured effective protection or proper handling of cases in several jurisdictions,
for instance in Poland (Klimkiewicz, 2025) and Cyprus (Christophorou & Karides, 2025).
Even in Member States where the law clearly defines the status and level of protection
for whistleblowers, such as in France, those who report on public interest issues still pay
a heavy price, according to Ouakrat & Bienvenu (2025).

JOURNALISTIC PROFESSION,
STANDARDS AND PROTECTION MEDIUM - LOW RISK

The Journalistic profession, standards and protection indicator comprises six sub-in-
dicators, which describe the risks resulting from: (i) journalists’ working conditions; (ii)
physical safety; (iii) life safety; (iv) digital safety; (v) the protection of journalistic sources
and related issues due to the illegitimate surveillance of journalists; and (vi) impunity for
crimes against journalists.

The highest risks detected consider journalists’ digital safety, followed by the problemat-
ic working conditions of journalists and by the risks to their physical safety. Three promi-
nent issues emerge: i) online harassment and surveillance of journalists covering sensi-
tive and polarizing topics such as environmental and war-related issues (especially Gaza
and Ukraine), corruption and elections; ii) deteriorating working conditions of journalists,
namely low salaries and weak or absent social security schemes; iii) physical threats and
temporary detentions of journalists, which are also increasing in Western countries (read
more on this in Focus 2).



The working conditions of journalists, especially local journalists and freelancers (Verza
et al.,, 2024), remain poor throughout Europe. Large media houses and PSMs are
also cutting jobs®, and the use of Al in journalism poses further threats for newsrooms’
staffing®. Due to these labour issues, a decreasing number of young people are joining
the profession. Economic instability jeopardises the quality of reporting, further increas-
ing journalists’ vulnerability to external pressures. Journalistic organizations are rarely ef-
fective in advocating for better working conditions and editorial independence. However,
recent progress includes both the renewal of the collective contract for journalists in Italy
(Vigevani et al., 2025) and a new collective labour agreement in Greece (Papadopoulou
& Angelou, 2025).

Verbal attacks and smear campaigns are on the rise, often involving political figures,
as seen in ltaly, Belgium and Croatia. The situation in Slovakia is particularly concern-
ing, with Prime Minister Robert Fico publicly attacking the media and the government
refusing to answer questions from mainstream journalists (Urbanikova, 2025). Of par-
ticular concern were the numerous death threats received by journalists in 2024, across
the EU.°

Journalists working on sensitive topics are also subject to online harassment (hate
speech, doxing, spoofing, hacking attacks, and so on) and illegitimate surveillance.
Impunity is particularly high for online crimes, where the source of the threat is often
more difficult to trace. Physical attacks on journalists were related to their reporting on
public protests and elections, as well as environmental issues, war-related topics (espe-
cially Gaza and Ukraine), and corruption. Precautionary arrests of journalists took place
in 2024, in France, Greece, Poland, among others.

Mediocre working conditions, increasing harassment, and increasing tasks to meet the
pressures of the continuous 24-hour news cycle, impact the mental wellbeing of jour-

3 In Austria, 956 journalists were registered as unemployed in December 2024. This represents an
increase of 19.5% compared to December 2023 (Seethaler et al., 2025). In Croatia, at HRT (the Croatian
PSM), more than 700 workers are paid less than 758 euros per month, and 1,300 workers have incomes
lower than 904 euros per month. In 2024, the HRT General Director announced a “new strategic direction”,
announcing that 30% of the PSM workforce would be laid off. The HRT technical union asserted that this
"New Direction" was adopted contrary to the obligation to consult with the Workers' Council, which is why
it initiated the submission of a misdemeanour report to the labour inspectorate (Bili¢, 2025). In lItaly, the
average income for freelance journalists with VAT registration is €16,000 gross per year. Many freelancers
and newspaper contributors receive compensation below the subsistence threshold, with some articles paid
just a few euros (Vigevani et al., 2025). In its 2024 report, the Madrid Press Association (APM) reported that
more than half of hired journalists work more than 40 hours a week. 75% of the surveyed journalists agree
that the lack of quality working conditions is worsening the quality of the reports they produce. Aimost 70%
believe that journalists’ mental health is deteriorating partly due to job insecurity, a rate that is higher in the
case of women. Nearly a third make less than 1500 euros per month (quoted in Suau-Martinez et al., 2025).
4 In October 2024, OFF Radio Krakéw (PSM) experimented with a radio programme that was almost
entirely created by Artificial Intelligence. A few weeks earlier, the station had laid off its human hosts (tvn24.
pl, 2024). This move sparked criticism, especially after the station broadcast an "interview" by a non-existent
journalist with the voice of Wistawa Szymborska (Nobel Prize for literature) generated by Al (Klimkiewicz,
2025).

5 See Civil Liberties for Europe, 2025 and MFRR, 2024.



nalists®. Women and LGBTQ+ journalists are particularly vulnerable to this strain due to
structural factors, including workplace culture and societal attitudes. However, systemat-
ic data and monitoring on the impact of this on these more vulnerable groups are missing
in most European countries.

INDEPENDENCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF

THE NATIONAL REGULATORY LOW RISK

AUTHORITIES

The Independence and effectiveness of National Regulatory Authorities indicator focuses
both on media authorities and, from the 2025 edition of the MPM, authorities designated
as Digital Services Coordinators (DSCs) under the Digital Services Act (DSAY)'. It focuses
on their competencies and accountability, their independence from political influences,
and the adequacy of their budget as well as technical and human resources.

Even though at the EU level the overall risk remains low (25%), significant variation
persists among Member States, with high-risk scores in Greece and Hungary, medi-
um-high-risk scores in Malta, and medium-low-risk scores in Bulgaria, Cyprus, Poland,
Portugal, Romania, and Slovenia.

The greatest representation of medium and high-risk countries is related to independ-
ence from political influences of national authorities. Hungary presents a very-high risk in
this area, as the media authority NMHH, also recently appointed as DSC, is heavily polit-
icized, operates with 9-year mandates, preserves the biased allocation of radio frequen-
cies, and has the tendency of only approving pro-government mergers (Bleyer-Simon
et al., 2025). A very-high risk was assessed for Greece as well, where major channels
were repeatedly acquitted of malpractice despite confirmed violations. The number of
decisions issued by the regulator in Greece has halved compared to the previous period
(Papadopoulou & Angelou, 2025). In Bulgaria, persistent appointment delays and the
failure to elect a permanent CEM chair also raises concerns (Spassov et al., 2025). In
Poland, the media authority- KRRIT- still tied to the former government- froze the PSM’s
funds collected from licence fees and was accused of blocking broadcasters’ licences
and imposing biased sanctions (Klimkiewicz, 2025). In the Czech Republic, the DSC's
structure—namely, the fact that appointed members are removable by government—
also raises concerns (Stetka et al., 2025).

As to the assessment of the competencies and accountability of NRAs, despite some

6 For example, a survey run by AEJ, the Association of European Journalists (AEJ) Bulgaria found
that 80% of the respondents experience stress “often” and “sometimes”. Reporting events that cause the
greatest levels of stress include: cruelty to children, adults and vulnerable groups (31.6%), wars and terrorist
attacks (30.6%), and domestic violence (25.7%). Of those surveyed, 83.5% would like to be provided with
professional psychological help (Spassov et al., 2025).

7 The list of designated DSCs can be found here: https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/dsa-
dscs#1720699867912-1.
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positive developments, disparities in capacity as well as enforcement powers continue
to impact the effectiveness of media authorities. In Luxembourg, for example, ALIA’'s
fines remain limited to €25,000 (Kies & Lukasik, 2025). Interesting examples of relevant
sanctioning powers can be found in Ireland and lItaly, where the NRAs can fine VLOPs
for 10% and 6% of their global annual turnover respectively. Best practices emerge in
Austria, where KommAustria ensures transparency through public consultations with dif-
ferent stakeholders and the disclosure of decisions (Seethaler et al., 2025).

Finally, considering the adequacy of budget, human and technical resources of such au-
thorities, gaps persist even in low-risk scoring countries. Indeed, in France, ARCOM'’s
responsibilities have expanded significantly, even though its budget remains unchanged
(Ouakrat & Bienvenu, 2025). Similarly, in the Netherlands the EC launched infringement
proceedings in 2024 due to delays in equipping the ACM with the necessary resources
to effectively perform its role as DSC.

EMFA insight - Independence of national regulatory authorities (Art. 7)

Media regulatory authorities are increasingly being entrusted with new tasks, especial-
ly regarding the enforcement of new EU regulations acting on the digital public sphere
(EMFA, the DSA, the Al Act) at a national level. As provided by art. 7 EMFA, the following
conditions are necessary for the effective implementation of the Regulation:

* An adequate budget, as well as adequate technical and human resourc-
es (Art. 7(3) EMFA). While most EU countries nominally comply, implementation
raises concern. This criterion is unmet, for example, in Luxembourg, where ALIA is
expected to oversee hundreds of outlets with minimal staff (Kies & Lukasik, 2025).
In France, ARCOM’s responsibilities have expanded significantly, even though its
budget remained the same (Ouakrat & Bienvenu, 2025). Similarly, in Slovenia, the
Mass Media Act broadened the mandate of the media authority, without a parallel
increase in budget and human resources (Milosavljevi¢ & Biljak Gerjevi¢, 2025).

* Independence from political and economic pressures (Art. 7(2) EMFA): While
the MPM shows a significant variation in political independence of the NRAs, EMFA
implementation would require higher standards of independence. Concerns in this
regard can be found in Hungary, Greece, Bulgaria, and Poland, as mentioned above.
Aworrying event in Italy is related to the 2024 rules concerning the RAI’s coverage of
the EU elections’ campaign: the Parliamentary Oversight Committee on RAI (Italian
PSM), where the governmental coalition holds maijority, issued a resolution enabling
potential for an overrepresentation of members of the government in the PSM during
the 2024 EU elections' campaign. In Slovakia, the proposed shift from having a col-
legial media authority to a monocratic one highlighted potential future discrepancies
with the levels of independence required for compliance with EMFA requirements
(Urbanikova, 2025).




2.2. Three focuses on Fundamental Protection

2.2.1. Focus on Platform Content Moderation: Emerging Remedies and
Advanced Online Harassment

The year 2024 marked the implementation phase of the Digital Services Act (DSA).
During this year, Very Large Online Platforms (VLOPs) and Very Large Online Search
Engines (VLOSEs), as designated by the European Commission in April 20238, pub-
lished their transparency reports for the first time, covering the full year. Additionally, new
mechanisms aimed at enhancing transparency and accountability in content moderation
began to take shape (see Table 1 below). The most relevant developments — which also
emerge from the MPM data collection — include:

(i) the appointment of Digital Service Coordinators (DSC), who are mandated to oversee
the enforcement of the DSA at national level®. By the end of 2024, all Member States had
appointed their DSCs, although only a few—such as Ireland and Portugal—had initiated
investigations into VLOPS’ practices;

(i) the introduction of the DSA Transparency Database'™, an EU-managed platform
where VLOPs are required to upload “Statements of Reasons” — clear and specific jus-
tifications for a series of content restrictions imposed on the grounds that the information
provided by users constitutes illegal content or is incompatible with their terms of service;

(iii) the creation of independent out-of-court dispute settlement bodies, which should
provide users with a cost-effective and impartial avenue to challenge content modera-
tion outcomes™, in addition to the already existing right to appeal content moderation de-
cisions through internal complaint-handling mechanisms;

(iv) the first publication of systemic risk’> assessments and corresponding mitigation
measures, aimed at addressing threats to civic discourse, electoral processes, public
security, and fundamental rights—including freedom of expression and access to infor-
mation.

8 For an updated list of VLOPs and VLOSEs, see: https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/list-
designated-vlops-and-vloses.

9 For an updated list of ‘Digital Service Coordinators’, see: https://dscdb.edri.org.

10 For the transparency dashboard, see https://transparency.dsa.ec.europa.eu/. For the search of
‘statements of reasons’, see https://transparency.dsa.ec.europa.eu/statement.

11 For an updated list of ‘out-of-court dispute settlement bodies’, see:_https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/
en/policies/dsa-out-court-dispute-settlement.

12 ‘Systemic risks’ are not expressly defined in the DSA, but they are widely considered as risks that
impact society at large. They include, among other things, content that is illegal and that may adversely
affect fundamental rights or impact electoral integrity. See Torraco, R. M. (2025, May 27). Risk in the Digital
Services Act and Al Act: implications for media freedom, pluralism, and disinformation. https://cmpf.eui.eu/
risk-in-the-digital-services-act-and-ai-act-implications-for-media-freedom-pluralism-and-disinformation/
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Table 2.1. Key Provisions on Content Moderation in the EU Digital Services Act.

Article | Title Description

14 Terms and Platforms must explain how they moderate content ,applying any restriction in
conditions a transparent and non-discriminatory manner and with due regard for funda-

mental rights such as the right to freedom of expression and the freedom and
pluralism of the media.

15 Transparen- Platforms shall make clear ,easily comprehensible reports on any content
cy reporting moderation that they engaged in during the relevant period publicly available
obligations at least once a year .Large platforms have additional obligations) Article,(42

including ,amongst others ,reporting the risk assessment pursuant to Article
34and the specific mitigation measures put in place pursuant to Article.35

16 Notice and Platforms must put in place easy-to-access and user-friendly mechanisms to
aaction mech- | allow any individual or entity to notify them of the presence on their service of
anisms specific items of information that they consider to be illegal content.

17 Statement of | Platforms must provide” statements of reasons ,“which means producing clear
reasons and specific justifications for a series of restrictions imposed on the grounds

that the information provided by the recipient of the service constitutes illegal
content or is incompatible with their general conditions.

20 Internal com- | Platforms must provide access to an effective internal complaint-handling
plaint-han- system that enables individuals or entities to lodge complaints ,electronically
dling system and free of charge ,against the decision taken by the platform upon the receipt

of a notice or against the subsequent decisions taken by the platform.

21 Out-of-court | Users must be entitled to select any certified out-of-court dispute settlement
dispute settle- | body in order to resolve disputes ,including complaints that have not been
ment resolved by means of the internal complaint-handling system referred to in

Article.20

22 Trusted Trusted flaggers are professionals who have particular expertise and com-

flaggers petence in tackling illegal content .Platforms must take the necessary techni-
cal and organisational measures to ensure that notices submitted by trusted
flaggers are given priority and are processed and decided upon without undue
delay.

34 Risk as- Large platforms must diligently identify ,analyse and assess any systemic
sessment risks in the Union stemming from the design or functioning of their service and

its related systems ,including their content moderation systems.

35 Mitigation  of | Large platforms must put in place reasonable ,proportionate and effective mit-
risks igation measures ,tailored to the specific systemic risks - such as the dissem-

ination of illegal content through their services and any actual or foreseea-
ble negative effects on civic discourse and electoral processes ,and for the
exercise of fundamental rights - adapting ,amongst others ,content modera-
tion processes.




These developments mark a shift from opaque self-regulation to a co-regulatory regime
with enforceable transparency standards (see Husovec, 2024). While the resulting avail-
ability of data was expected to enhance the ability of country teams to assess risks more
effectively, paradoxically, it has also contributed to a general increase in perceived risk.
In 15 out of the 27 countries analysed, an increase in risk from MPM2024 was observed
for the sub-indicator related to the respect of freedom of expression online by platforms,
which assesses whether online platforms moderate content with respect to freedom of
expression and report their actions in a transparent and meaningful way, as well as the
availability of dispute resolution mechanisms to address potential violations of freedom
of expression.

Fig. 2.b: Respect of freedom of expression online by online platforms - map of risks per
country.
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One of the primary instruments for ensuring transparency in content moderation is the
semi-annual transparency reporting obligation imposed on VLOPs and VLOSEs (Art.42).
These reports are intended to provide granular information on the number of content
takedowns, the use of automation, error rates, and how terms of service are enforced.



The country teams, however, have highlighted significant limitations in the effectiveness
of these reports for evaluating risks to freedom of expression for the year 2024.

First, the current level of data aggregation in these reports impedes meaningful analysis
—even for experts. Key indicators—such as average monthly active users, error rates
in content moderation, and the distribution of statements of reasons across content cat-
egories—were rarely disaggregated by country. This obscured national-level dynamics
and limited MPM researchers’ ability to contextualize risks to freedom of expression and
media pluralism, as reported by most country teams. Second, several metrics remain in-
herently ambiguous and resist straightforward interpretation. For instance, the ratio of
automated versus manual moderation cannot be reliably used as a proxy for the quality
or legitimacy of content governance practices. Similarly, figures on removal orders from
authorities may reflect either proactive enforcement against illegal content or, converse-
ly, overreach and potential censorship. Finally, a further challenge is related to compara-
bility. At present, VLOPs and VLOSEs apply different internal standards, policies, and in-
terpretations of their reporting obligations, resulting in significant inconsistencies across
reports. While some platforms provided relatively meaningful information, others submit-
ted more partial data, making longitudinal and cross-platform comparisons difficult.

Despite these identified challenges, some noteworthy trends have emerged from the
data collection. For several years, platforms have been criticised for allocating insufficient
human resources to content moderation, especially for languages other than English —
a problem that has now been made more evident through the DSA transparency reports.
Many countries, particularly smaller and Eastern European countries, report extremely
low numbers of content moderators. The least served countries in this respect include
Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Croatia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Greece, Hungary,
Ireland, Malta, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia.

Beyond the raw numbers, assessing the quality of content moderation would require
examining several other critical aspects such as the qualifications, the training and the
support —particularly psychological— of the human resources dedicated to content
moderation, as well as the methodology used to compute the number of individuals
in this role. All of this is mandated to be included in the new transparency reporting
template, which will apply as of 1 July 2025." Disaggregated data — such as the number
of monthly active users or the accuracy of automated content moderation per country —
is also expected in future reports. While acknowledging that this is a transitional phase,
in which essential monitoring tools are still being developed and have not yet reached
full operational effectiveness, the need for higher transparency and insights into content
moderation practices seem to have contributed to the risk increase across the EU in

13 See European Commission. (2024). Implementing Regulation laying down templates concerning
transparency reporting obligations under the Digital Services Act. https:/digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/
library/implementing-regulation-laying-down-templates-concerning-transparency-reporting-obligations
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2024. This early implementation stage is also reflected in the establishment of inde-
pendent out-of-court dispute settlement bodies, a key innovation introduced by the DSA
to strengthen users' access to redress mechanisms. As of 2024, only six bodies have
been officially certified across the EU: ADROIT (accepting complaints in various EU lan-
guages), User Rights GmbH (German and English), Online Platform Vitarendez8 Tanacs
(Hungarian), the Appeals Centre Europe (any language spoken in the EU), RTR-GmbH
(German), and the ADR Centre (ltalian and English). It should be noted, however, that
ADROIT, a Maltese body, does not deal with social media platforms; its areas of ex-
pertise include booking services, shopping platforms, and gaming (Palmer & Bleyer-
Simon, 2025). The Hungarian body Vitarendezé Tanacs, by contrast, is not an independ-
ent body, as required by the DSA, but an institution that is directly operated by the media
authority NMHH (Bleyer-Simon et al., 2025). While major languages are each covered
by at least one body, only the Appeals Centre Europe provides services in all EU lan-
guages. This limitation may further exacerbate existing linguistic inequalities in content
moderation. More generally, there is currently no available data to assess the effective-
ness of these bodies, although evaluation reports are expected in 2025.

While the DSA rules aim to introduce significant advancements in platform account-
ability, the extent to which they effectively address the "opinion power" exercised by
VLOPs remains debatable (see Reviglio et al., 2025). This limitation became particu-
larly evident in the moderation practices surrounding content related to ongoing con-
flicts, notably the wars in Ukraine and Palestine. Findings from the MPM indicate a po-
tential imbalance: while Russian propaganda has usually been subject to more proactive
moderation, user-generated pro-Palestinian content has been often subject to suppres-
sion without clear justification. Evidence of excessive moderation of speech has been
reported by several countries, including the Czech Republic, Greece, Ireland, Romania,
Italy, Denmark, Latvia. Meta, in particular, has faced criticism from international human
rights organisations, such as Human Rights Watch'* and Access Now", for its often inac-
curate and unfair moderation regarding the conflict in Gaza, particularly when the content
is critical of Israel. This situation is especially concerning in light of warnings from inter-
national observers about the severe risks faced by journalists covering this conflict —in-
cluding killings, injuries, threats, detention, and cyber harassment'®*— and the dispropor-
tionately aggressive military response by Israel, which has already resulted in the deaths
of over 50,000 Palestinians, including more than 14,500 children (UNESCO, 2025).

Despite widespread anecdotal evidence, MPM2025 does not indicate systematic censor-
ship on the part of platforms. Nonetheless, concerns persist about the legitimacy of plat-

14 Brown, D. (2024, September 18). Meta’s Oversight Board Rules ‘From the River to the Sea’ Isn’t Hate
Speech. https://www.hrw.org/news/2024/09/18/metas-oversight-board-rules-river-sea-isnt-hate-speech.

15 Fatafta, M. (2024, February 19). It's not a glitch: how Meta systematically censors Palestinian voices.
Access Now. https://www.accessnow.org/publication/how-meta-censors-palestinian-voices/.

16 Committee to Protect Journalists. (2023, October 13). Journalist casualties in the Israel-Gaza war.
https://cpj.org/2023/10/journalist-casualties-in-the-israel-gaza-conflict/.
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forms’ influence on public discourse, particularly when visibility remedies are employed.
These notably include "shadowbanning"—the covert suppression or reach reduction of
content or accounts without user notification. One example of this practice was illustrated
by a 2024 ruling from the Amsterdam District Court, concluding that X (formerly Twitter)
wrongfully engaged in the shadowbanning of a man commenting on a law on child abuse
in October 2023 (De Swert et al., 2025). The court held that X violated Articles 12 and 17
of the DSA by failing to provide a clear and central point of contact and by not offering the
required justification for restricting visibility. Similarly, in June 2024, the Court of Appeal
in Ghent ordered Meta, the parent company of Facebook, to pay €27,279.03 in damages
to a Flemish Member of the European Parliament. The compensation covered addition-
al advertising costs incurred by the politician after his Facebook page was subjected to
a shadowban (Wauters & Kuczerawy, 2025). While in theory the DSA prohibits shadow-
bans (Leerssen 2022), these remain integral to the moderation strategies employed by
VLOPs. What makes this practice particularly problematic is that, to evade detection,
platforms can downgrade items gradually over time rather than instantaneously, making
it appear as a mere algorithmic outcome, leaving ongoing suspicions and allegations of
shadowbanning unsolved.

Another concern is related to the moderation of content disseminated by news media
and journalists. Anecdotal evidence collected during the research process suggests that
platform responses to complaints are, at times, selective. The MPM country teams report
the data of Mapping Media Freedom’s, which documents several cases involving jour-
nalists and indicating that platforms, occasionally, do not always moderate their content
in a diligent, objective and proportionate manner, infringing on freedom of expression
rights.”” Once Article 18 of the EMFA becomes applicable, this would constitute an in-
fringement of its 'media privilege' provision (Brogi et al., 2023; Cesarini et al., 2023). This
refers to a mechanism that allows media service providers (MSPs) to self-declare their
editorial responsibility and compliance with applicable regulatory frameworks before
VLOPs. VLOPs, in turn, are required to assess these declarations and, under certain
conditions, notify MSPs of their intention to moderate their content and give them the op-
portunity to contest the decision before it is implemented. The MPM researchers did not
report the existence of comparable privileges for media actors in relation to online inter-
mediaries prior to the EMFA. In the vast majority of countries, available data is not suf-
ficient to provide a reliable assessment of the content moderation practices of VLOPs
regarding news media. Further empirical research is therefore necessary to determine
whether content moderation mechanisms align with legal safeguards, and whether deci-
sions are fair, proportionate and effective.

Regarding content moderation requests from authorities, public authorities in most EU
countries generally appear to refrain from arbitrary practices such as filtering, monitor-

17 Mapping Media Freedom (2025) ‘Report it’ database.


https://www.mapmf.org/explorer?f.year=2024&f.type_of_incident=Blocked+distribution+of+journalistic+content+%28incl.+blocked+website+or+social+media+account%29&show=list

ing, blocking, or removing online content. However, one notable exception is Bulgaria,
where several controversial takedown requests were issued by public authorities in 2024
(Spassov et al., 2025). In September, a video posted by the popular YouTube creator
Stanislav Tsanov—featuring critical commentary on politician Delyan Peevski—was
removed following a review by the Bulgarian Prosecutor’s Office. One month earlier, a
satirical website that mocked Peevski’s political project was taken offline by its hosting
provider after an intervention by the Ministry of the Interior. Taken together, these inci-
dents have fuelled concerns about politically motivated censorship and potential attempts
by government actors to silence dissent. Finally, in higher-risk countries such as Cyprus,
Spain, and Croatia, public authorities do not publish reports on their interactions with
platforms or provide clarity on the grounds for their content moderation requests (see
Figure 2.c).

Fig. 2.c: Respect of freedom of expression online by public authorities - map of risks per
country
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In this context, Foreign Information Manipulation and Interference (FIMI) poses unique
challenges for content moderation. Unlike generic misinformation or user-generated
harmful content, FIMI campaigns are often state-sponsored, highly coordinated, and are



deliberately designed to evade detection by exploiting platform algorithms and networks
of fake accounts. A rising number of coordinated disinformation and influence operations
have emerged, many of which originate from Russia.'® It is well-documented that prior
to the European Parliament elections, the Portal Kombat (or Pravda) network was active
in 19 EU countries. This Doppelganger operation created fake websites mimicking es-
tablished media in at least five EU languages.?’ These campaigns employ an evolving
arsenal of techniques, including the cloning of official government websites, the use of
troll farms, the creation of fake social media profiles, and the deployment of deepfake
technologies. A telling case of alleged foreign influence and propaganda in this context
is Romania's presidential election. A report submitted to the Romanian National Defense
Council (CSAT)claimed that influencers were paid to post content promoting the candi-
date Calin Georgescu on TikTok (Toma et al., 2025). These findings were subsequent-
ly cited by the Constitutional Court in its decision to annul the results of the first round
of the presidential election (Curtea Constitutionala a Romaniei, 2024 cited in Toma et
al., 2025). The European Commission also opened formal proceedings under the DSA
against TikTok, focusing on the management of risks to elections and civic discourse in
relation to recommender systems and political advertising policies.?! As the investigation
is still developing, no conclusive evidence has so far been found linking Georgescu’s
campaign to foreign state actors, despite suspicions of Russian interference.

Against this backdrop, another serious concern is that action against FIMI and disinfor-
mation is, at times, disproportionate, and may limit freedom of expression. There are
even cases when the rhetoric of national sovereignty is invoked to legitimise censor-
ship and authoritarian control. A striking example is the Sovereignty Protection Act from
Hungary, under which the Office for the Protection of Sovereignty became operation-
al in 2024 and has already targeted independent media outlets like the investigative
portal Atlatszé.hu (Bleyer-Simon et al., 2025). The presidential office accused Atlatszo
of acting in accordance with foreign interests, particularly those of the United States and
the European Union, portraying transparency and anti-corruption efforts as tools of polit-
ical influence and external intervention?.

18 Counter Disinformation Network (2025) Fool Me Once: Russian Influence Operation Doppelganger
Continues _on X and Facebook. https://alliance4europe.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/CDN-Report-
—-Fool-Me-Once_-Russian-Influence-Operation-Doppelganger-Continues-on-X-and-Facebook-—-
September-2024.pdf.

19 VigiNum (2024). Portal Kombat. A structured and coordinated pro-Russian propaganda network. https://
www.sgdsn.gouv.fr/files/files/20240212_NP_SGDSN_VIGINUM_PORTAL-KOMBAT-NETWORK_ENG_
VF.pdf

20 EUvsDisinfo (2024). Doppelganger strikes back: FIMI activities in the context of the EE24.
https://euvsdisinfo.eu/uploads/2024/04/EEAS-DataTeam-TechnicalReport-FINAL .pdf

21 https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_24 6487

22 DailyNews. (2024, December 16). Hungarian Sovereignty Protection Office flags another dangerous
organization allegedly serving US Interests. https:/dailynewshungary.com/sovereignty-protection-office-
okotars-dangerous/
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2.2.2. Attacks During Demonstrations and Advanced Online Harassment:
Worrying Trends in Western Europe

When thinking about threats to press freedom in Europe, our attention often turns
eastward, towards states with more overt control of the media. However, the MPM2025
data paint a more complex picture.

Fig. 2.d. Physical safety of journalists - map of risks per country
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Fig. 2.e. Digital safety of journalists - map of risks per country
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As shown in the maps above, Western European democracies are showing troubling
signs of erosion in press freedom (CMPF, 2025). Seven countries scored high risk re-
garding the physical safety of journalists: among them, France, Germany, ltaly, Sweden,
and the Netherlands. Greece scored a very-high risk. Six countries scored a medium-low
risk, among them Belgium and Spain. The concerns are even higher when looking at the
digital safety of journalists: five countries score high risk (among them, Austria, Spain,
Sweden), and eleven countries score very-high risk (among them, France, Germany,
Italy, and the Netherlands).

Journalists across Western Europe are increasingly subject to physical violence, harass-
ment, online attacks and surveillance, and institutional pressure. Demonstrations have
become flashpoints for physical attacks. Reporting on highly sensitive topics like corrup-
tion, migration, environmental issues, elections (2024 was a super-election year, when
tensions were heightened by far-right mobilisation) and war (especially Ukraine and Pal-
estine) increasingly puts journalists at risk of severe harassment: when the latter takes
place online, it ranges from hate speech, doxing and spoofing? to intrusive surveillance.

23 ‘Spoofing attacks involving impersonation, identity disguise, or the falsification of data with the intent to
deceive and manipulate have been a worrying threat to media freedom in 2024. Frequent recorded incidents
of spoofing involved deep fakes posing as journalists and media workers, as well as fake websites imitating
the design and structure of legitimate news portals to spread false information’ (MFRR, 2024, p. 7).



The use of deepfakes has emerged as a new tool to threaten and discredit journalists.
With regard to surveillance, the protection of journalistic sources is generally recognised
in the EU, but the MPM2025 study brought to light an emerging series of examples of il-
legitimate surveillance through intrusive technologies placed in journalists’ devices. This
practice has been prohibited by Art. 4 EMFA, which requires Member States to ban the
use of surveillance and spyware against journalists except in narrowly defined circum-
stances, such as investigations of serious crimes. Surveillance must be authorised by
a judicial or independent decision-making authority and be subject to regular review
(Kermer, 2024). It remains to be seen how the EU MS’s will implement such a provi-
sion, in light of the growing number of surveillance cases (e.g. in 2024, in Italy). These
trends are confirmed by other EU-wide studies, such as the 2025 report of the Council of
Europe’s Platform to Promote the Protection of Journalism and Safety of Journalists and
the 2024 Media Freedom Rapid Response report?*.

The following list explores a series of examples of physical and online attacks against
journalists in Western European countries.

Belgium

The Belgian MPM team (Wauters & Kuczerawy, 2025) reports that in October 2024, the
Flemish Journalists’ Association (VVJ) published its annual report based on cases sub-
mitted through its platform for reporting incidents, Persveilig.be. The findings revealed
a concerning number of attacks against journalists throughout the year. Mapping Media
Freedom also reported a notable increase in incidents, with 22 cases reported in 2024
compared to the 8 reported in 2023. Reporters covering protests were not only attacked
with objects but also had their equipment forcibly seized, and in at least one case, a
journalist for ZIN TV was violently arrested by police during the protest, which led her
to file a complaint for illegal detention and mistreatment. The situation further deterio-
rated following far-right victories in the local elections. In Ninove, French-speaking jour-
nalists were insulted and physically assaulted while covering post-election events. After
the local elections of October 2024, Viaams Belang — the Flemish far-right political
party — launched a smear campaign with sponsored Facebook posts, stating “Never
believe DPG Media”, after the organisation had called VB an extremist party and refused
to publish their advertisement. Newspapers Het Nieuwsblad, De Standaard and Belga
(news agency) were targeted with a bot campaign by a pro-Russian hacker group. News
presenter Hanne Decoutere (VRT) was the target of a deep fake video in which she al-
legedly asked people to download a casino game application?.

24 Mapping Media Freedom recorded 31 cases of deepfakes’ use against journalists, compared to 6 in the
previous year (MFRR, 2024, p. 10). It recorded 17 cases of hacking and DDoS attacks, including 14 directed
at media companies, as well as 3 incidents targeting a journalists’ union and press organisation, 11 cases of
surveillance and interception, and 5 cases of raids (p.11).

25 In spoofing attacks throughout Europe, one recurring tactic is to depict journalists promoting fraudulent
advertising, in order to discredit them.


https://www.persveilig.be/
https://www.ecpmf.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/Monitoring-Report-2024.pdf
https://fom.coe.int/en/alerte/detail/107642042;globalSearch=false
https://www.mapmf.org/alert/32797
https://www.mapmf.org/alert/32261
https://www.mapmf.org/alert/32205
https://www.vrt.be/vrtnws/nl/kijk/2024/06/21/deepfake-hanne-decoutere-waarschuwt-mimir-7ad63436-4e20-4b91-b6f/

France

The French MPM team (Ouakrat & Bienvenu, 2025) reports that in July 2024, the jour-
nalists’ union SNJ denounced the rise of attacks against journalists during the first six
months of the year (which quadrupled during the month of June 2024). The Mapping
Media Freedom platform monitored 94 alerts of media freedom violations in France
during the year.

During the summer of 2024, three journalists (Mohamed Bouhafsi, Karim Rissouli and
Nassira EI Moaddem) revealed how they have been targeted by racists insults and
threats on both social media and also at their personal homes. The far-right website
Réseau Libre published a list of 180 personalities, including journalists, whom it stated
deserved “a bullet in the neck”. Repeated acts of vandalism against the studio of Radio
Bip, a local radio based in Besangon, demonstrate how far-right intimidation operations
do not only target mainstream media figures but are, in fact, generalised all over the ter-
ritory. Environmental journalists also face growing intimidation, exemplified by the recur-
ring threats against journalists specialised in the agro-industrial complex Morgan Large.
Some journalists were held in police custody in 2024 in France, such as Disclose jour-
nalist Ariane Lavrilleux, who was spied on, arrested and held for 39 hours, as well as
having her home, social media profiles and phone searched. She was put under investi-
gation for breaching state secrecy after reporting on France’s sales of weapons abroad
and the involvement of the French military in an operation that killed civilians in Egypt.
Another journalist, working for Blast and investigating France’s weapon sales to Israel,
was put into custody for 32 hours and suffered intimidation by policemen to reveal her
sources. Intimidation against journalists also happened during the Olympics, as exempli-
fied by the 10-hour detention of two journalists attempting to follow the action of Saccage
2024 activists.

Germany

Kalbhenn (2025) reports that most of the physical attacks against journalists in Germany
in 2024 occurred during public demonstrations. Freelance journalist Kili Weber was
attacked twice: once in January by Querdenken activists and again in April during a far-
right rally in Freiberg. Welt TV reporter Steffen Schwarzkopf was assaulted live on air
while covering the Thuringia elections. In Berlin, Iman Sefati from Bild was beaten and
threatened while reporting on a pro-Palestinian protest. A troubling new trend emerged
with blockades of newspaper distribution centres and printing plants, all aiming to disrupt
press operations. RSF documented five such cases, which targeted outlets like Allgduer
Zeitung and the Springer plant, often in response to dissatisfaction with media coverage.
Finally, three Al-generated audio files were played during an anti-government protest,
containing false apologies from the broadcaster Tagesschau for "deliberate manipula-
tion" over its reporting, including on Ukraine.


https://www.snj.fr/france-le-nombre-dattaques-visant-les-journalistes-quadruple-en-juin/2234
https://www.france24.com/fr/france/20240712-les-journalistes-menac%C3%A9s-de-mort-par-un-site-d-extr%C3%AAme-droite-portent-plainte
https://linsoumission.fr/2024/11/14/extreme-droite-radio-bip-besancon/
https://www.mapmf.org/alert/30138
https://disclose.ngo/fr/article/secret-des-sources-la-journaliste-de-disclose-ariane-lavrilleux-convoquee-par-la-justice
https://disclose.ngo/fr/article/secret-des-sources-la-journaliste-de-disclose-ariane-lavrilleux-convoquee-par-la-justice
https://www.blast-info.fr/articles/2024/vente-darmes-a-israel-la-journaliste-de-blast-liberee-apres-32h-de-detention-lgHvTQReSbm3hdZtSQfjZg
https://www.blast-info.fr/articles/2024/vente-darmes-a-israel-la-journaliste-de-blast-liberee-apres-32h-de-detention-lgHvTQReSbm3hdZtSQfjZg
https://www.blast-info.fr/articles/2024/vente-darmes-a-israel-la-journaliste-de-blast-liberee-apres-32h-de-detention-lgHvTQReSbm3hdZtSQfjZg
https://rsf.org/fr/t%C3%A9moignage-vid%C3%A9o-deux-journalistes-plac%C3%A9s-en-garde-%C3%A0-vue-abusive-en-marge-des-jeux-olympiques-en
https://x.com/WeberKili/status/1883150127067701551
https://x.com/WeberKili/status/1782447054490398770
https://www.welt.de/politik/deutschland/video250995692/Nach-TV-Duell-WELT-Reporter-wird-waehrend-Live-Uebertragung-in-Thueringen-angegriffen.html
https://fom.coe.int/en/alerte/detail/107641327;globalSearch=true
https://fom.coe.int/en/alerte/detail/107641327;globalSearch=true

Italy

As reported by Vigevani et al. (2025), Italy became the centre of a significant surveil-
lance controversy in early 2025 when it was revealed that the Israeli spyware “Graphite,”
developed by Paragon Solutions, had been used to target journalists and human rights
activists. Among the confirmed targets were Francesco Cancellato, editor-in-chief of
Fanpage.it, and Luca Casarini, founder of the NGO Mediterranea Saving Humans. Both
are known for their critical reporting on government policies, particularly concerning mi-
gration and humanitarian issues. The lItalian government acknowledged its contractu-
al relationship with Paragon Solutions but denied any involvement in the unauthorised
surveillance activities. Following these revelations, Paragon Solutions terminated its
contract with Italy, and various civil society organisations called for transparency regard-
ing the Italian government’s relationship with the company. The incident led the National
Press Federation and the National Council of Journalists to file a criminal complaint
against unknown persons with the Rome Prosecutor’s Office. Italy thus joins the growing
list of European countries that have been accused of carrying out unlawful surveillance
of journalists with spyware.

Attacks on journalists’ vehicles have also been reported, raising concerns of intimi-
dation. Among them, on 24 November 2024, the car of journalist Gaetano Fioretti —
known for reporting on illicit waste trafficking and illegal construction — was vandalised
outside his home in Casalnuovo di Napoli, in what he described as an act of intimidation.
Other relevant physical attacks include the assault on journalist Alberto Dandolo on 25
May 2024 in his home in Milan by unidentified perpetrators, which left him injured and
threatened and prompted a police report and widespread condemnation. In addition, an
attack on Andrea Joly, a reporter for La Stampa, on 20 July 2024 in Turin by CasaPound
neo-fascists, resulted in injuries that required hospital treatment.

Spain

Suau-Martinez et al. (2025) reported various incidents. Among them, police forces phys-
ically assaulted journalist Fermin Grodira while he was covering a protest against the
Generalitat's management during the DANA storm. Protesters also attacked an RTVE
news team during a farmers’ demonstration. Beyond physical aggression, political
figures and their teams engaged in smear campaigns and issued online threats; notably,
Miguel Angel Rodriguez publicly threatened journalists from elDiario.es. Harassment
also came from private actors: business owners like Daniel Esteve insulted and threat-
ened La Sexta journalists on social media. Meanwhile, groups and supporters of the far-
right launched coordinated online threats against journalists such as Silvia Intxaurrondo,
after she expressed critical opinions in public broadcasts. Attacks by anonymous actors
were also documented, including a cyberattack targeting the websites of Media.cat, a
media observatory.


https://www.theguardian.com/world/2025/feb/19/journalists-launch-legal-action-against-italian-government-over-spyware-claims?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2025/feb/19/journalists-launch-legal-action-against-italian-government-over-spyware-claims?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://fom.coe.int/en/alerte/detail/107642147
https://cmpf.eui.eu/emfa-and-state-surveillance-of-journalists/
https://cmpf.eui.eu/emfa-and-state-surveillance-of-journalists/
https://www.fnsi.it/casalnuovo-raid-contro-lauto-di-un-giornalista-la-solidarieta-del-sugc
https://www.fnsi.it/milano-aggredito-in-casa-il-giornalista-alberto-dandolo-la-solidarieta-della-fnsi
https://www.fnsi.it/aggressione-al-giornalista-andrea-joly-arresti-domiciliari-per-4-militanti-di-casapound
https://fom.coe.int/en/alerte/detail/107641924;globalSearch=false
https://fom.coe.int/en/alerte/detail/107641924;globalSearch=false
http://eldiario.es
https://www.mapmf.org/alert/32017
https://www.mapmf.org/alert/31461

The Netherlands

De Swert et al. (2025) report that in 2024, 249 harassment cases were reported by jour-
nalists in the Netherlands, including physical assaults, discrimination and intimidation, a
notable increase compared to previous years. According to Persveilig (2024), one of the
causes for the increase was the higher number of cases in the context of pro-Palestine
protest actions, a lot of them in the spring during the pro-Palestine protest at the Univer-
sity of Amsterdam. Another notable case in 2024 was the arrest of a photographer during
a pro-Palestine protest in Amsterdam, despite the fact that they were holding a valid
press card. Persveilig (2024) noted that after the Amsterdam incidents, constructive talks
have taken place between journalists and the police. Journalists are facing more and
more threats online, including the practice of doxing, highlighting the need for the vigilant
enforcement of new legal protections. Generally, impunity remains a problem. While con-
victions in high-profile cases (e.g. regarding the murder of journalist Peter R. de Vries in
2021) show progress, concerns about impunity and limited law enforcement capacity—
especially for online harassment—persist and require further monitoring.

An anti-doxing law was enacted in the Netherlands (Dutch Criminal Code, art. 285bd and
arti. 298b, effective January 2024), strengthening protections for journalists and whistle-
blowers by criminalizing the publication of personal data intended to intimidate. Similar-
ly, the Dutch Data Protection Authority (DPA) took stronger action against violations of
privacy laws, imposing a €30.5 million fine on Clearview Al for illegally collecting facial
images?®. Also, new rules introduced by the Public Prosecution Service in April 2024
require judicial approval for journalist surveillance, which is a key safeguard for press
freedom. However, amendments to the Intelligence and Security Services Act (Wiv),
approved in early 2024, expanded bulk surveillance powers, triggering public criticism.

2.2.3 Focus on SLAPP: The EU Directive and the State of Play

Most of the vexatious lawsuits against the media are brought against individual jour-
nalists, followed by media organizations and activists, and are triggered by investiga-
tions into corruption and environmental issues (CASE, 2024, p. 18 and 22). The CASE
coalition considers that ‘SLAPPs are increasingly being employed as a form of private
censorship’ (p. 26), i.e., not coming from the state but from private lawsuits, taking into
account however that oftentimes the plaintiff is a public official or politician. In 2024,
the EU enacted the anti-SLAPP Directive (2024/1069), following years of advocacy and
pressures from media lawyers, activists, civil society organizations, and journalistic or-
ganisations, among others (Borg-Barthet & Farrington, 2025).

According to MPM2025, Croatia and Hungary are the most problematic countries in the

26 Autoriteit Persoonsgegevens. (2024). The Dutch DPA imposed a fine on Clearview because of illegal
data collection for facial recognition. https://www.autoriteitpersoonsgegevens.nl/en/current/dutch-dpa-
imposes-a-fine-on-clearview-because-of-illegal-data-collection-for-facial-recognition



https://www.autoriteitpersoonsgegevens.nl/en/current/dutch-dpa-imposes-a-fine-on-clearview-because-of-illegal-data-collection-for-facial-recognition
https://www.autoriteitpersoonsgegevens.nl/en/current/dutch-dpa-imposes-a-fine-on-clearview-because-of-illegal-data-collection-for-facial-recognition

EU concerning the number and nature of SLAPPs against the media. In Croatia, a recent
study (quoted in Bili¢, 2025) analysed 1,333 court rulings from 2016 to 2023, finding that
40% exhibited SLAPP characteristics. Croatia has 752 active lawsuits against journal-
ists, mostly criminal defamation cases.

In 2024, a number of prominent political figures initiated SLAPPs against journalists
and media organisations. For example, Hungarian Prime Minister Viktor Orban filed civil
lawsuits against several Hungarian media outlets for reporting a story claiming that the
prime minister put pressure on the Spar supermarket chain (Bleyer-Simon et al., 2025).
In Italy, the number of lawsuits filed by political figures to target government critics in-
creased in 2024 (Vigevani et al., 2025; MFRR 2024). In Slovakia, Prime Minister Robert
Fico filed a SLAPP lawsuit against Peter Bardy, editor-in-chief of Aktuality.sk, and the or-
ganisation’s publisher, objecting to the use of his photograph on the cover of Bardy’s book
“Fico. Obsessed with Power”. The prime minister is seeking an apology and €100,000 in
damages from each party (Urbanikova, 2025).

In 20 EU countries, defamation is a crime and can be punishable by imprisonment. In
various instances, despite the implementation of reforms to decriminalise defamation,
penalties for aggravated defamation (e.g. against public figures or the state) remain in
place. This was the case with Law 5090/2024 in Greece, for example (Papadopoulou
& Angelou, 2025). Also, reforms which, on paper, might ameliorate procedural issues
related to charges against journalists (e.g. in terms of the length of trials), such as the
Slovakian government’s proposal of establishing specialised courts which would exclu-
sively handle cases against journalists and media, are criticised for possibly represent-
ing a crackdown on independent media (Urbanikova, 2025).

Key changes in this regard are taking place in Poland, where in April 2024 the new
Minister of Justice, Adam Bodnar, announced his plans to abolish the criminal provisions
of Article 212 of the Criminal Code while strengthening civil liability. This change also
considers the issues of burden of proof and the disclosure of data of anonymous haters
in the online sphere. A draft has been under evaluation since the end of 2024 (Klimkie-
wicz, 2025).

Beside the use of defamation laws for abusive lawsuits, a new trend in Hungary concerns
the use of GDPR as a basis for SLAPPs (Rucz, 2022). In 2024, there were two cases
in which courts made favourable decisions for media that were "SLAPPed" by Hungari-
an businessmen on GDPR-related bases. Art. 85 of the GDPR requires that special priv-
ilege is recognised concerning data processing in the context of journalistic activities.
On 12 June 2024, the National Council of Austria adopted a federal law to amend the
Data Protection Act so that it would provide a graduated scale of privilege. It distinguish-
es between journalistic activity within the framework of media companies and media
services (§ 9 Abs 1 DSG) and other journalistic activity (§n 9 Abs 1a DSG). This differen-



tiation may not, however, be objectively justifiable and could end up penalising freelanc-
ers (Seethaler et al., 2025).

Greece is also among the countries to score a high-risk level in MPM2025 concerning
the existence of SLAPP cases. On the positive side, the Court of First Instance of Athens
dismissed one of the many SLAPP lawsuits that the former director of the prime minis-
ter’s office, Grigoris Dimitriadis, filed against media outlets and a journalist who revealed
the Predator spyware scandal in Greece (Papadopoulou & Angelou, 2025). A positive
outcome was also reached in the lawsuit raised in Latvia by the Society Integration Fund
(SIF) against the investigative journalism centre, RE:Baltica. The latter was asked to
repay EUR 35,700 from the state's direct support for quality journalism projects because
in their investigative film sources who spoke Russian were subtitled instead of voiced-
over. RE:Baltica appealed this decision and on December 4, 2024, the SIF Council over-
turned the fine (RoZzukalne & Skulte, 2025).

The 2024 EU anti-SLAPP Directive focuses on cross-border civil lawsuits, which however
only account for 9,4% of the SLAPP cases across Europe (CASE, 2024). Criticism of the
Directive has been raised regarding its limited procedural safeguards (e.g. early dismiss-
als are available only in manifestly unfounded proceedings). It is therefore desirable that
Member States will transpose the Directive with a wider scope of application, especial-
ly when related to domestic SLAPP cases, and will also take into account the Council of
Europe’s approach in Recommendation CM/Rec(2024)2 ‘on countering the use of stra-
tegic lawsuits against public participation (SLAPPs)’.

The anti-SLAPP directive has, so far, only been transposed in Malta.

e In Malta, the EU's anti-SLAPP directive was officially transposed, by means
of Legal Notice 177 of 2024, which introduces the Strategic Lawsuits Against
Public Participation (SLAPP) Order, 2024. It introduces key measures such as
security for costs by the plaintiffs, early dismissal of unfounded claims, penalties
for abusive litigation up to €10,000, and legal aids for defence. The transposition
has been considered ‘a missed opportunity’, considering that it only focuses on
cross-border lawsuits, and establishes a low cap for penalties (Palmer & Bleyer-
Simon, 2025).

According to the MPM2025 reports, discussions on the transposition are ongoing in the
following countries:

e |n Croatia, where the number of SLAPPs is among the highest in Europe, the
Ministry of Culture and Media and the Ministry of Justice and Digital Transfor-
mation formed a working group and hosted roundtable discussions. Education-



al workshops for judges and media professionals have been held across Croatia,
with anti-SLAPP legislation discussions expected to continue in 2025 (Bili¢,
2025).

e In Bulgaria, a working group led by the Deputy Minister of Justice has been es-
tablished to align the Bulgarian Code of Civil Procedure with the Directive. The
special anti-SLAPP fund launched in 2023 by the Association of European Jour-
nalists (AEJ Bulgaria) continues to support journalists and other citizens to defend
themselves in SLAPP cases (Spassov et al., 2025).

e In Greece, a special committee has been established to examine SLAPP cases
and propose legal reforms, but yet, no official legislative initiative has been intro-
duced in parliament (Papadopoulou & Angelou, 2025).

e In Ireland, the Defamation (Amendment) Bill 2024 was expected to address
some forms of SLAPPs against journalists and others, and Part 7 of the bill was
supposed to transpose the EU’s anti-SLAPP directive. However, this lapsed in
November 2024 when elections took place following the dissolution of the parlia-
ment in the same month. The new coalition government has committed to prior-
itising the reintroduction and passing of the legislation (Flynn, 2025).

e The Latvian Ministry of Justice has committed to developing a SLAPP monitor-
ing system. There are initiatives aimed at creating a separate SLAPP chapter in
Latvian civil law. It is expected that the transposition will also include domestic
SLAPP cases, considering that there are virtually no cross-border SLAPP cases
in Latvia (Rozukalne & Skulte, 2025).

e In Lithuania, an amendment to the Code of Civil Procedure (Art. 95.1) was
adopted, which defined the procedure for applying anti-SLAPP measures?’ (Jas-
tramskis, 2025).

e In the Netherlands, an anti-SLAPP bill was drafted in 2024. However, among
other things, it was criticised for being limited to cross-border cases only. Existing
Dutch laws already provide certain safeguards against unfounded or abusive
legal actions that may hinder public participation. Dutch civil law prohibits the

27 If the defendant (public participation representative) believes that the plaintiff has dishonestly filed an
unfounded claim to harm the defendant's public information activity or other activities related to the protection
of the public interest or to deter the defendant from such activities, they have the right to file a complaint with
the court. The court, having received the defendant's complaint and having been preliminarily convinced of
its validity, shall oblige the plaintiff to file responses to the defendant's application, substantiating their claim
and providing evidence. If the plaintiff fails to file responses to the defendant's application within the specified
time limit or fails to submit evidence confirming the circumstances indicated by the plaintiff certain measures
will be taken. For example, if such evidence was not submitted with the claim, or the court establishes
that the plaintiff has dishonestly filed an unfounded claim with the aim of harming the defendant's public
information or other activities related to the protection of the public interest or to deter the defendant from
such activities, the claim shall be left unexamined.



misuse of legal rights, allowing courts to dismiss cases deemed to be filed with
the intent to intimidate or silence critics (De Swert et al., 2025).

In Poland, SLAPPs could be counteracted with the help of existing provisions in
Polish law; however, they cannot be fully effective so long as a legal definition
of SLAPP is missing (Klimkiewicz, 2025). In November 2024, the organisation
Article 19 proposed a set of recommendations with some other NGOs to form an
anti-SLAPP coalition (Article 19, 2024).

In October 2024, the Slovenian government took note of the starting points for
drafting the anti-SLAPP Directive’s transposition law. These points provide for a
wider scope of application, apply to exclusively national cases, and consider the
appropriateness of anti-SLAPP measures in criminal proceedings. The Ministry
of Justice submitted a proposal for public consultation in December 2024 (Mi-
losavljevi¢ & Biljak Gerjevi¢, 2025).



CHAPTER 3. Market Plurality

The Market Plurality area considers the economic factors that impact the plurality of the
media offer and assesses the risks deriving from insufficient transparency in and the high
concentration of media ownership, economic sustainability of the media, and the undue
influence of commercial interests and ownership over editorial choices. Moreover, the
area assesses the risks deriving from the high concentration of digital markets and the
dependency of the media on online intermediaries.

3.1 Results in-depth

Figure 3.a. Market Plurality area. Averages per indicator
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The results of the Market Plurality area confirm that the risks originating from the
economic sphere are high and widespread across EU countries. This is the only area
across the MPM at high risk level for the average of EU countries, and it includes two in-



dicators at very high risk level: Plurality of media providers and Plurality in digital markets.
While no country is at a low risk level, the majority of Member States are between the
medium-high and high risk bands. On the one hand, media ownership is often not fully
transparent and is highly concentrated; on the other hand, the digital markets in which
the media operate also present a high level of opacity and concentration. Media viabil-
ity and Editorial independence from commercial and owners influence are at the medi-
um-high risk level.

TRANSPARENCY OF MEDIA OWNERSHIP MEDIUM - HIGH RISK

This indicator assesses the risks to transparency of media ownership within the news
media sector. It evaluates the existence and effectiveness of media-specific laws requir-
ing the disclosure of ownership details, including financial information. In the absence
of such laws, it also considers whether the disclosure of media ownership information is
guaranteed in practice.

In this edition of the MPM, the indicator on Transparency of media ownership scores a
medium-high risk and represents the lowest risk level within the Market Plurality area.
Most countries fall within the medium-high risk band; two countries score at the very
low risk level (Germany and Slovakia); three countries at the low risk level (Bulgaria,
Portugal, Lithuania); six countries score at the high risk level (Belgium, the Czech
Republic, Finland, the Netherlands, Romania and Slovenia), while three countries are
categorised in the very high risk band (Cyprus, Hungary, and Spain). Germany’s low
risk result is justified in part by the fact that the German Commission on Concentra-
tion in the Media (KEK) operates an online media database that offers detailed infor-
mation about corporate investments across various media sectors, including TV, radio,
press, and online platforms, which providers quick and easy access to ownership details
and links related companies and media entities (Kalbhenn, 2025). Similarly, in Slovakia,
since 2022, with the adoption of Act No. 264/2022 Coll. on Media Services and Act
No. 265/2022 Coll. on publications, publishers, online news operators, broadcasters,
and providers of on-demand audiovisual media services are required to disclose owner-
ship structures, including ultimate owners (Urbanikova, 2025). In contrast, a widespread
concern for the Member States that perform poorly in this indicator is the lack of me-
dia-specific, comprehensive legislation mandating the disclosure of media ownership in-
formation across all media sectors. In many cases, only the audiovisual sector is subject
to specific legal requirements, leaving radio, print, and especially digital media in relative
obscurity (Toma et al., 2025). Kuczerawy & Wauters (2025), who analysed the situation
in Belgium, stated that this is related to the tradition of leaving non-audiovisual news
media relatively free and unsupervised. In addition, the degree of detail of the informa-
tion provided is not sufficient to identify the ultimate or beneficial owner, an issue that is
particularly problematic in the digital news sector (Bili¢, 2025).
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EMFA Insight - Transparency of Media Ownership (Art. 6.1 and 6.2)

With the applicability of Article 6 EMFA from August this year, which mandates,
among other things, the disclosure of ownership structures and the creation of
national ownership databases—some Member States have begun to take action
by drafting relevant legislation. For instance, Spain announced an ‘Action Plan for
Democracy’ in September 2024, which includes the creation of a mandatory media
registry to be managed by the National Commission on Markets and Competi-
tion (CNMC) (Suau Martinez et al., 2025, p. 19). Similarly, in Poland, the Ministry
of Culture has revealed plans to enhance transparency by developing a national
media ownership database as part of a new media law (Klimkiewicz, 2025, p.
20). In Finland, the government has proposed a new media law that includes the
establishment of a publicly accessible national database on media ownership to
be managed by the Finnish Transport and Communications Agency — Traficom
(Ylikoski & Ala-Fossi, 2025, p. 23). In a similar vein, the Swedish EMFA memo-
randum proposes new media-specific rules, including measures to address media
ownership concentration and transparency requirements that mandates media
providers to disclose ownership structures, financial information, and sources for
public funding (Fardigh, 2025, p. 15).

PLURALITY OF MEDIA PROVIDERS VERY HIGH RISK

The Plurality of media providers indicator assesses the threats to media pluralism that
arise from the concentration of media ownership. It evaluates the legal framework for
horizontal and cross-media concentration, and the situation on the ground, using the
Top4 index for each sector (AVMS, radio, newspapers, digital) and for the whole media
market.

The indicator on Plurality of media providers scores a very high risk level, once again
confirming market concentration as one of the main sources of concern for media plu-
ralism. Twenty countries score at very high risk, and seven countries are at high risk. As
in the past year, the risks are quite homogeneous across EU countries, showing that the
economic dynamics that push toward media consolidation are common. The (relatively)
better situation of the countries at the lowest border of the high risk does not derive from
the situation on the ground, but from the legal framework: this is the case of Germany



and ltaly, where the regulatory framework provides rules aimed at tackling excessive
media market power - even though the economic measurement of the media ownership
concentration calls the effectiveness of these rules into question. At the highest border of
the risk, there are the countries that present similarly high levels of concentration (often
due to the small dimensions of the markets) and in addition do not have media-specific
anti concentration rules.

Two factors contributed to increase the level of risk for this indicator in the MPM 2025.
The first one is related to the legal framework, as this year MPM also asks a specific
question on media mergers: in the majority of EU countries, the evaluation of mergers
that involve media players is conducted under the economic criteria of competition law,
without specific evaluation of the impact on media pluralism and opinion power (see
focus n. 1 in this section). The second one is related to the media consumption: the
results show that concentration is at the highest level in the traditional sectors, that still
are the most used media to access news (like AVMS), and that the impact of digital
media did not counterbalance this trend, in particular in countries in which the sector is
dominated by the digital extension of the traditional media. (see Methodology).

The MPM narrative reports show that the tendency toward concentration continued in the
year of assessment. In the Netherlands, a potential merger between two major players,
DPG Media and RTL Netherlands, has come under the scrutiny of the competition au-
thority (De Swert et al., 2025); similarly, in Lithuania the competition authority called off
a merger in the digital media sector (Jastramskis 2025). Several mergers in the news-
papers, tv and digital sector are reported in Finland, though the number of titles did not
decrease after the operation (Ylikoski & Ala-Fossi 2025). In France, growing concerns
on cross-media concentration and the dominance of a handful of owners also sparked
a debate about the effectiveness of the legal safeguards and of the administrative sanc-
tions by ARCOM (Ouakrat & Bienvenu 2025). Shortcomings of the regulatory framework
are reported in many other countries. These shortcomings include a lack of media-specif-
ic rules, the limited extension of the framework which fails to cover all the media sectors
and is inadequate in the digital environment (Kalbhenn 2025), and the poor effectiveness
of sanctions (Urbanikova, 2025; Stetka et al. 2025).
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EMFA Insight - Level of Media Concentration (Art. 26 - Monitoring Exercise)

The main novelty introduced by EMFA regarding media concentration is a common legal
framework for assessing mergers involving media (art. 22, see focus n. 1 in this section).
It is worth noting that art. 22 EMFA does not intervene to tackle, or reduce, the existing
concentration or market dominance arising from the growth of a player. The existing level
of media concentration enters into play in two ways: first, to evaluate the impact of the
proposed merger, and second, in the monitoring exercise prescribed by art. 26 (3)(a). In
this regard, the results of the MPM, which measure the audience and revenue shares
of the first four groups per media sector and cross-media, show that horizontal concen-
tration of ownership is particularly high in the traditional media sectors, whereas in the
digital media sector (that is, the online media providers not including the digital interme-
diaries and aggregators) it is slightly lower. Cross-media ownership concentration is at a
high or very high risk in all EU countries, except in Germany, where it is at medium-low
risk. Opacity and lack of data contribute to the risks facing the good functioning of com-
petitive media markets.

Figure 3.b. Risk levels for horizontal and cross-media concentration in the EU
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Note: Figure 3.b visualises the results of MPM2025 for the sub-indicators on media own-
ership concentration, based on the Top4 index per sector and cross-media. A lack of
market and audience data is evaluated as a risk, according to the MPM methodology.



PLURALITY IN DIGITAL MARKETS VERY HIGH RISK

The indicator on Plurality in digital markets evaluates risks emerging from the market
power of digital intermediaries to the news (very large online platforms, search engines,
and - more recently - Al-based aggregators). It includes measures of concentration, cop-
yright protection and the monetisation of media content in the digital environment.

This is the only indicator across the MPM exercise to show an average very high level
of risk across EU countries. The results show a largely uniform situation, with almost
all the countries grouped between 75% and the maximum risk level, and only Germany
out of the red area, with a medium-high risk level of 62%. This result is the obvious con-
sequence of the fact that digital markets are supra-national, and the same few digital
gatekeepers dominate the online advertising market and the attention markets (Prat &
Valletti, 2022; Prat, 2020). Digital markets are also characterised by opacity and lack
of data, in particular, when it comes to audience measurement. For the sake of this in-
dicator, the economic measurement of concentration of the market (see Figure 3.c) is
complemented by an assessment of the legal framework and the socio-political factors
that contribute to reducing the imbalance of market power between the online platforms
(and more generally the tech companies) and the media providers, with a sub-indicator
named ‘fair allocation of economic resources’, whose results show a greater variance.

Figure 3.c. Concentration of online platforms - map of risks per country
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Figure 3.d. Fair allocation of economic resources - map of risks per country
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Figure 3.d shows the evolution on the ground related to regulatory efforts and compe-
tition enforcement, and also to the issue of copyright and fair remuneration of media
content used and monetised by digital intermediaries and Al companies (see Focus n. 3,
below). The taxation of digital players is also considered in this assessment, as another
way to level the playing field and as a potential source of revenue that might contribute
to financing public-interest media, with a redistribution not deriving from contractual ob-
ligations but from public policies (Brogi & Carlini, 2021). In fact, a reduction of the risk
was registered in the countries that effectively implemented the Council Directive (EU)
2022/2523 of 14 December 2022 (global minimum tax); nonetheless, we see problems
of effectiveness arising even in countries that in the past tried to use digital taxation
revenues to support the media (Seethaler et al., 2025). In 2024, France increased its
digital services tax (TSN, the so-called GAFAM tax) to 5%, but its future is uncertain amid
political instability (Ouakrat & Bienvenu 2025).



MEDIA VIABILITY MEDIUM - HIGH RISK

The indicator on Media viability assesses the sustainability of the news media produc-
tion, as a prerequisite for media diversity and media pluralism. The indicator measures
the risks related to the lack of sufficient economic resources to finance journalism, and
assesses the market trends of legacy, digital and convergent media and the potential
role of public support. The market trends are evaluated in relation to GDP trends.

Eighteen countries can be found in the medium-low or the medium-high risk range for
the Media viability indicator, which looks at how the media market is performing. Only the
three Baltic countries show a low risk, while Cyprus, Hungary, Ireland, Malta, Romania,
and Slovenia are high risk countries. The revenue trends sub-indicator exemplifies that
news media still experience difficulties generating sufficient revenues — as willingness to
pay for news remains low (Robertson, 2024) and online intermediaries gain most of the
advertising revenues. While the steep decline of earlier years is over, there are very few
examples where the media industry managed to grow. Print and local media are espe-
cially weak. The audiovisual and radio sectors still see increasing revenues in 10 and 14
countries (respectively), while most of the states covered still do not provide statistics on
the online news media market. Cuts in public service media support are being planned
in Estonia, Finland and the Netherlands, among other countries.

Many expert teams reported innovations in newsrooms and a diversification of revenues,
but there are concerns about their sustainability. In Hungary, laws that target the recip-
ients of foreign grants might cut access to this crucial revenue source (Bleyer-Simon
et al., 2025), while the recent cancellation of US State Department funding might hurt
smaller newsrooms (especially investigative outlets and fact-checkers) across the EU.

The employment trends of countries show that journalism is still not an appealing pro-
fession — even if the number of journalists stabilised in most countries, it did so at a low
level. When it comes to public support for private media, seven countries completely lack
subsidies, while many others are insufficient or do not cover online media. Only eight
countries (Belgium, Denmark, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal
and Sweden) have support schemes that are considered comprehensive and effective.

EDITORIAL INDEPENDENCE FROM
COMMERGCIAL AND OWNERS INFLUENCE MEDIUM - HIGH RISK

The indicator on Editorial independence from commercial and owners influence assesses
risks to market plurality posed by business interests on the production of editorial content,



both from commercial and owners’ influence. To assess this risk, it considers the exist-
ence of rules and regulatory safeguards about professional journalism as well as effec-
tive independence and autonomy of editorial decision/making.

Almost half of the countries (13) score either high or very high risk on this indicator. This
shows that, in a weak media market, news media are extremely vulnerable to market
pressures. Measures that aim to safeguard the integrity of content are still missing in
many countries — examples are so-called conscience clauses that protect journalists and
editors from being pressured by owners, for example by enabling them to retain their
benefits in case they leave their job due to changes in the editorial line.

In 20 countries, the integrity of newsrooms is compromised, as there is a lack of effec-
tive firewalls between commercial and editorial activities of newsrooms and unlabelled or
native advertising blurs the line between information and promotion. In Italy, researchers
have highlighted that apparently news stories are ‘published about events or products
of companies that have simultaneously purchased advertising space in the same news-
paper’ (Vigevani et al., 2025, p. 26). Even in the remaining countries, owners’ interests
or newsrooms’ need for additional revenues might, at times, interfere with independent
journalistic work. In late 2024, for example, the Austrian Press Council highlighted that
the bleak financial situation of traditional media outlets ‘may be one of the reasons why
editorial teams are tempted to include advertising in editorial articles’ (Seethaler, 2025, p.
23). The field of online influencers, non-disclosed brand-deals, sponsorships and other
forms of disguised advertising pose an increasing problem (Flynn, 2025).

In 22 countries, media owners have significant economic interests in non-media sectors,
which might compromise the independence of newsrooms’ reporting. At the same time,
it is noteworthy that in a handful of countries, for example some of the Nordic Member
States, the recorded risks relate to the lack of relevant provisions in (self-)regulation that
would describe clear responsibilities for commercial independence. Nevertheless, the
lack of these provisions did not, as of yet, lead to significant commercial interference.

4 )

EMFA Insight - Editorial Independence (Art. 6.3)

The independence of newsrooms from commercial and owner pressure is one of the key
stated goals of the EMFA. The monitoring exercise (Art. 26) described an overview of
measures taken by media service providers with a view to guaranteeing the independ-
ence of editorial decisions. Art. 6(3) asks that media service providers take measures
that ‘guarantee that editorial decisions can be taken freely within the established editorial
line of the media service provider concerned’. The European Commission Recommen-
dation 2022/1634 lists protections against arbitrary dismissals or disciplinary actions in
cases where journalists refuse assignments that they consider to be against profession-




al standards. Only ten countries have a conscience clause that provides social protec-
tions to journalists who quit due to commercial pressure. In France, conscience clauses
exist but Ouakrat and Bienvenu (2025) see signs that media owners are considering the
compensation paid to journalists who leave their newsrooms as the cost required “to
radically transform the media outlets they acquire”. At the same time, they mention that
“nothing guarantees [that journalists] later find a job in a growingly precarious and con-
centrated market” (Ouakrat & Bienvenu, 2025, p. 26). Eighteen countries have laws or
self-regulation that allow journalists to refuse doing tasks they do not consider to be in
line with journalistic ethics, however, only seven of them consider these safeguards suc-
cessful. In recent years, a number of countries have seen the establishment of whistle-
blowing processes inside newsrooms employing more than 50 people but their effective-
ness is not yet proven.

The separation of editorial and commercial activities is an important shield for journalistic
autonomy, but it is barely reflected in journalistic codes or practices anymore. A notable
example is the Netherlands, one of the few countries where experts observed the exist-
ence of an effective ‘Chinese wall’ between the commercial and the editorial divisions of
media companies (De Swert et al., 2025, p. 37). EMFA Art. 6/3b also mentions that it is
the duty of media publishers to ‘ensure that any actual or potential conflicts of interest
that might affect the provision of news and current affairs content are disclosed’. Despite
such conflicts of interest being common across the countries covered, there aren’t many
cases in which news media proactively report about their owners’ financial interests.

N /

3.2. Three focuses on Market Plurality

3.2.1 - Focus on Concentration of Media Ownership - Are EU Countries Ready
for the Media Plurality Test? (Art. 22 EMFA)

As assessed in the implementation of the Media Pluralism Monitor over the last ten years,
the concentration of media ownership has always been a major source of risk for media
market plurality (Carlini et al., 2024). The previous implementations of the MPM also
highlighted the fragmentation of the national regulatory frameworks aimed at tackling
media ownership concentration. With the aim of establishing a common framework for
assessing media market concentration across the Union, Art. 22 of EMFA requires the
introduction of specific rules and procedures ‘which allow for an assessment of media
market concentrations that could have a significant impact on media pluralism and edi-
torial independence’ (the so-called “media plurality test”). For these mergers, a separate



assessment is required, which would complement the merger evaluation under compe-
tition law, assessing the impact of the proposed merger on media pluralism and edito-
rial independence. The criteria of these rules, and the elements that must be taken into
consideration, are listed in art. 22(2). (KerSevan, 2024; Manganelli & Mariniello, 2024;
Sznajder, 2024; Seipp et al., 2024; Stasi, 2025).

Even though this obligation was not in force in the year of this assessment, and while still
waiting for the Commission, assisted by the European Board for Media Services, to issue
the guidelines, the results of the MPM data collection make the tracking of the situation
and its evolution in EU countries possible, as regarding the rules and procedures applied
at national level to evaluate the mergers involving media (assessed by variable 65 of
the MPM questionnaire). In 18 countries, there are no media-specific rules, and only the
general competition law applies. In nine countries, there are rules and procedures that
ask the regulatory authority (or in some cases also the same competition authority) to
consider the impact of the proposed merger on media pluralism, but these rules do not
apply to all the media - in most cases, they are limited to the audiovisual sector -, and/or
they do not follow the criteria listed in art. 22. In seven out of the 18 countries that have
no media pluralism test, there is an ongoing reform process to adapt national rules to
Art. 22.

Figure 3.e. Assessment of media market concentrations in EU countries
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In many of the countries that have, in their national legal framework, a separate assess-
ment on media mergers, assessments of media market concentrations are only required
for some media sectors; indeed, the digital environment of the media is rarely taken into
consideration, as the relevant legislation was historically introduced to address media



market power in the television sector. Moreover, art. 22 strictly connects the objective
of media pluralism with safeguarding editorial independence. The latter may be seen as
having a ‘double role’, as ‘a value to be preserved and, at the same time, an effective
structural remedy (...) enabling the media authorities (or NRAs) to allow mergers when
there are credible permanent commitments of the merged entity to guarantee ex-post
internal pluralism and editorial independence’. (Carlini & Parcu, 2024).

Among the countries that already have rules and procedures to assess the existence
of positions of market power that may harm pluralism, the cases of Italy and Germany
may be mentioned. In Italy, where the media system is characterised by a high concen-
tration of media ownership in the audiovisual sector and frequent cases of mixed inter-
ests between media and non-media businesses, in 2024 the media authority (AGCOM)
‘adopted guidelines to assess the existence of significant market power positions that
could harm pluralism (Resolution 66/24/CONS). Some media law experts have noted
that “the AGCOM guidelines may likely serve as a reference model for the future adoption
of the Commission’s guidelines for the market plurality test required by the EMFA” (Man-
ganelli & Mariniello, 2024, p. 171). However, it should be noted that under current reg-
ulations, the pluralism impact assessment established by Italian law does not explicitly
include criteria referring to editorial independence as a distinct concept from media plu-
ralism’ (Vigevani et al. 2025, p. 46). Under this respect, the Italian regulation does not
appear to fully comply with the criteria established by Art. 22 of the EMFA.

In Germany, the procedure for the assessment of mergers involving media companies,
separate from competition law, is set out in the Interstate Media Treaty, and is based on
the audience share of the involved companies. However,

[Clritics argue that the television-centric focus and the generous ‘bonus rules’
render German media concentration laws increasingly disconnected from current
media realities (...). While the media authorities play a vital role in monitoring
media pluralism, its influence is primarily limited to broadcast media, and its
mandate has not been substantially expanded to cover online platforms or digi-
tal-native media. Recognizing these shortcomings, policymakers have acknowl-
edged the need for reform. (...) The Interstate Media Treaty’s Additional Protocol
(2020) explicitly commits the federal states to establishing a sustainable media
concentration framework. But this political declaration of intent has so far had no
consequences. (Kalbhenn, 2025, pp. 39-40).

An indirect and limited form of the ‘media pluralism test’ appeared recently in a Dutch
case. The media concentrations in the Netherlands are evaluated under the general
basis of competition law, and the authority in charge of this is the ACM (Autoriteit Consu-
ment en Markt, the Authority for Consumers and Markets). In the past, the ACM always
made its decisions based only on economic factors. However, in the proposed merger



between two media companies, RTL and DPG Media (which was under review at the
time of the MPM implementation), the competition authority ‘ask[ed] for advice of the
Commissariaat voor de Media, which also pointed out potential risks for the diversi-
ty and quality of the news that is being offered at the Dutch Market, laying more focus
on content pluralism (diversity of news content)’ (De Swert et al., 2025, p. 37)). As high-
lighted in the Dutch MPM report, this choice is in line with a policy oriented towards pro-
tecting and fostering a pluralist media landscape, but it may also face some legal con-
straints: ‘The solution could lay in thoroughly implementing the requirements of EMFA
art. 22, more concretely to specifically refer to impact on media pluralism and editori-
al independence in the legal framework that forms the basis for ACM’s work when they
evaluate mergers in the media sector’ (ib.).

The need to revise the current legislation, as largely debated in scholarly and political
discourses, is also highlighted in France, where there is a strong media market concen-
tration that raises concerns on media pluralism and press independence. ‘The existing
regulation poses limitations and thresholds on the press and audiovisual sector, and also
limits foreign ownership, but their effectiveness can be questioned. Moreover, the regu-
lation does not directly address the link between market concentration and media plural-
ism, lagging behind on the EMFA requirements. Print and online press do not have their
own regulatory authority, though the ARCOM can intervene in cases of cross-media con-
centration and audiovisual. ARCOM'’s sanctions, even when financially significant, have
little impact. Despite legal restrictions limiting ownership concentration, a few dominant
conglomerates at the hands of powerful economic tycoons exert overwhelming control
across different media sectors.’ (Ouakrat & Bienvenu, 2025, p. 45).

In Spain, the government proposed an ‘Action Plan for Democracy’ in September 2024.
Researchers Suau Martinez et al., have written about the proposal, and argue that it in-
dicated that this plan provides for a “review of the regulatory framework to guarantee plu-
ralism by avoiding media concentration”.” However, the ‘statement recognises that there
is an issue regarding media concentration, but does not suggest any specific proposal on
what measures are intended to be taken to combat this concentration.” (Suau Martinez

et al., 2025, p. 20).

Finally, the case of Poland must be highlighted, as an example of the risks related to the
lack of a media-specific legal framework to evaluate media market operations. ‘Institu-
tional and procedural gaps in competition law and market plurality rules, led to the un-
precedented decision of PM Donald Tusk in December 2024 to add two large commer-
cial TV companies in Poland (TVN, Polsat) to the list of strategic entities eligible for the
protection of authorities and requiring approval from the government before changing
ownership in any way.’ (Klimkiewicz 2025, p. 5). This decision originated in a complicat-
ed scenario and may have risky implications.



The legal basis was the 2024 Regulation of the Council of Ministers of 18
December 2024 on the list of entities subject to protection and their competent
control authorities. In practice the administrative protection means that a potential
ownership change or takeover must be accepted by the government. The PM’s
decision was preceded by media speculations that TVN may be taken over by
Hungarian or Hungarian-Czech capital, as well as the dispute within the family of
the founder of Telewizja Polsat and the possibility of its hostile takeover. The case
also showed difficulty of balancing state intervention and protection of national
security. Politicians of oppositional parties, including Law and Justice and Con-
federation, criticised the decision comparing government regulation with commu-
nist practices. On the other hand, Polsat’s owner, Zygmunt Solorz, expressed sat-
isfaction and support for the government’s plan regarding the station. Likewise, a
former US Ambassador to Poland (TVN belongs to US-owned Warner Bros. Dis-
covery) largely supported the government decisions. (Klimkiewicz, 2025, p. 20).

3.2.2. Focus on Financing Media: An Ongoing Struggle

Surprisingly, in light of the ongoing crisis of the media market, the indicator on Media vi-
ability shows a visible decrease in risk for EU members, from 60% in 2024 to 53% in
the MPM 2025. This is largely due to the stabilisation of the media markets after the
decrease in revenues caused by the COVID-19 pandemic and the rising prices that
followed Russia’s war of aggression in Ukraine. Since many countries only had statistics
that reflected the calendar year 2023 at the time of data collection, improvements to this
weak financial situation had arguably already started two years ago. The average risk in
the countries assessed is, nevertheless, still in the medium-high risk band.

Figure 3.f. The trend of the MPM indicator on Media viability in EU
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Note. The graph visualizes the average risk score for the indicator on Media viability in the Media Pluralism
Monitor. (Years= year of the MPM implementation. Nb. EU 28 until 2019).



While the print market has in almost every country continued to experience declining
revenues and lower circulation numbers, television and radio have proven more resil-
ient, in many cases experiencing some growth in revenues — showing that there is still
demand in society. The digital innovations of audio and audiovisual media service pro-
viders, such as online streaming services and podcasts are also widely used. In some
countries (where digital market revenue is available), it can also be observed that digital
news media is strengthening its position in the market. In the Netherlands, for example,
the ‘increase in reader market revenue is due to the sharply rising revenue from digital
editions, which grew by 25 percent to €152 million’ according to 2023 data on the Dutch
media market (De Swert et al., 2025, p. 20). In Lithuania, the number of digital subscrib-
ers to news media reached 100,000 (Jastramskis, 2025). Still, at this point, digital media
in every country is more reliant on advertising than reader revenues. In any case, the
very large online platforms get most of the online advertising revenues and most of the
growth in the digital advertising market is also captured by them.

There are some good examples of countries where governments decided to increase
their investment in quality journalism. In Lithuania, last year, ‘the PSM (the LRT) financ-
ing from the state budget amounted to 72.9 million euros and was 14.8% higher than
in 2023’ (Jastramskis, 2025, p. 17). An increasing number of countries have also intro-
duced or updated subsidy schemes for news media. In Latvia, for example, the Media
Support Fund’s support volume is constantly increasing, and reached EUR 4.1 million
in 2024 — a significant number, considering the small size of the country (Rozukalne &
Skulte, 2025). Similarly, Lithuania has increased media support to EUR 6.5 million in the
past year (Jastramskis, 2025). For Austria, Seethaler et al. (2025) highlight that despite
a long tradition of subsidies for private media, financial support schemes are controver-
sial, and in many news outlets had to close while others were acquired by larger com-
panies, leading to increased concentration of ownership. On a positive note, as of 2024,
subsidies were also made available to online media (Seethaler et al., 2025). In many
countries, the subsidy schemes are still opaque, and it is not clear under what conditions
media can access them. In Malta, for example, the media reported that the owners of
large newspapers were negotiating ‘behind closed doors’ with the government to deter-
mine how the subsidies will be allocated (Palmer and Bleyer-Simon, 2025).

The viability of the journalistic profession is still problematic. Even if there were fewer
major media closures and lay-offs reported than in past years, the number of employed
journalists is below the level of the early 2000s. Many newsrooms struggle with attract-
ing talent, as they are unable to afford paying the salaries that would correspond to the
skillset of experienced journalists. Freelance journalists continue to be among the most
vulnerable practitioners in the sector. In Austria, despite the existence of a collective
agreement that defines the minimum rates for freelance journalists, their level of remu-
neration varies across media outlets. ‘Freelancers work in a grey area, and little is known
about the specific economic conditions under which they work. According to the Journal-



ists’ Union, no data is available’ (Seethaler et al., 2025, p. 23). In France, it was reported
that the median salary of freelancers is 12% below what it was 15 years ago (Ouakrat &
Bienvenu, 2025).

While there was no significant deterioration in the last year, there are signs that the next
years might bring new challenges, as European societies tackle a slowing economy
and an increasing demand to invest in military and defence infrastructures. In Finland,
for example, 156 journalists of the public service broadcaster Yle are expected to be let
go. In Estonia, a 5% cut to the financing of the public service ERR was envisioned for
the year 2025 (Jéesaar & Konno, 2025). The Dutch public service media is expected to
reduce its budget by 15% in 2027 (De Swert et al., 2025).

Across the countries covered, we can see that digital media in particular, are experi-
menting with new revenues and new modes of delivering their services. Grants, reader
revenues and donations are commonly experimented. Non-traditional actors are espe-
cially successful, as shown by the example of Poland, where ‘news youtubers and pod-
casters have built sustainable financing and audiences larger than traditional legacy
media — e.g. YouTube channel Kanat Planeta Faktow (2.74 million subscriptions), Kanat
Zero by former sports journalist Krzysztof Stanowski (1.4 million subscriptions) and
tukasz Bok on Instagram (1 million followers)” (Klimkiewicz, 2025, p. 22). Ouakrat &
Bienvenu (2025, p. 25) describe, based on the French experience, the possible short-
comings of new revenue streams: ‘Although original, citizen and positive, such alter-
native funding plans are time-monger for the media and divert them from their main
mission: to inform. They are uncertain, since every new campaign needs to meet its
goal to reconduct the media activity for one more year. Eventually, they also lead to the
creation of a ‘competitive market of donations’ that plays against media pluralism.’” At the
same time, France provides a good example of the effective use of Al in newsrooms. As
in many other countries across the MPM sample, France’s media outlets experiment with
incorporating Artificial Intelligence tools in the daily workflow of their staff, but to limit po-
tential harms a number of newsrooms have already adopted charters that guide media
workers in this exercise (Ouakrat & Bienvenu, 2025).



3.2.3. Focus on The Economic Relationships Between Media, Platforms and Al
Companies: Is the Price Fair?

The impact of digital transformation on media markets goes far beyond the competition
of digital intermediaries in the advertising market and the consequent disruption of the
traditional media business model. Other elements contribute to the complex economic
relationships between publishers and online platforms (OECD, 2021), the most relevant
being the value of media content and its remuneration (Holder et al., 2023). This long-last-
ing issue has seen relevant developments in the year of this assessment.

On the one hand, the growth of generative Al systems has led to new sources of litiga-
tion (and negotiations) over the remuneration of media content used to train LLMs (large
language models); these issues added up to the dispute on the remuneration of media
content disseminated via — and monetised by — social networks, search engines and au-
tomatic aggregators. In 2025, Google conducted an experiment involving 1% of users in
eight EU countries (Italy, Spain, Poland, The Netherlands, Belgium, Greece, Denmark,
and Croatia). The company interpreted the results as if news content had little impact on
its advertising revenue (Liu, 2025). However, both the experiment and the conclusions
were criticised by experts on the media industry side (Maher, 2025).

On the other hand, the regulatory framework also evolved, with the first year of full imple-
mentation of the Digital Markets Act, which imposes transparency and data sharing ob-
ligations on the digital gatekeepers with the aim of improving fairness in digital markets
(Art.5 Regulation (EU) 2022/1925 of the European Parliament and of the Council); and
with the entry in force of the Atrtificial Intelligence Act, which obliges the providers of Gen-
eral-Purpose Al models (among other obligations) to implement policies to comply with
the EU law on copyright and related rights (Art. 53 Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the
European Parliament and of the Council).

From 2021 the MPM introduced a variable aimed at assessing the enforcement of
copyright protection and, more generally, the state of negotiations and/or agreements
between publishers and platforms. In this year’s implementation, another variable has
been added, specifically related to the economic impact of Al on media financing models.
Both the variables, together with questions on pro-competition initiatives by Member
States, and on digital taxation, concur to assess the risk related to (un)fair distribution of
economic resources in the digital media markets.

According to the MPM2025 results, in eight EU countries (Croatia, Estonia, Latvia, Lith-
uania, Luxembourg, Poland, Romania and Slovakia), there are no ongoing negotiations
between publishers and platforms to remunerate the use of media content. In 18 coun-
tries there are negotiations and/or agreements, but these are limited to a few media
groups, and in most cases there is not enough information on the details of such agree-
ments—which adds opacity to a market that already lacks transparency. There is just



one country that reports a well-developed and transparent process of copyright remuner-
ation: Sweden. ‘The implementation of the directive 2019/790 into Swedish law should
ensure that newspaper companies should be able to receive compensation when their
material is reused on the internet. The Swedish Parliament has also decided that the
government should appoint an inquiry to review copyright legislation in relation to Al's
learning from copyrighted material and has informed the government of this decision.’
(Fardigh, 2025, p. 16).

In France, ‘regulatory actions intensified in 2024, notably with a €250M fine against Google
for violating commitments under the 2019 law on related rights, prompting ongoing in-
vestigations into digital platforms. French media launched legal offensives against X, Mi-
crosoft, and LinkedIn for unpaid content usage, while journalists’ unions secured reve-
nue-sharing agreements with Google and Meta’ (Ouakrat & Bienvenu, 2025, pp. 23-24).
Some criticism emerged regarding the exclusion of the most precarious journalists from
these benefits in some cases, as well as regarding the opacity of the details of the
content and the amount of such agreements.

Denmark presents an interesting case of collective bargaining, aimed at involving all the
media and journalists in the negotiating process. ‘In 2024, the Ministry of Culture es-
tablished a committee to revise the media support system, and the Danish Press Publi-
cations Collective Management Organisation (DPCMO) has actively pursued copyright
protection and fair compensation through legal actions and negotiations with tech plat-
forms. DPCMO has also criticized Google’s news access restrictions and called on the
EU to strengthen regulatory frameworks addressing digital market dominance and Al
governance’. (Simonsen, 2025, pp. 20-21).

The Czech Republic reported difficulties in the enforcement of copyright protection.
Stétka et al., write that although ‘in January 2024, seventeen Czech publishers estab-
lished the Czech Publishers’ Licensing Association to represent their interests in nego-
tiations with large online platforms, following the amendment to the Copyright Act (No.
121/2000 Coll.) in December 2022, (...), the preparations of the process of negotiations
with the platforms are still in their early stages, and the outcomes remain uncertain”
(Stétka et al., 2025, p. 19).

When it comes to the variable on compensation of the media content used to train Al, the
situation worsens.

The vast majority of countries (24) report that there are no ongoing negotiations between
media and Al companies, or where there are, these are very limited and problematic. In
the three countries in which relevant agreements with Al companies have been signed
in 2024 - namely, France, Germany and Spain, not by chance the largest media markets
in the EU -, they are limited to the mainstream media and are not transparent in their
economic and legal details. In Germany, after the ground-breaking deal signed in 2023



by Axel Springer with OpenAl, several similar initiatives were taken. Kalbhenn writes that
‘RTL Germany and Perplexity Al have formed a partnership, with ntv and stern brands
being the first to be integrated into the search engine, with more RTL products to follow.
Similarly, Der Spiegel has entered into an agreement with Perplexity Al. (...) Bertels-
mann also signed a deal with OpenAl in early 2025, marking significant Al partnerships
with two of Germany’s largest media companies’ (Kalbhenn, 2025, p. 21). However,
there is a downside to these initiatives: ‘While German market leaders signed deals with
Al Companies, small and independent media outlets risk being increasingly disadvan-
taged when people shift from using Google Search to relying on Al models since vis-
ibility will likely favor larger media companies with licensing deals. This could lead to
greater market concentration, as only a few publishers gain prominence in Al-generated
outputs’. (ib., p. 21).

The risk that the Al deals only benefit the larger media outlets is also highlighted in
France, where the historical agreement signed by Le Monde with OpenAl remained a
‘lone rider deal’, as Ouakrat & Bienvenu (2025, p. 24) put it when reporting that, follow-
ing Le Monde’s case, ‘APIG (Alliance de la presse d’information générale) and SEPM
(Syndicat des éditeurs de la presse magazine), two press unions representing about
800 titles, asked 25 of the main Al actors (OpenAl, Google, Microsoft, Bytedance, etc.)
to open negotiations on the use of their contents. Surprisingly and quite abruptly, OpenAl
refused to negotiate and announced to respect the opt-out decided by these media.’
(Ouakrat & Bienvenu 2025, pp. 23-24). Similar criticism has been raised in Spain, with
the agreement signed in March 2024 between PRISA and OpenAl. As in 2022 with the
deal signed between Google and the main publishing groups, the authors of the MPM
report that ‘the content of these agreements is unknown, [as well as] the amount that the
media will receive for their content, which contributes to the opacity of the digital media
sector’. (Suau Martinez et al., 2025, p. 21).



Risk

CHAPTER 4. Political Independence

4.1. In-depth results

Figure 4.a. Political Independence area - Averages per indicator

EU Members: Political Independence
B very low B Low Medium-low Medium-high B Hion W Ve high
] JS chart by amCharts

50% 49%
41%
33%
29%
T T T 1
Political independence Editorial autonomy Integrity of political State regulation of Independence of public
of the media information during resources and support to service media

elections the media sector

©2025 CMPF

Political capture of the media emerges as an intricate and often interrelated set of factors,
ranging from structural vulnerabilities traditionally affecting European media systems,
to new mechanisms for control or projecting influence. The area findings indicate that
sources of concern persist, and they derive from all the five indicators under analysis.
Three of them particularly (Political independence of the media, Editorial autonomy, and
Independence of public service media) emerge as being particularly problematic, re-
flecting the impact of several sources of influence in both private and public service



media. Only two countries are detected as being at a high-risk level: Hungary, and Malta.
However, another seven EU countries, mostly recent Member States from former social-
ist systems, follow rather closely behind in the medium-high band: Romania, Cyprus,
Greece, Poland, Slovenia, Bulgaria, and Croatia. While in the medium-low band,
Slovakia, Italy, France, Latvia, Spain, and The Czech Republic also demonstrate signif-
icant sources of risk. Eleven countries range in the low-risk zone: Austria, Luxembourg,
Finland, Portugal, Estonia, Ireland, Lithuania, Denmark, Sweden, The Netherlands, and
Belgium. Only one country, Germany, is assessed as being at a very low risk.

II\Dﬂgll_DI;RCAL INDEPENDENCE OF THE MEDIUM - LOW RISK

The Political independence of the media indicator assesses the availability and effective
implementation of regulatory safeguards against direct and indirect control of the media
by political actors (e.g. political parties, or individual politicians), including governmen-
tal actors.

The Political independence of the media indicator scored a medium-low risk score of
50%, indicating worrying levels of political control and influence exerted through owner-
ship/management means. Concerning examples are reported all over Europe, ranging
from direct or indirect political ownership —including from governmental actors— to state
control over main news agencies. The analysis returns an alarming picture, especially at
the local level, since in many countries local and/or regional media are funded or owned
by municipalities, with their content being skewed in favour of the current local/regional
political representation (e.g. Slovakia, The Czech Republic, Luxembourg, Poland, and
Croatia).

Blatant cases of conflict of interest and direct control are not rarely observed at the
national level either. Malta rates at the top of this negative list, where the media system
is severely captured by the main parties (Palmer & Bleyer-Simon, 2025). In Austria,
growing risks are reported with digital natives (Seethaler et al., 2025), especially with
those that are part of the right-wing Freedom Party’s media empire (Paulitsch, 2025). In
Italy, the Tosinvest group —whose patriarch, Antonio Angelucci, is currently serving for
the governmental majority— swiftly created a right-wing pole in the newspaper sector. A
worrying situation is also detected in the Trentino Alto Adige region, since the concen-
tration of several local publications under the Athesia Group, controlled by the Sudtiroler
Volkspartei leader, Michl Ebner (Vigevani et al., 2025).

However, the grip exerted on media by political actors in Europe is chiefly maintained
through proxies, such as family members, lawyers, and businesspeople. In fact, while
governmental ownership and control is at least partly restricted by national conflict of



interest provisions, indirect control is far more unregulated and backed by a severe
lack of transparency and public accountability over clientelist networks. In France, Bol-
loré’s media empire continues to promote narratives aligned with the far-right (Ouakrat &
Bienvenu, 2025). In Greece several media moguls are linked to the ruling New Democ-
racy Party (Papadopoulou & Angelou, 2025). In Bulgaria, growing concerns are being
detected in the digital media sphere, with two of the most visited websites (Blitz and Pik)
suspected of being controlled by MP Delyan Peevski (Spassov et al., 2025).

Besides all this, some regulatory setbacks have also been observed. In The Czech
Republic, the risk level climbed back following a decision by the Czech Constitution-
al Court in December 2024, which ‘annulled the amendment to the existing Act on the
Conflict of Interests (Nr 159/2006 Coll.) from 2003. This reopened legal pathways for
politicians becoming de-facto media owners again’ (Stetka et al., 2025, p. 21). Similar-
ly, in Cyprus, the lifting of almost every barrier against ownership control from the Law
on Radio and Television organizations of 1998 —already noted in the previous MPM—
reinstated compatibility between an official post and shareholding in electronic or print
media (Christophorou & Karides, 2025). On a positive note, in Latvia, Local Government
Law, which entered into force in 2023, excluded municipal information leaflets or other
formats from the possibility of registering as media from the relevant register. (Rozukalne
& Skulte, 2025).

This analysis also offers additional insights into peculiar cases detected at the country
level and related to the current geopolitical situation. In Poland, TVN and Polsat were
included on the list of ‘strategic entities that are eligible for the protection of authorities
and will need the consent of the government in the case of ownership changes. The
decision caused a heated political dispute about the protection of national security and
limits of political intervention’ (Klimkiewicz, 2025, p.26). (For more on this, see Chapter
3, Focus 1)

EDITORIAL AUTONOMY MEDIUM - LOW RISK

The Editorial autonomy indicator assesses the existence of regulatory and self-regulato-
ry measures that guarantee freedom from interference in editorial decisions and content.

The result of the indicator Editorial autonomy (49%) reflects the concerns raised under
Political independence of the media and other indicators, as the independence of edito-
rial output can be more easily threatened in newsrooms whose owners have political af-
filiations, or other connections with political or commercial organizations. Still, this also
depends on the quality and effectiveness of national regulatory and self-regulatory pro-



visions aimed at separating the activity of newsrooms from any corruptive source, be it
commercial or political. The situation at the EU level speaks clearly, evidencing a gener-
alised weakness of both external and internal mechanisms aimed at protecting editorial
independence, save for Northern European countries.

Speaking of external safeguards to editorial autonomy (collective or cross-sectorial
Codes, and media councils), the situation shows a fragmented picture. Codes are often
sector specific only, and their adoption is generally voluntary. Moreover, relevant bodies
have poor enforcement and sanctioning power. Even more problematic is the situation
with internal safeguards to editorial autonomy, with many MPM local research teams
reporting either a lack, or severe deficiency, of internal Codes and bodies protecting
newsroom independence. Similar to the results of other indicators, the risk is tempered
by the scores of Northern European countries, where self-regulatory safeguards are
assessed as being rather effective in counterbalancing the lack of stronger rules. Con-
trarily, countries affected by high levels of ownership control or influence, partisan distri-
bution of State resources, or other concerns (for example, Hungary, Greece, Romania,
Malta, Croatia, Slovenia, and Slovakia) score higher, driving the overall result to the
border of the medium-high band.

Notably, specific provisions aimed at ensuring that the appointment and dismissal of ed-
itors-in-chief is free from political interference are lacking or deficient in most Member
States. This results in several concerning cases being reported in the country assess-
ments. In Greece, “In 2024, various journalists were dismissed. Although no specific ex-
planations were provided, in some cases terminations appeared linked to political com-
mentary or retaliation against union activity” (Papadopoulou & Angelou, 2025). Strong
ideological interference is reported in France (Ouakrat & Bienvenu, 2025). In Italy,
one case was reported of an active politician simultaneously serving as editor-in-chief
(Vigevani et al., 2025).



INSIGHT - EMFA Recommendations on Internal Safeguards for Editorial
Independence and Ownership Transparency

The analysis of the European situation in terms of self-regulation evidences that significant
steps have yet to be made to be able to effectively protect editorial content from undue in-
fluences. Such steps can be considered following three specific sub dimensions:

1.

Provisions for appointments and dismissals of editors-in-chief: almost half of EU
Member States demonstrate high or very high risks within this sub dimension, while
another third ends up in the medium-low band. This reveals that appointment and dis-
missal procedures for preventing owners’ or any other interference in selecting main ed-
itorial figures are either lacking or are improperly designed. This ultimately has worrying
effects on editorial content. In very few cases do newsrooms have relevant power to
object to appointments, with such processes often occurring behind closed doors. Re-
volving doors of former politicians taking up editorial roles are not a rare eventuality,
while senior editors are often found serving as communication strategists for major pol-
iticians — sometimes concomitantly. Even where some stronger provision is present,
proper implementation lags.

External safeguards: with regards to collective and/or cross-sectorial journalistic
self-regulatory provisions and bodies, the analysis detects significant fragmentation. In
fact certain safeguards might be available depending on the media sector considered,
while other sectors might fall completely unprotected. The power of media councils/
journalistic associations to implement agreed standards (codes of ethics, deontologi-
cal charts), as well as the financial viability of such bodies, is oftentimes dependent on
media’s voluntary participation. Moreover, such instruments generally lack real enforce-
ment and sanctioning capability. As such, their role mainly focuses on addressing com-
plaints through dedicated commissions for ethics and arbitration. Violations of ethical
and deontological standards are widespread in most EU Member States However, in
Northern European countries (e.g. Sweden, Denmark, The Netherlands, Finland) trust-
based frameworks are reported to be extremely powerful, with breaches ending up in
significant social repercussions,.

Internal safeguards: internal mechanisms aimed at ensuring independence of editori-
al content from political or any other interference — e.g. procedures to signal pressures,
rights of opposition, conscience clauses protecting against disciplinary sanctions or ar-
bitrary dismissals of the members of editorial staff — show way more fragmentation.
Codes of Ethics and conduct are mostly found in major outlets, while a significant lack
of transparency is detected for minor players, in this regard. Moreover, internal bodies —
such as editorial boards, ombudspersons, ethics or supervisory committees - are not a
common eventuality even for major EU companies. Effectiveness of such safeguards is
generally assessed as quite poor, with particularly high levels of risk found in Slovenia,
Romania, Malta, Hungary, Greece, and Poland. Again, Northern European countries
present the lowest risk scorings.




INTEGRITY OF POLITICAL INFORMATION
DURING ELECTIONS LOW RISK

The indicator on Integrity of political information during elections assesses the existence
and implementation of the regulatory and self-requlatory framework for the fair represen-
tation of different political actors and viewpoints in audiovisual media and online media
and platforms during electoral campaigns.

The Integrity of political information during elections presents an overall low risk (29%),
indicating a positive performance, overall, of the national audiovisual regulatory systems
in safeguarding the right of citizens to receive critical information for the future of their
democracies. In the 2024, a major electoral year, most countries scored either in the
very low or low bands. Eight scored in the medium-low range, while only two countries
fall within higher categories of risk. These are Malta and Hungary, with medium-high and
high risk results, respectively.

Safeguards aimed at ensuring fair political communication in audiovisual media during
electoral periods are available in all Member States and worked rather well in ensuring
fair and balanced representation. However, cases indicating concerns with the proper
implementation of these safeguards have emerged in some countries, especially in the
private media sphere.

A much debated issue that has emerged in some Member States relates to the time al-
located to political candidates and other political representatives who are also carrying
out institutional activities, as this risks creating imbalances in media representation. In
this regard, a relevant case emerged in Italy, where the RAI Parliamentary Committee,
where the governmental coalition holds majority, issued a resolution enabling potential
for greater political representation of members of the government speaking on behalf of
their institutional role.

The main concern detected within this indicator still relates to online political advertising,
and especially to political advertising on online platforms. As a matter of fact, most coun-
tries lack robust, targeted regulation, with political parties increasingly relying on plat-
form-based advertising systems to convey their messages. The analysis evidences that
this continues to happen in a highly non-transparent manner, both in terms of techniques
used for the allocation of political ads, and financial reporting. As a result, half of all
EU countries score within medium-high to very high categories of risk, in these specific
terms, with only four Member States in the low risk band — although these are still rather
close to the medium-low band. (See Focus 1)



STATE REGULATION OF RESOURCES AND
SUPPORT TO THE MEDIA SECTOR LOW RISK

The indicator State regulation of resources and support to the media sector assesses the
legal and practical situation in relation to the distribution of state-managed resources for
the media, such as frequency allocation, distribution of direct and indirect subsidies, as
well as state advertising.

The indicator State regulation of resources and support to the media sector presents an
overall low risk. Spectrum allocation generates very low concerns in most of the studied
countries, with Hungary being a significant outlier (medium-low band).

Most Member States provide some form of direct public funding to the media, with an al-
location method normally based on objective criteria such as circulation size, geographic
reach, language, or content type. Some schemes also consider economic vulnerability,
innovation goals, and editorial independence. The following EU Member States are iden-
tified as lacking any form of direct public support scheme for private media: Romania,
The Czech Republic, Bulgaria, Slovakia, and Germany (beyond local media support).
For some of them (e.g. Slovakia, The Czech Republic), this is signalled as a relevant de-
ficiency. For Member States providing such support, some degree of concern is detected
in terms of capacity and implementation of structural measures. In Portugal, for example,
the application of media support measures was affected by the political crisis that led to
early elections that were held in May 2025. Moreover, the Media Action Plan falls short
of supporting investigative journalism and alternative media (Cadima et al., 2025). Sup-
portive measures for the media have been minimal in Poland for many years, as reported
by Klimkiewicz (2025).

More concerning than this, however, is the allocation of state advertising, representing
one of the most problematic issues detected by the MPM analysis, with an average risk
scoring of 75%. Almost all EU countries fall into higher-risk categories. The lack of media
specific legal frameworks, and deficiencies with general public procurement schemes
enable discretionary decisions by public bodies or state-owned companies to favour
pro-government media, often undermining both fair competition and editorial indepen-
dence. Transparency is severely lacking, with few states disclosing recipient-level data.
Media-focused rules are available in very few Member States, and also there is detected
room for improvement.



:\l/\llEDEI)EIZENDENCE OF PUBLIC SERVICE MEDIUM - LOW RISK

The Independence of public service media indicator is designed to measure the risks
stemming from appointment and dismissal procedures for public service media (PSM)
top management and editors-in-chief, as well as the risks arising from the PSM funding
mechanisms and procedures. It also looks at the plurality of PSM coverage in the
non-electoral period.

Public service media continue to be faced by considerable threats of political capture,
as evidenced by the 41% risk scoring. Almost half of the countries assessed fall within
higher risk categories. Particularly severe risks are detected for Malta, Hungary, Slovakia,
Romania, Poland, Italy, Greece, and Croatia. In these countries, concerns are found in
relation to governance and funding procedures of the PSM.

Formal laws or statutory provisions regulating how PSM are governed are present in
all Member States. These typically define the structure and appointment procedures for
PSM boards, directors-general, or CEOs, as well as defining mandates and responsibil-
ities of oversight bodies, terms for dismissal or renewal of leadership, and rules on the
editorial independence of PSMs from government or partisan influence. These proce-
dures, however, are in many cases heavily politicised, based on outdated or ill-designed
legislations. Very high risks, in these terms, are found in Spain, Slovakia, Poland, Malta,
Italy, Hungary, Greece, Croatia, Bulgaria, and Cyprus. (See Focus 3).

Funding is also often subjected to political considerations, with the relevant sub-indicator
scoring in the medium-high band. In many countries (e.g. Hungary, Bulgaria, Slovenia,
Slovakia) PSM financing comes directly from the state budget, often without strong safe-
guards or multi-year guarantees. Annual budget allocations are often decided by the ex-
ecutive or parliamentary majority, enabling financial pressure. This way funding levels
can be reduced arbitrarily or delayed, undermining the ability of PSMs to plan or maintain
journalistic independence.

Relevant regulatory changes from licence fee-based systems to state budget contribu-
tions have been observed in recent years at the national level. This was the case, for
example, in Slovakia, where in 2022 the parliament ‘abruptly eliminated license fees
without public debate, replacing them with a state budget contribution’ (Urbanikova,
2025, p.27); France, where the redevance audiovisuelle (broadcasting licence fee) was
replaced by a scheme based on VAT; and in Ireland too, which underwent to a mix of
direct exchequer funding, licence fee and commercial revenue.



4.2 Three focuses on Political Independence

4.2.1. Focus on The Integrity of Political Information During the 2024 Electoral Year

The year 2024 has been a record year for elections. In June 2024, European citizens
voted for their representatives in the European Parliament for the next five years. In
addition, several parliamentary and presidential elections were held at the national level.
This happened within a political situation characterised by raising geopolitical tensions
and unfolding conflicts (the war in Ukraine, the massacre of civilians in Gaza). In such
a context, the regulations aimed at ensuring fair political communication on audiovisual
media during electoral contests have been rather decently implemented across the EU.
Yet, several instances of risk have emerged, especially on commercial media channels,
as they are less regulated than public media systems. Such risks, however, are not
remotely comparable to the situation detected in the online media sphere, especially with
the buyout of political advertising on online platforms, which continues to raise challeng-
es in terms of techniques used for political campaigning, lacking transparency of expen-
ditures and overall threats to the integrity of the electoral process. Unsurprisingly, half
of the EU countries score within medium-high to very high categories of risk, in terms of
regulation and practices related to online political advertising.

Political Pluralism in Public and Private Audiovisual Media

The regulatory analysis of the audiovisual media sphere shows that two main models
were applied to secure a balanced and fair media coverage of parties and candidates in
the electoral process. The first model foresees that audiovisual media offer free airtime
(e.g. slots) to contestants for presenting their political viewpoints. Such a model mainly
applies to PSM and generally goes hand-in-hand with the banning of paid political adver-
tising. In the cases where allocation of specific airtime is foreseen, this is often based on
the party size or parliamentary statutes —something that might raise concerns of exclu-
sion of new or smaller parties. In the second model, mostly characteristic of the private
sector, the representation of political viewpoints occurs through the selling of paid adver-
tising space. Usually, this must be available to all contending parties on equal rates of
payment. Yet, this does not prevent the financial power of contestants from dictating vis-
ibility, raising concerns of unequal access bias — be it commercial or political.

While the quality of implementation varied depending on the country under analysis, it
can be generally stated that regulation in the EU worked rather well in preventing severe
unbalances during the electoral process. The assessment of the PSM realm reveals that
two-thirds of the countries fall within the very-low or low risk band. Seven fall within the



medium-low band, while only two (Greece, and Malta) range in higher risk categories.
However, as anticipated, it is observed that the private media sphere is generally less
secure, with a higher number of countries falling into risky categories (Malta, Hungary,
Slovenia, Austria scoring either in high or very-high risk band), and a lower number of
countries demonstrating very-low risks (Belgium, Croatia, Estonia, Germany, Ireland,
Slovakia, Sweden, The Czech Republic, The Netherlands).

The main issues identified by the MPM 2025 analysis can be summarised as follows:

1.

Exclusion of non-parliamentary contestants. For example, the Portuguese
country team reported that private channels refused to include debates in their
programming with candidates without parliamentary representation. Yet, consen-
sus among private and public players was finally reached with the representation
of said candidates having been ensured on public television channels (Cadima
et al., 2025).

Camouflage of political advertising as a news segment. In Hungary, unbalanced
representation favouring the government was reported for both the non-elector-
al and electoral periods, and in both public and private broadcast media. For
the latest electoral run, a problematic case emerged with the PSM broadcast-
ing political ads disguised as news segments (Bleyer-Simon et al., 2025). In
Romania, public awareness and accountability was hindered by an intricate reg-
ulatory matrix. As reported by the country team, this made it ‘difficult to distin-
guish sponsored from non-sponsored content, even in the most regulated (au-
diovisual) media. One slight improvement of audiovisual rules compared to
previous national campaigns was that CNA (National Audiovisual Council) in-
structed broadcasters to label “electoral shows/broadcasts” as “electoral promo-
tion”, although this is still not as clear as a message that would explicitly say
“content sponsored by party x” (Toma et al., 2025, p.25).

Overlap of institutional airtime and political campaigning. A much-debated issue
in some countries relates to the time allocated to political candidates and other
political representatives also carrying out institutional activities, which risks
creating imbalances in representation. This was the case, for example, in lItaly
and Cyprus. In Italy, the RAI Parliamentary Committee, where the government
coalition holds majority, issued a resolution enabling potential for overrepresen-
tation of members of the government speaking on behalf of their institutional role.
In Cyprus, ‘despite the fact that both the law and regulations on the PSM and the
one on commercial media provide that activities and political advertising by gov-
ernment officials, which apparently favour a party or candidate should be taken
into account for purposes of fair treatment, this is ignored by the regulator’ (Chris-
tophorou & Karides, 2025, p.30).



Political Advertising in Online Media and on Platforms

As anticipated, most of the concerns within the indicator on the Integrity of political in-
formation during elections are related to the buyout of political advertising in the online
realm, especially on social media platforms. The MPM has started to take these risks into
account in conjunction with the 2019 European elections. Since then, the regulatory and
practical situation with online political ad registers among the highest concerns within the
whole MPM instrument.

Regulation lags in most Member States. Some countries have attempted to extend their
audiovisual regulatory systems to the online sphere, but even in such cases, they prove
deficient and outdated. If not otherwise regulated, online political advertising might fall
under general campaign finance laws, meaning that some thresholds are defined to limit
expenditure — with some reporting requirements being also foreseen. However, this is
highly insufficient for ensuring balanced and fair representation. As a result, relevant
causes for concern are detected across the EU. This is further complicated by severe
problems in terms of transparency, as reporting requirements often do not ask for disag-
gregation of amounts spent. Half of EU countries score within medium-high to very high
categories of risk. The problem is particularly pronounced for online platforms, where the
social media activities of parties are assessed as highly opaque both in terms of expen-
diture and techniques used for campaigning.

Such a major regulatory void is evident across the EU. In Bulgaria, social networks are
out of the scope of the Electoral Code, save for the profiles of media outlets (Spassov
at al., 2025). In Austria, despite the 2022 amendment of the Political Parties Act, ‘no dis-
tinction can be made between ad spending on online editions of traditional media, digital
natives, and the global platforms’ (Seethaler et al., 2025, p.29). Similarly, in Finland, the
legislation ‘only requires elected or their stand-ins to declare expenses per medium, “in-
formation networks” (i.e.) being one single unit’ (Ylikoski & Ala-Fossi, 2025, p.36). In
Italy, the regulations ‘only require political parties to disclose their communication ex-
penditures, but there is no obligation to specify the portion of these expenses allocat-
ed to social media.” (Vigevani et al., 2025, p.31). In Slovakia, available regulation can
be circumvented as ‘a substantial portion of campaign spending can be “hidden” under
payments to advertising agencies without further breakdowns’ (Urbanikova, 2025, p.25).
This results in major opacity, which is spread all over the EU.

A second point relates specifically to the techniques used to spread political messages
on the online platform domain. As the MPM2024 analysis observed, these include mi-
cro-targeting practices, the transformation of common interest pages into political ad
accounts right before elections, or the use of non-official pages connected to political
parties (RoZukalne & Skulte, 2024; Bleyer-Simon et al., 2024). As evidenced by the
Czech report, the role of political influencers for electoral campaigning is increasingly
detected as a major challenge in democratic political discourse (Zelenka, 2024, as cited
in Stetka et al., 2025).



A third issue relates to the opacity with the policies implemented by the same platforms.
The Dutch case (Hofman et al., 2023, as cited in De Swert et al., 2025) demonstrat-
ed that platforms might not apply equal conditions to electoral contestants, with Meta
charging ‘some political parties (like the smaller SGP (...) much more for their adver-
tisements than others (like the bigger VVD)'. Moreover, some countries, such as Poland,
report opaque information about political advertising spots —e.g. ‘how many of these
were dismissed by the platforms and on what grounds” (Klimkiewicz, 2025, p.28). RozZu-
kalne & Skulte (2025, p.26) have indicated that “The systems of identification and re-
trieval of political ads on Google and Meta do not work accurately in the case of Latvian
political ads’, while inconsistent transparency by online platforms was also reported in
Estonia (Joesaar & Konno, 2025).

Finally, more extreme concerns have emerged in two Member States, Romania and
Bulgaria, in relation to problematic propaganda activities on social media platforms
and alleged third-country influence, “likely from Russia” (Ross & Popoviciu, 2025). In
Romania, this caused the annulment of the presidential election by the Constitution-
al Court, which in its decision also considered claims from a report submitted to the
National Defense Council (CSAT) of influencers being paid to promote candidate Calin
Georgescu on TikTok (Toma et al., 2025). This had immediate repercussions for Bulgaria
too, which started a parliamentary commission to investigate Russian influence in the
country (Nikolov, 2024, as cited in Spassov et al., 2025).

4.2.2. Focus on State Advertising and its Effects on Media Pluralism (Art. 25 EMFA)

The allocation of state advertising remains one of the most significant risk factors for
media pluralism in Europe, with almost all EU countries falling into higher risk catego-
ries. Only four of them range in lower risk bands: Denmark, Austria, Portugal, Spain. This
result reflects a generalised lack of a media-specific framework for state advertising,
poor transparency measures and related disclosure, as well as a severe lack of over-
sight and enforcement mechanisms. Overall, this results in the widespread politicisation
of such institutional communication, with heavy consequences in terms of market distor-
tion and editorial independence. In this regard, the results of the MPM highlight that EU
countries are generally far from complying with the criteria and obligations posed by the
EMFA (art. 25) that will enter into force on 8 August 2025, although some progress has
been observed.



Figure 4.b Geographical risk representation for the sub indicator Distribution of state ad-
vertising
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A Regulatory Overview of State Advertising in the European Union

In terms of legal framework, a clear distinction exists between European Union coun-
tries that have adopted some kind of tailored regulation on state advertising, and those
where distribution follows only general public procurement rules. The analysis reveals
that a small minority of countries (e.g. Austria and Italy) have dedicated legal frameworks
or other provisions (such as recommendations, e.g. Slovenia) anchoring the allocation
of state advertising to the principle of media pluralism and editorial independence. When
available, these rules might define allocation criteria, require equal access or non-dis-
criminatory treatment of media, or mandate public disclosure of advertising contracts
and beneficiaries.

However, most countries lack specific state advertising rules, treating it as a standard
procurement activity. These procedures might require open bidding, justification for direct
awards, as well as budget transparency, but do not include criteria for media-specific
fairness or pluralism safeguards. Such procedures are usually launched by a public insti-
tution (e.g. a ministry, municipality, or state agency), and can take different semblances



(e.g. an open call for tenders, simplified procedures such as a request for quotes, direct
award/exceptions) depending on the contract value. Selection is usually based on price,
reach, delivery capacity, or technical expertise, with editorial independence or pluralism
being rarely considered as a relevant criteria.

While in principle state advertising should not be considered as a form of subsidisa-
tion to the media, as other mechanisms are specifically designed to support the via-
bility of media businesses, its role in terms of media viability has become relevant in
many European media systems. This is particularly the case at the local level, where
such resources are often essential for local media organisations to survive a deterio-
rating panorama. This prompted some countries to design specific provisions, so as to
ensure that state advertising funds are used to reinvigorate resilience and diversity in
the local environment. For instance, Italian regulatory provisions on state advertising
address support to local media, with obligations existing to ensure public communica-
tion spending to local newspapers, radio and TV. More specifically, ‘at least 15 percent
of the resources foreseen in the budget must be in favor of local private television and
radio broadcasters, and at least 50 percent in favor of daily newspapers and periodicals’
(Vigevani et al., 2025, p.34).

Overall, the measures presented above —both media specific, or via public procurement—
are assessed as highly deficient, ineffective, or distortive in most of the countries under
analysis. As criteria are oftentimes detached from specific goals in terms of media plural-
ism, the application of generic market criteria risks favouring major outlets further distort-
ing the market. Moreover, it is noted that such strict market logic is progressively moving
the allocation to VLOPs (Christophorou & Karides, 2025). Furthermore, state-owned
companies might not be considered by regulatory provisions, enabling a wide range of
discretionary options for directing the distribution along commercial or political preferenc-
es. In Italy, for example, ‘public-owned companies are excluded from th[e] advertising
regime, despite being the main investors in advertising compared to other public admin-
istrations” (Vigevani et al., 2025, p.35).

Most importantly, regulatory provisions generally fall short of full transparency, severely
hindering public accountability. Some countries require and enable the publication of
contracts on public procurement platforms, but in many cases there is no obligation for
states to publish detailed or disaggregated media recipient data. Concerns are detected
not only with the disclosure of financial transactions, but also with the conditions and
criteria applied for selecting recipients of state advertising flows. One of the most signifi-
cant legal developments in these terms concerned Austria, which through recent amend-
ments to the Transparency in Media Cooperation and Funding Act, imposed transpar-
ent reporting of all state-funded media campaigns, regardless of media type, publication
frequency, or value. Notably, the expanded scope included social media, posters, and
cinema advertising, with campaigns over 150.000 EUR requiring a transparency report
and impact analysis. Still, no expenditure cap was introduced (Seethaler et al., 2024).



Progress is also observed in the view of the full implementation of Art. 25 EMFA (Alloca-
tion of public funds for state advertising and supply or service contracts). In Finland, for
example, a government proposal draft foresaw the collection of state advertising data
‘into an open access national procurement repository maintained by the State Treasury
(...). With this data repository, individual authorities or public entities would not need
to publish information on their advertising and notification expenditures themselves’
(Ylikoski & Ala-Fossi, 2025). In Ireland, ‘it has been mooted that such data may be in-
corporated into the existing Coimisiin na Mean —supported Mediaowership.ie resource’
(Flynn, 2025, p.29).

Practical Effects on Editorial Independence

In practical terms, the allocation of state advertising through state-owned companies or
other agencies represents a major concern. As reported in Klimkiewicz (2025, p.29), in
Poland these institutions (Bank PKO BP, Bank Pekao SA, Link4, Alior Bank, Orlen and
others) were used to channel significant advertising funds to media that was favourable
to the former ruling party (PiS). Following the change in government, it is now reported
these same institutions tend to allocate ‘more diversified advertising funding, including
media that were previously omitted by state companies’ (wirtalnemedia.pl, 2024c, as
cited in Klimkiewicz, 2025, p.29), with transparency remaining a concerning issue (Klim-
kiewicz, 2025, p.29). Similarly, state advertising has been used in Hungary as a hidden
support to government-aligned outlets for years, with several such organisations being
almost exclusively financed through this kind of revenue (Mérték, 2024a, as cited in Bley-
er-Simon et al., 2025).

Biased allocation also proves extremely concerning at the local level, where institutional
communication more blatantly links to political or politicised ownership structures of so-
called municipal media. These outlets are in many cases owned, controlled, or aligned
to local political representatives, which can direct vital financial resources to their media
proxies. Such a situation has been detected in several countries, such as Luxembourg,
Poland, the Czech Republic, Croatia, Slovenia, and Slovakia.

Finally, while state advertising should not be political in its content (Nenadi¢, 2022),
some country cases demonstrate how easily this line can blur. In Romania, the press
revealed that ‘contracts between local institutions and outlets appear to include not just
the purchase of advertising space but also of featured interviews, appearances (...)
(Lupu, 2021, as cited in Toma et al., 2025). Moreover, there are allegations that these
contracts ‘implicitly (or explicitly) purchase positive coverage’ (Lupu, 2021, Lupu 2024,
as cited in Toma et al., 2025, p.27). In the Czech Republic, the decision of the govern-
ment to roll out an information campaign sparked concerns, ‘given personal ties between
the company which received the contract and the ruling party ODS, as well as because
the topics that are supposed to be promoted as part of the campaign [were] likely to



overlap with the focus of government parties’ election campaign in September 2025’
(Brodnigkova, 2025, as cited in Stetka et al., 2025, p.23).

4.2.3. Focus on The Independence of Public Service Media (Art. 5 EMFA)

Public service media (PSM) in the European Union should play a central role in guaran-
teeing informed democratic discourse, by ensuring universal access to accurate, impar-
tial, and diverse information. Unlike commercial outlets driven by market logic, PSM are
mandated to serve the public interest, offering content that supports informed citizen-
ship, political pluralism, and social cohesion. Public broadcasters might help counter dis-
information, foster civic engagement, and represent minority voices. Their presence is
especially vital during elections, when voters need balanced reporting and equal access
to political viewpoints.

However, against this ideal picture, the MPM analysis shows that PSM continues to face
considerable threats to their independence and their ability to provide citizens with qual-
itative content. In some cases, they have become an active part of a politically captured
system conveying government narratives. To assess the independence of PSMs, the
MPM evaluates the legal and practical situation of their governance and funding, as
well as the plurality of their coverage. Almost half of the countries assessed fall within
higher risk categories, with particularly severe risks being detected for Malta, Hungary,
Slovakia, Romania, Poland, Italy, Greece, and Croatia. Yet, significant challenges are
found all across the EU.

Figure 4.c Geographical risk representation for the indicator Independence of public
service media
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The Governance Structures of Public Service Media

Legal safeguards for securing the governance of PSM systems from political interfer-
ence vary significantly across the EU27. Lower risk countries certainly present some key
elements that contribute to a well-functioning governance model, however no European
PSM system exhibits a perfectly balanced combination of these positive features.

Afirst fundamental issue concerns pluralism in the composition of boards of directors and
broadcasting councils. In this regard, the MPM highlights that countries falling in lower
risk bands usually feature pluralistic boards, with members from a wide range of societal
stakeholders (e.g., civil society, academia, trade unions, and so on). This is, for example,
the case in Sweden, The Netherlands, Finland, and Slovenia, where recent reforms in-
troduced under the 2023 Public Media Act mandated a new governance structure for
RTV Slovenia, with appointments made by civil society institutions, such as universi-
ties and journalist associations (Milosavljevi¢ & Biljak Gerjevi¢, 2024). Although these
systems still involve political representation (e.g., the governing coalition, the political op-
position), they ensure more balance and resilience when it comes to political bargaining.

Conversely, the MPM detects cases where PSM boards are designed to ensure parti-
tioning of top positions on a political basis, rather than with the objective of obtaining ef-
fective political and social pluralism and diversity. In many cases, governments or politics
take on preponderant roles in these hiring processes, and often such negotiations take
place behind closed doors. This is the well-known case of Italy (one of the few outliers
among older Member States), where the board is traditionally victim of the systemat-
ic division of top positions along party-political lines (the so-called “lottizzazione”). This
implies the parcelling-out of influence and control, with appointments to RAI's board of
directors, top management, and editorial positions reflecting political affiliation, especial-
ly with the governmental majority, as enabled by the provisions of the 2015 law.

The design of the board inevitably links to the parliamentary threshold for PSM appoint-
ments (simple vs. two-thirds majority). Generally, a two-third majority is assessed as a
best fit for securing the nomination of relevant candidates from political sway, especially
if combined with pluralistic and transparent board structures. However, as demonstrated
by the Italian reality, this is not always the case. Vice versa, in the absence of compen-
satory safeguards (e.g., civil society involvement, public tenders, and so on) countries
foreseeing a simple majority present more risks of producing politicised boards, thereby
compromising editorial independence. A deterioration in this sense has been detected
in Spain, where legal amendments in 2024 have envisaged a simple majority for the
second round of RTVE’s board appointments, fostering concerns (Suau Martinez et al.,
2025). A similar evaluation comes from the Croatian case, where the 2012 passage to a
simple majority for the appointment of the Director General of HRT represented a signif-
icant deterioration, according to the MPM national country team (Bili¢, 2025).



Positive cases are also usually based on open calls for candidacies that are anchored
to merit-based criteria, and public hearings. The open and timely advertisement of pro-
cedures is paramount to ensure that a wide range of candidates are able to compete.
In Portugal, for instance, a public tender process with explicit merit criteria is used for
appointing the board of RTP, including a formal evaluation of qualifications (Cadima et
al., 2024). In Latvia, shortlisted candidates for LTV (Latvijas Televizija) leadership are
assessed based on competence and public interviews, supporting a transparent mer-
it-based system (Rozukalne & Skulte, 2024).

In addition, countries with staggering systems for PSM top appointments are best secured
from abrupt political changes and capture, since board members or top management are
appointed at different times rather than all at once. Spain represents a negative case
in this context, as the staggering system was dismissed in 2024 following a Royal De-
cree-Law to reform RTVE’s governing board (Suau Martinez et al., 2025). Not least,
comprehensive provisions to prevent conflict of interest, accompanied by strong internal
mechanisms and bodies aimed at separating editorial structures from management help
to contain biased dynamics. In 2024, the Lithuanian parliament adopted an amendment
to the law to prevent ‘members of municipal councils and members of the European Par-
liament from becoming members of the LRT Council (until then, ministers, parliamentar-
ians, and mayors were prohibited from doing so), thus reducing possible political influ-
ence on LRT management (Gaucaite-Znutiené, 2024; Law of the Republic of Lithuania
on the Lithuanian National Radio and Television, 2024). (Jastramskis, 2025, p.24)

The MPM analysis also highlights that the worst results are accompanied by certain ad-
ditional features. For example, when the political executive plays a direct role in the ap-
pointment of CEOs and Directors. Direct appointment from governmental actors, such
as ministries, is the case in Malta (Palmer & Bleyer-Simon, 2025) and is also reported
to be the case in Ireland, although levels of concern for Ireland are certainly not equal to
the concerns regarding Malta thanks to the functioning of other structural elements. The
government might also propose a CEO through a state-controlled entity (e.g., the share-
holder assembly), and to secure the appointment through the majority power exerted in
another body (e.g. the board of directors, or a supervisory committee). In such a way,
it is unlikely that a government-backed candidate will be rejected, due to the majority
control in the other entity. This is again the case in Italy, where the CEO is proposed by
the Minister of Economy (the major RAI shareholder) and appointed by the board of di-
rectors (where the ruling coalition exercises majority power). Following the highly con-
cerning procedure that saw Roberto Sergio replace Giancarlo Fuertes as the CEO of the
RAI (see Vigevani et al., 2024), the RAI's top executive position changed again in 2024,
with the nomination of the government-backed candidate Gianpaolo Rossi. Besides this
change of leadership, the board of directors was also reshuffled along the balance of
power in the Italian parliament. Notably, there is currently a stalemate over the finali-



sation of the appointment of the Board’s President, due to prolonged political bargain-
ing among the members of the governing majority and opposition representatives in
the RAI's supervisory committee, where a two-third majority is required to confirm the
decision (Vigevani et al.2025).

The MPM also reports controversial cases of formal dismissals and the subsequent re-
structuring of the whole PSM system. While aimed at depoliticising the Pis-captured TVP,
the 2023 dismantling of Polish PSM caused an uproar as per the legal procedures used
for such a move. Since then, the situation with the quality of PSM services seems to be
generally improving, with the Ministry of Culture currently working on a new media bill
that is apparently moving in the right direction (Klimkiewicz, 2025). This does not seem
to be the case in Slovakia, where in July 2024 Radio and Television of Slovakia (RTVS)
was formally abolished and replaced by Slovak Television and Radio (STVR), with the
declared aim of dismissing RTVS leadership. As reported by Urbanikova (2025, p.27),
under the new legislation, ‘the STVR director-general is no longer elected directly by par-
liament but by the STVR Council—a change that, in principle, should enhance independ-
ence. However, its effectiveness depends on the political independence of the STVR
Council itself. Notably, under the new act, all Council members are appointed by the ex-
ecutive branch (four selected by the Ministry of Culture) and the legislative branch (five
selected by parliament). In practice, this means the ruling coalition controls the appoint-
ments’.

The Funding Mechanisms of Public Service Media

The financial structure of PSM and all related procedures are an equally critical determi-
nant of PSM editorial independence and its ability to fulfil its democratic mandate. Across
the EU 27, PSM funding models range from licence fee-based systems, state budget al-
locations, and mixed mechanisms, coupled with the income generated by commercial
activities —usually in part controlled or restricted by law to prevent risks of market distor-
tion.

Compared to state budget allocations, well-designed licence fee systems appear as
rather effective models for ensuring independent and pluralistic public broadcasting, as
they provide relatively stable and predictable funding, while also shielding PSM more ef-
fectively from political considerations and influence. However, such models still present
relevant challenges related to evasion, cost of collection, and relevance in the digital
age. Moreover, they are not exempt from political considerations either. These challeng-
es prompt EU governments to reform such systems or to fill the financial void with state
budget contributions, increasing the risk of political discretion and dependency.

In Ireland, a collapse in public trust in RTE, the Irish public broadcaster, led to wide-
spread refusal to pay the licence fee, forcing the government to step in with emergen-



cy funding and pushing a debate on a more sustainable funding model. As a result, ‘the
Minister for Media announced that, between 2025 and 2027, RTE would be funded by a
combination of direct exchequer funding, an unreformed broadcast licence fee and com-
mercial revenue’. (Flynn 2025, p. 30). However, this created a situation whereby ‘the
level of funding made available to RTE will be directly determined by the government of
the day’. (Flynn 2025, p. 30) In France, the 2022 suppression of the redevance audiovis-
uelle (broadcasting licence fee) and the new system based on the attribution of a fraction
of VAT decided by the government year by year, opened risks ‘of regular changes in the
amount distributed to the PSM by the state, a fluctuation that can be indexed to politi-
cal changes. It also paves the way for various forms of lobbying, to pass amendments in
favour of different stakeholders’ (Ouakrat & Bienvenu, 2025, p.35).

Slovenia has recently undertaken positive reforms in PSM governance; however the li-
cence-fee model remains fragile, highlighting the need for integrated reform. In 2024,
RTV Slovenija contribution was raised by 10%, while baselines for drafting amendments
to the relevant law were also adopted to strengthen, among other things, financial inde-
pendence. The Minister of Culture also announced that a change of the financing model
is being considered (Milosavljevi¢ & Biljak Gerjevi¢, 2025). In Italy, the amount of the
licence fee has been traditionally considered insufficient and subject to political consid-
erations. As reported by Vigevani et al. (2025, p.35) ‘revenues from the so-called RAI
license fee are not considered sufficient to ensure full financial independence, and recur-
ring proposals to reduce the fee not only act as a veiled threat of political retaliation for
unfavourable coverage but also jeopardize the broadcaster’s ability to engage in long-
term planning’.

Systems relying on state budget allocations are generally assessed as more at risk, ac-
cording to the MPM analysis. In general, these systems appear to be more subject to
arbitrary reductions or delays, undermining PSM’s ability to plan or maintain journalis-
tic independence. In Bulgaria, the financing of public service BNT and BNR through a
state budget subsidy, determined per hour of programming on the basis of a standard
endorsed by the Council of Ministers, has for years been assessed as jeopardising the
independence of the public service broadcasters. A bill proposed in 2021 to the National
Assembly and proposing to finance Bulgarian PSM based on net costs and in accord-
ance with the public service remit, is still pending in parliament (Spassov et al., 2025).
In Romania, ‘there are no specific implementation procedures (secondary legislation
to clarify the mechanisms of allocation) and thus no criteria for the allocation of funds
for PSM from the state budget (...) Moreover, parliamentary approval and rejection of
funds are not specifically tied to any evaluation / any rules / or any criteria of perfor-
mance. Therefore, the allocation of funds remains unpredictable, making it difficult for
PSM managers to get into strong positions to negotiate, and impossible to develop mul-
ti-year plans” (Toma et al., 2025).



CHAPTER 5. Social Inclusiveness

The Social Inclusiveness area focuses on universal, inclusive and safe access to the
media, with a focus on specific groups such as minorities, marginalised communities,
local and regional communities, women and people with disabilities. It also examines the
level of media literacy skills within a population as well as existing policies and activities
to strengthen media literacy as a precondition to inclusiveness.

5.1. In-depth results

Figure 5.a. Social Inclusiveness area - averages per indicator
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In line with the average medium-low risk score for the area, all the indicators used to
assess Social Inclusiveness are assessed between the medium-low risk and the medi-
um-high risk band, avoiding extremes, without underlying one single major risk as abso-
lutely prominent. This confirms that all the EU Member States are making some efforts

to guarantee basic inclusiveness.



UNIVERSAL AND INCLUSIVE ACCESS TO
MEDIA MEDIUM - LOW RISK

The indicator on universal and inclusive access to the media re-assesses the risk that
stems from any excessively limited traditional TV and radio network coverage, neutral
and universal broadband and mobile coverage, and media accessibility for people with
disabilities.

The universal coverage of public service (PSM) is guaranteed and ensured in practice
in all the EU Member States. However, theoretical discussions and practical initiatives
to ensure the appropriate prominence of the content of public interest produced by PSM
online remains nascent in the vast majority of EU Member States. Germany was one
of the first countries to take measures regarding the ’appropriate prominence’ of PSM
content online. According to Kalbhenn, (2025, p. 32), the State Media Treaty (§ 84) has
contained a findability rule since 2020, which forces certain digital platforms to make
PSM prominent and easily findable on their user interface. Linear broadcasting offerings
must also always be findable on the ’first page‘ of search results and catalogue. Media
authorities, which monitor compliance with the legislation, have not reported irregulari-
ties so far. Besides, the platforms are working with the supervisory authorities to develop
a common understanding for implementation.

In terms of media accessibility for people with disabilities, all the EU Member States have
adopted a legal framework to guarantee media accessibility, but their application could
be improved in most countries. For example, the legal obligations for audiovisual media
service providers in terms of media accessibility support can be considered as extreme-
ly low in terms of quantity in Luxembourg (Lukasik & Kies, 2025), Malta (Palmer & Bley-
er-Simon, 2025) and Romania (Toma et al., 2025). The support available for visually
impaired people in audiovisual media remains the main issue, which is insufficient,
except in Sweden. Sweden is a good example of best practices in terms of media acces-
sibility: the Swedish PSM, SVT, has the ‘read text’ service (for people who have difficul-
ty reading the text strip) on SVT1, SVT2, the Knowledge Channel and SVT Barn / SVT24
for those who watch TV via the digital terrestrial network (not HD TV). SVT also provides
audio-descriptions on both terrestrial TV and via SVT Play on the web, on mobiles, on
tablets or via Apple TV and Google TV, likewise, the commercial company TV4 also
follows this model.



REPRESENTATION OF MINORITIES IN THE
MEDIA MEDIUM - HIGH RISK

The indicator on Representation of minorities in the media focuses on the inclusive and
safe representation of minorities - whether legally-recognised or marginalised communi-
ties - in public service media and private broadcasters. Existing protections against hate
speech are assessed in this indicator, as a precondition to a safe media environment.

The representation of legally recognised minorities is usually guaranteed by public
service media in most countries, despite some differences in practice, and most of the
EU member states provide news in minority languages. However, the situation remains
complicated. For example, in Croatia, Bili¢ (2025) highlights that HRT’s service contract
for 2023-2027 (Article 49) obliges the company to provide minority-language news on
regional radio channels in Pula (ltalian), Rijeka (Italian), Osijek (Hungarian and Slovak),
and programs dedicated to Serbian and Bosnian minorities in Knin and Dubrovnik. Yet,
the programming is deemed as insufficient by experts and minority representatives.
A report by the ombudswoman (2024b, cited in Bili¢, 2025) considered the minority
newsroom as understaffed and underfunded.

The representation of marginalised communities is more problematic. Only half of the
countries studied have adopted a comprehensive diversity policy to promote the repre-
sentation of marginalised communities in media content and media production. Finnish
PSM Yle stands out in matters of representation of marginalised communities. Accord-
ing to Ylikoski et Ala-Fossi (2025), Yle’s diversity analytics tool monitors news topics
related to different communities. In 2024, this monitoring demonstrated that Yle had
written dozens of news pieces covering disability, sexual and gender minorities, and
Roma people.

In terms of protection against hate speech, most of the EU Member States have adopted a
legal framework to regulate hate speech, yet in many cases it is not specifically designed
to target hate speech online and hence remains quite ineffective in the online context. In
Estonia, 'the criminalization of hate speech has not yet been incorporated into Estonian
law due to significant political tensions, with opponents viewing the proposed amend-
ment as a direct threat to freedom of expression’ (Joesaar, 2025, p.5). It is important to
highlight that the role played by VSPs and VLOPs to limit the spread of hate speech is
considered as largely inexistent, as, based on the research of MPM teams, there is no
data is available regarding this issue in more than half of the EU Member States.



LOCAL/REGIONAL AND COMMUNITY
MEDIA MEDIUM - LOW RISK

The local/regional and community media indicator assesses whether local and regional
communities are guaranteed access to the media (including community media), both in
terms of legal safeguards and policy or financial support.

While the coverage of local news by public service media is assessed on average at low
risk in the European Union, it still remains a problem in a small minority of countries, in-
cluding Ireland, Latvia, Spain and Hungary. Hungary is the only country to score within
the very high-risk band given the disappearance of local PSM branches and the risk of
media capture. According to Bleyer-Simon et al. (2025, citing Klubradid, 2019; Doros,
Ungar & Vas, 2019), 'to cover local developments, the PSM worked in cooperation with
local TV stations. But these television stations are run by local municipalities and are
thus politically influenced. After some municipalities were won by the opposition after the
2019 local election, the PSM decided to put an end to its cooperation with the stations of
said municipalities.’.

As far as local commercial media are concerned, the main risk to media pluralism is the
sustainability and viability of small local outlets. More than half of the countries score
within the very high risk band. Over the years, the number of local media outlets has
shrunk due to financial difficulties, loss of advertising revenues and reduction of their
audience. As an example of good practice, Sweden succeeded in improving the deterio-
rating trend toward the supply of local media thanks to the new Swedish media support
programme (Fardigh, 2025). This scheme aims to support plural and high-quality local
journalism as a key element of a solid democracy in areas that lack or have weak jour-
nalistic coverage. The grants are technology-neutral and should be available to general
news media regardless of content or distribution. The allocation for media support in
2025 is approximately one billion kronor and the Media Support Committee has not
had to prioritize between the applicants, as the allocation has been sufficient for those
deemed to meet the criteria. However, the expected positive effects of this scheme in the
long run will have to be closely monitored. For the moment, the supply of local informa-
tion still depends on large media actors such as Swedish PSM and TV4.

In terms of community media, the main issue, in line with previous years research (Palmer
& Seethaler, 2025), remains the existence of an adequate and up to date legal frame-
work to favour the development of community media. In the absence of a legal frame-
work, community media tend to struggle to gain adequate access to infrastructures and
funding. Eleven EU member states have still not legally recognised community media.



GENDER EQUALITY IN THE MEDIA MEDIUM - HIGH RISK

The indicator on gender equality in the media assesses gender parity in media produc-
tion and, more specifically, in management-level positions, as well as the representation
of women in political and news content, both in public service media and private compa-
nies, at the national and local level.

Without surprise, the representation of women in the media remains the weakest point
for most countries in terms of Social Inclusiveness. The representation of women in the
media has always been one of the main risk factors since the first implementation of the
MPM (Palmer & Urbanikova, 2025), reflecting both quantitative and qualitative gender
imbalances in management positions and in media representation.

Women tend to be better represented in PSM management - with an average medi-
um-low risk - than in the management of private broadcasting companies, which are as-
sociated with a medium-high average risk and a median risk within the high risk. Parity at
the highest management level of PSM (including executive positions and management
boards) is reached in most countries. Among Western and Southern European coun-
tries, Italy performs particularly poorly on this indicator, as it has a mainly male board
of directors in RAI (5 out of 7 directors are men), and two men in executive positions,
CEO and Director of the Board. The situation could have been improved by the nomina-
tion of Simona Agnes as President of the Board, but the nomination is currently blocked
in parliament, as the proposal only came from the majority without involving the opposi-
tion (Vigevani et al., 2025). It is interesting to note that in 2024, Rai Way obtained a cer-
tification for its Gender Equality Management System. However, the good practices of
RaiWai did not seem to be extended to the editorial part of the companys. There are no
women among the directors of the news departments; of the 12 radio channels, only 3
have female leaders; and of the 15 gender-related structures, only 2 are led by women
(Vigevani et al., 2025).

MEDIA LITERACY MEDIUM - LOW RISK

Media literacy is a fundamental prerequisite of an accessible media system and is a core
element of media pluralism. The indicator on media literacy is assessed according to
how media literacy is represented in and out of the compulsory educational system in a
lifelong perspective, as well as by the level of media literacy of the national population.

The Media literacy indicator shows important differences across EU Member States.
While the average risk level is assessed at medium-low risk, the median falls within the



medium-high-risk band. Such a discrepancy is justified by the excellent performance of
five countries - among them, the Scandinavian countries, the Netherlands and Estonia
- which score within the very low risk band, which is counterbalanced by the fact that
all the other countries are at best in the medium-low risk range. These very low risk
scoring countries tend to combine very strong and up-to-date media literacy policies,
which are translated into a solid and up-to-date media literacy teaching within the man-
datory school curriculum, as well as collaboration with civil society to provide further
media literacy activities. This is corroborated by the high media literacy skills within the
population in these countries.

In terms of media literacy skills, the poor performance of Germany needs to be highlight-
ed, ‘with 19,84% of individuals in Germany having checked the truthfulness of the infor-
mation or content they found on the internet news sites or social media over the past 3
months in Germany’ (Eurostat 2023 - cited in Kalbhenn, 2025), and ‘53,5% of individ-
uals having above basic information and data literacy skills’ (Eurostat 2023 - cited in
Kalbhenn, 2025). Such low standards of media literacy are comparable with Bulgaria,
Poland, Latvia and Romania. While media literacy is present in the mandatory school
curriculum and in lifelong activities in Germany, the extent of media literacy activities
varies from one region to another as media literacy policies are a regional preroga-
tive, and in some cases media literacy is a marginal element of the mandatory curricu-
lum. Kalbhenn (2025) also reported ‘significant differences between the various types
of schools: on average, grammar school students perform much better than students
from other types of schools’ as well as the strong impact of social background factors on
media literacy levels.

Fig 5.b Media literacy skills — Map of risks for country
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The situation is also worrisome, among others, in France and ltaly for example. France
is an interesting case, with strong media literacy policy but limited results. As mentioned
by Ouakrat et Bienvenu (2025),Media and information literacy has been integrated in the
mandatory curricula since the mid-2000s, and has been regularly updated since then. In
2022, the scope of Media and Information literacy was expanded to include hate speech,
cyberbullying, and radicalization. Besides, various stakeholders, including CLEMI, but
also media organizations and NGOs contribute through training, providing resources,
and initiatives. However, these initiatives does not seem to be enough as the level of
Media literacy skills remains limited. While 67.08% of the population has above-basic
data literacy skills, only 25.42% verify online information, indicating a need for stronger
efforts in media education, especially to fight disinformation.

5.2. Three Focuses on Social Inclusiveness

5.2.1. Focus on Broadband Infrastructures: Measuring the Homogeneity
of Broadband Access across Regions in the European Union

In the Decision establishing the Digital Decade Policy Programme, the EU has pledged
that its policies, investment and digital infrastructures ‘should aim to ensure connectivity
accessible to all and everywhere in the Union, with available internet access, in order to
close the digital divide' across the Union, with a particular focus on the divide between
different geographical areas.’ (Decision (EU) 2022/2481) and one of the targets for 2030
is that all users have access to gigabit networks of high-speed quality (European Com-
mission, 2022).

Within the indicator of Universal and inclusive access to media, there are two sub-in-
dicators on fixed and mobile broadband access. These sub-indicators are assessed
as being in the medium-low-risk band for the EU-27. Fixed broadband access, in one
aspect, looks into the percentage of population with internet access (Eurostat, 2024a)
and mobile broadband access checks the percentage of population with mobile sub-
scriptions (DESI, 2024), and in doing so, enquires about the situation of both general
access to both mobile and fixed broadband in a population of a country. According to
the latest Statista data (2024), in Europe, the annual level of internet access among
cities, towns and suburbs and rural area households has improved throughout the years.
However, based on the performance results among countries within this research, there
are still challenges regarding access to fixed and mobile broadband in some countries.
For example, in Slovakia, ‘internet access and broadband mobile subscriptions remain
below the EU average, limiting digital inclusion’ (Urbanikova, 2025, p. 10,). In Greece,
1 ‘The term “digital divide” refers to the gap between individuals, households, businesses and geographic

areas at different socio-economic levels with regard to their opportunities to access information and
communication technologies (ICTs).” (OECD, 2001)



high prices and a lack of competition mean that many citizens are unable to afford mobile
subscriptions (Papadopoulou & Angelou, 2025).

The above-mentioned sub-indicators have also looked into another broadband aspect.
Namely, in the context of the digital divide and its effects, research points out that rural
areas still have issues with both access and the quality of broadband (Macdonald, 2024;
Gjergji, 2022; Perpifa Castillo et al, 2021). This means that some areas (regions) have
better download speed performance than others. Therefore, another very important point
concerns the situation with the download speed of both fixed and mobile broadband
across different regions within a country. Taking this into account, the Media Pluralism
Monitor has developed the ‘homogeneity coefficient’, designed to measure the variability
of download speeds across regions within the country. It also assesses this performance
in comparison to other countries included in the research. The assessment comprises
25 EU countries? and four candidate countries (Albania, Serbia, the Republic of North
Macedonia and Turkey), but herein, we only report the results for EU Member States.

To this end, the following formula has been created to calculate the variability of download
speed across regions, referred to as the homogeneity coefficient: Homogeneity Coeffi-
cient = Average Speed / Standard Deviation. The higher the homogeneity coefficient,
the better the performance and the lower the variability across regions. The analysis
was based on data from Ookla?, with the regions investigated corresponding to NUTS3*
regions, as defined by Eurostat, (2013).

What is particularly evident is that the fixed broadband download speed coefficient is low
for six countries suggesting greater cross-regional variability (Greece, Croatia, Latvia,
Bulgaria, Austria and the Czech Republic). In Latvia for example, there is not enough
public funding for the country’s infrastucture, and private entities are not that interest-
ed in developing infrastructure due to economic factors (RoZukalne & Skulte, 2025).
Another interesting case is Malta, a small country with only two NUTS3 regions, with a
coverage of 100% of basic 5G (European Commission, 2024a) demonstrating a robust
performance as regards fixed broadband download speed, however, the mobile broad-
band speed coefficient suggests greater variability and high risk.

Of the 25 EU countries analysed, 40%are scoring in the high-risk band when it comes to
the mobile broadband download speed variability (Croatia, Malta, Ireland, Spain, Poland,
Germany, Romania, Belgium, Portugal and Hungary). In addition, while, for example,
fixed broadband download speed variability in Ireland performs better than mobile broad-

2 Cyprus and Luxembourg are excluded from the analysis, as each has only one NUTS3 region, making
it impossible to apply the formula to these countries.

3 Speedtest by Ookla Global Fixed and Mobile Network Performance Maps was accessed on 13 January
2025 from https://reqistry.opendata.aws/speedtest-global-performance. Speedtest® by Ookla® Global
Fixed and Mobile Network Performance Maps. Based on analysis by Ookla of Speedtest Intelligence® data
for 1 January- 31 December 2024. Provided by Ookla and accessed 13 January 2025. Ookla trademarks
used under license and reprinted with permission.

4 NUTS-Nomenclature of territorial units for statistics
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band, there are still certain challenges as ‘in less densely populated rural areas (espe-
cially on the western seaboard), the state-funded National Broadband Infrastructure is
not yet complete so broadband speeds vary across the state.’ (Flynn, p. 33, 2025).

The best performance for both the fixed-broadband and the mobile-broadband download
speed coefficient was registered for the Netherlands and Denmark, indicating that
download speeds are strong and consistent across the regions in both of these coun-
tries. This is not surprising considering that significantly higher-income countries broadly
perform better in this regard (Macdonald, 2024). The Netherlands actually has the best
homogeneity score coefficients for both mobile and fixed download speed, aligning with
the State of the Digital Decade Report, which states that all households in this country
are covered by at least one mobile 5G network as well as other broadband infrastruc-
tures (VHCN, FTTP) (European Commission, 2024b). Furthermore, in Denmark, in
order to solve ‘societal challenges through digital means, Denmark presented a national
roadmap that demonstrates plans to strengthen the competitiveness of enterprises,
improve public services and advance the green transition.” (European Commission, p.2,

2024c).

By contrast, although ranking high in terms of GDP (Eurostat, 2024b), the performance
of mobile download speed variability in Germany and Belgium is assessed as high risk in
both countries, and even the fixed mobile coefficient risk score is unsatisfactory (medium
risk). Germany has already been reminded by the European Commission of the need
to speed up its connectivity efforts (Talayero, 2024) as its download speeds are below
the EU average (European Commission, 2024d). Another interesting example is that of
Poland where there is a substantial difference in the mobile and fixed download speed
homogeneity coefficient, suggesting very little variability for fixed broadband and consid-
erable variability for mobile broadband download speeds.

Fig 5.c -Risk assessment of fixed and mobile broadband sub-indicators which include
both access and variability across regions in 25 EU Member States

Risk level

1.0
B Very Low Risk
0.8 Bl Low Risk
Medium-Low Risk
Medium-High Risk
0 M High Risk
W Very High Risk
0
0.

1.0

Mobile
>»

=

%]

08

06

Fixed

04

02
0.0

Italy

Latvia

Malta
Poland I

poroo I

Finland |
Romania

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria

Croatia

Denmark I
Estonia
France

Germany

Greece
Hungary

Ireland
Lithuania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden I
The Czech Republic

The Netherlands I

©2025 CMPF



To conclude, by looking at the overall situation with both access and quality in terms of
download speed, the worst results for the fixed broadband sub-indicator are in Greece,
Croatia and Bulgaria. Croatia performs badly in terms of access and shows disparities
in both fixed and mobile broadband speeds (Bili¢, 2024). On the other hand, the Nether-
lands and Denmark excel across both sub-indicators.

More detailed research is required to find reasons and solutions for variabilities across
regions (homogeneity coefficient) and to cross-reference these findings with other con-
siderations such as the proliferation of news deserts, that is, areas where it is difficult or
impossible to get reliable and diverse information from independent local, regional and
community media (Verza et al, 2024). Good quality access to broadband infrastructure
is a necessary prerequisite for people to access the information as well as for the media
to perform their work of informing the public at all levels (local, regional, national as well
as urban/rural).

5.2.2. Focus on Media Accessibility: The State of Play of Media Accessibility in
the Media before the EU Accessibility Act

Since the adoption of the Audiovisual Media Services Directive (Art. 7) (AVMSD),
‘Member States shall encourage media service providers to develop accessibility action
plans in respect of continuously and progressively making their services more accessi-
ble to persons with disabilities. Any such action plan shall be communicated to national
regulatory authorities or bodies’. However, a longitudinal observation of the MPM data
since 2021 shows no significant improvement to media accessibility, and even a certain
increase of the risk level (See Figure 1). Media Accessibility for people with disabilities
in the EU Member States remains associated with a medium-low risk, on average. This
risk reflects very different situations among Member States (See Figure 2). While Scan-
dinavian countries and Western European countries tend to perform relatively well, data
show it as still a difficult problem in most Eastern European countries and in Southern
countries such as Italy and Greece.

Fig. 5.d EU-27 aggregate risk scores for media accessibility for people with disabilities
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Fig 5.e Media accessibility for people with disabilities - map of risks per country.
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While all the EU Member States have generally adopted a legal framework to ensure
media accessibility for people with disabilities, in line with the audiovisual media service
directive, the concrete legal obligations imposed on audiovisual media services provid-
ers vary greatly from one country to another. A comparative analysis of the national
legal frameworks shows that the best performing countries impose very high quanti-
fied objectives on audiovisual media service providers, in terms of support for people
with hearing or visual impairment, including subtitles, sign language and audio-descrip-
tions. These quantified targets also tend to be associated with significant sanctions if the
providers do not meet the requirements. On the contrary, in poor performing countries,
the existing legal frameworks tend to focus more generically on the efforts that audio-
visual media service providers should be making, without fixing quantified objectives or
imposing minimal standards of support.

Among the best performing countries, Finland sets very high subtitling and audio-de-
scription requirements for public service television broadcasts and television program-
ming (Ylikoski & Ala-Fossi, 2025). For public service media (PSM) channels, 100% of
programming must have subtitles and audio descriptions. For other broadcasters, the re-
quirement is set at 75%. The legal framework was amended at the beginning of 2021,



to include requirements for video-on-demand services (30%), except for live-music and
live-sports. Non-compliance with the accessibility requirements can lead to a company’s
broadcasting or operating licences being revoked. Given the severity of the penalty, au-
diovisual media providers strictly comply with the requirements.

In France, PSM channels are bound to provide the entirety of their programmes with
enhanced accessibility for disabled people. Private channels with more than 2,5% of
audience share such as TF1, Canal+ or M6, also have to subtitle 100% of their programs
(except for a few derogations, such as advertisements). Non-compliance with these obli-
gations triggers fines. Such strong obligations have proven efficient (Ouakrat & Bienvenu,
2025) and 100% of the programs broadcast by France Television are subtitled.

In the Netherlands, the legal framework has been progressively adapted, leading to the
necessity for all service providers (which includes, among others, streaming services) to
be fully accessible by July 2025, in line with the European Accessibility Act (Schuck et al.,
2025). Since 2022, online media and influencers have had to follow the rules imposed on
traditional media in terms of accessibility. In order to reach these goals and after an initial
focus on subtitles, the government has provided extra resources for audio-description
and to provide increased accessibility support for programs of high societal or cultural
value (for example, . election debates, or Sinterklaas). Strong and clear legal frame-
works tend to favour innovations. For example, the Dutch public broadcaster NPO has
developed the use of Al to create vodcasts (video podcasts) for children with hearing im-
pairments (Schuck et al., 2025)

Countries associated with either a medium-low or a medium-high risk have often made
visible efforts to foster media accessibility following the adoption of the AVSM directive
in 2018. However, their legal framework or their application often remains problematic.
For example, in Poland, the 1992 Broadcasting Act was amended in 2018 to increase
the quota from 10% to 50% of transmission time with appropriate aids such as audio-de-
scription, subtitles for the hearing impaired and interpretations into sign language (Klim-
kiewicz, 2025). Even if the objectives are not yet fully fulfilled, some progress has been
observed in recent years.

More recently, Slovakia’s new Media Services Act, which was adopted in 2022, obliges
public service broadcaster to ensure that all television programme services are accom-
panied by subtitles for persons with hearing impairments, or otherwise are interpreted
into or developed in Slovak sign language, and that at least 50% of all programmes are
accompanied by voice commentary for people with visual impairments; and commercial
broadcasters shall ensure that 25% of all their programmes have subtitles for persons
with hearing impairments or are interpreted into or developed in Slovak sign language,
and that 10% of all programmes are accompanied by a voice-over for people with visual
impairments. However, in the absence of compliance mechanisms, these new legal obli-



gations have not yet been followed by a change in practice as there is very little general
awareness or willingness on the part of public authorities to do so, nor is there much ini-
tiative on the part of producers and broadcasters (Urbanikova, 2025).

Among the worst performing countries are Romania, Croatia, Luxembourg, Cyprus and
Malta. In these countries, requirements in terms of accessibility support for people with
disabilities are very limited or inexistent. For example, in Romania, the audiovisual law
only imposes broadcasters to provide minimum accessibility support for people with dis-
abilities, that is full interpretation in sign language or at least a written summary for pro-
grammes of national importance, and at least 30 minutes of programming on news,
analysis and debate on political and/or economic themes related to current events per
day with a sign language interpreter. In addition, there are no regulatory requirements
that cater to persons with sight deficiencies (Toma et al., 2025). For Malta and Luxem-
bourg, existing legislation does not impose any quantitative requirement.

Based on these observations, it appears that audiovisual media service providers tend
to comply only with existing media accessibility legislations when there are mandatory
quantified objectives and when there are strong control mechanisms in place. Among
these control mechanisms, the self-generated reports on media accessibility perfor-
mance made by audiovisual media service providers in Ireland is cross-checked by the
Coimisiun na Mean which conducts a randomly selected weekly monitor sample (Flynn,
2025). Besides, the Coimisiin na Mean also maintains two User Consultative Panels
representing users with hearing and sight difficulties. These panels offer feedback on
user experiences of access services, and these are fed back to the broadcasters by Co-
imisiun na Mean.

Finally, even in countries with a strong legal framework in terms of media accessibility, a
considerable gap exists between support available for people with hearing impairments
(including subtitles and sign language interpretation) and support available for people
with visual impairments, that is audio-descriptions (see figure 3). Support for people that
are visually impaired appears limited in most countries, except in Sweden. The Scandi-
navian country is associated with a very low risk in terms of support provided to people
with visual impairments, thanks to the Read Text service available on several channels
(SVT1, SVT2, The Knowledge Channel and SVT Barn / SVT24 for those who watch TV
via the digital terrestrial network (not HD TV)). The service provides support for people
who have difficulty reading the text strip (Fardigh, 2025).



5.2.3. Focus on gender equality: Women Editors-in-Chief and Local Media

The year 2025 marks the 30th anniversary of The Beijing Declaration and Platform
for Action (UNWOMEN, 1995) which promoted two main goals regarding women and
the media: i) increased participation and access of women to expression and decision
making in and through the media, and ii) the promotion of a balanced and non-stereo-
typed portrayal of women in the media. Despite the declaration, a longitudinal study
based on the MPM has demonstrated that these goals tend not to be fulfilled in most of
EU Member States (Palmer & Urbanikova, 2025). However, for these results, the MPM
focused mostly on top national media companies, as does most academic literature
(e.g. Ross Arguedas et al., 2025, 2024; Urbanikova, & Caladi, 2024), and as such, the
question of gender parity in media management and in media content within local media
outlets has been mostly overlooked.

The latest research in 27 EU countries has shown that the presence of media outlets
addressing certain less prominent groups (such as women) is small and that there is a
considerable lack of specific data on this very important topic (Verza et al., 2024). This
is worrisome as local media are a key element of our democracies due to their closer
relationship with the public in comparison to national media (Council of Europe, 2023).
Indeed, local media enhances the sense of community and provides essential news to
the public (e.g. Blagojev & Kermer, 2025, Stearns, 2022; Gulyas & Baines, 2020).

Taking this into consideration, for the MPM2025, a variable was added to the MPM ques-
tionnaire focusing on the proportion of women among editors-in-chief in local media
outlets. To assess whether the representation of women and men among editors-in-chief
of local media companies was balanced, local research teams had to create a sample
composed of one media outlet per region, including a balanced mix of audiovisual, radio,
newspapers, and digital natives. Then, the local country teams had to calculate the share
of women among editors-in-chief in the selected media outlets and divide this number by
the total number of editors-in-chief. The result obtained for local media companies was
compared to the total numbers of editors-in-chief for the main eight national media com-
panies, based on readership and/or impact- including two audiovisual media outlets, two
radio, two newspapers, and two digital-only news outlets.



Figure 5.f - Comparison between the share of women among editors-in-chief in leading
news media and in local media.
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This first data collection regarding women editors-in-chief for local media outlets showed
that despite significant variations between countries, there are significantly more women
editors-in-chief within local media outlets than within main national media outlets. The
average proportion of women editors-in-chief reaches 29.2% in national media com-
panies, against 39.9% in local media outlets. Only three countries have more women
as editors-in-chief of main media: the Netherlands, Romania and the Czech Republic,
the latter having the lowest proportion of women among editors-in-chief of local media
outlets (7%).

While the representation of women among local media editors-in-chief seems better
among main media editors-in-chief, only nine EU Member States have reached gender
parity among editors-in-chief for local media: Latvia, Croatia, Finland, Bulgaria, Lithua-
nia, Slovenia, Greece, France, and Denmark. Among these, the share of women among
editors in chief in local media outlets reached more than 60% in Lithuania (63%), Bulgaria
(66,7%), Finland (68.4%), Croatia (75%), and Latvia (80%). On the contrary, only five
countries reached parity regarding the number of women editors-in-chief for main media:
Croatia, Lithuania, Latvia, Finland, and the Netherlands. Parity has been reached among
editors-in-chief both in main media and in local media in only four countries: Croatia, Lith-
uania, Finland and Latvia.



It is interesting to note the poor performances of the Czech Republic, Poland, Italy,
Estonia Austria, and Germany. All these countries count less than 25% of women edi-
tors-in-chiefs in local media. Italy, where only 14% of local media editors-in-chiefs and
0% of main media editors-in-chief are women, is almost as bad as Poland (11.7% and
0% respectively). In Italy, despite an ongoing debate regarding the underrepresentation
of women across society, out of the 35 top editorial positions there are only two female
editors-in-chief in the country: one for national media, Agnese Pini, who oversees the
newspapers published under the Quotidiano Nazionale banner by the Monrif Group (La
Nazione, Il Giorno, Il Resto del Carlino), and one for local media, Nunzia Vallini, edi-
tor-in-chief of the Giornale di Brescia (Vigevani et al., 2025). Although Estonia performs
better than Italy and Poland, it is interesting to note the contrast in its relatively low
share of women editors-in-chief (12.5% in main media outlets and 17.2% in local media
outlets) compared to the other Baltic countries. According to Estonian gender expert
Barbie Pilvre (cited in Palmer & Zuffova, 2024, p. 34), ‘gender equality is not perceived
as relevant, especially for generations over 30. (...) This absence of interest can be ex-
plained by the Soviet heritage. In the Soviet era, women were part of the workforce, to
the same extent as men, and are well-represented among journalists. This gave a kind of
illusion of gender equality and prevented the rise of a strong feminist movement'.

Spain performs better than the previous group of countries, yet parity is far from achieved
with 13% of women editors-in-chief at the national level and 32% at the local level,
despite a well-developed legal framework in terms of gender equality (Suau Martinez
et al., 2025). While the 1978 Spanish Constitution proclaims the equality of women and
men, the Organic Law 3/2007 of 22 March, for the effective equality of women and
men, aims to implement this proclamation by outlining measures of positive action aimed
at eliminating structural and persistent inequalities, including in the field of media. For
example, the law obliges media companies to avoid any form of gender discrimination, to
respect gender equality, and to promote knowledge and dissemination of the principle of
equality. In terms of content, it forbids the diffusion of stereotypical content and in terms
of media management, companies must guarantee gender balance and equal treatment
in all professional positions. However, imbalances remain in practice, and improvements
have slowed in recent years, with women’s rights being seriously threatened by the rise
of the far-right.

In countries where gender parity in terms of editors-in-chief both at the national and
local level is achieved, this does not automatically guarantee quantitative nor qualitative
gender balance in news media content. For example, while Lithuania has reached parity
in terms of editors-in-chief both at the national and at the local level, women experts
tend to remain underrepresented in Lithuanian media, where the figure stands at 30,3%
(Jastramskis, 2025). This echoes the situation in Latvia, with existing research showing
that women make-up only one-third of experts participating in discussion programmes



(Rozukalne & Sprudzane, 2024 cited in Rozukalne & Skulte, 2025). In Croatia, the latest
conclusions of the daily monitoring conducted by the Ombudsperson for Gender Equality
highlighted qualitative issues with ongoing gender biases in media content. Sexism, gen-
der-based violence, sensationalism, and stereotypical portrayals of women remain per-
sistent issues in Croatian media, especially in political commentary and expert analysis
(Bilic, 2025). Such findings are in line with Palmer & Urbanikova (2025), who highlight-
ed the absence of correlation between the increasing number of women in management
positions in broadcasting media and more gender-balanced content. Nevertheless, the
equal representation of women as editors-in-chief both at local and national level is es-
sential to progress towards a more inclusive society, local being an often overlooked yet
indispensable scale of change.



CHAPTER 6. Media Pluralism in EU Candidate
Countries - Albania, Montenegro, Serbia,
the Republic of North Macedonia and Tiirkiye

Figure 6.a. Overall assessment - General tree-map ranking including candidate countries
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This chapter analyses the risks to media pluralism in the following EU candidate coun-
tries: Albania, Montenegro, Serbia, the Republic of North Macedonia and Turkiye. Mon-
tenegro and Albania are currently at the forefront in terms of projections for progress-
ing in the EU accession process (European Western Balkans, 2025; Central European
Times, 2025). Serbia, on the contrary, faces a limited political engagement to address
the necessary requirements needed to move the negotiation process forward (lack
of concrete reforms, political and social crisis, as well as its political ties with Russia)
(Picula, 2025; RTS, 2025). In the meantime, Tirkiye’s candidate status is frozen due
to the democratic deterioration in the country (European Parliament, 2025). After many



years of waiting, the EU accession talks with the Republic of North Macedonia opened
in 2022 (European Commission, 2024). However, after the 2024 elections, the conserv-
ative party VMRO-DPMNE (which in the past has been very critical on the compromise
plan made for EU accession (Stamouli, 2022)) returned to power. Their election may
impact how the process of accession will look in the future due to the already strained re-
lations with one of the Member States, Bulgaria. (Nikolov, 2025).

Against this backdrop, the Media Pluralism Monitor results show that media pluralism
tends to be significantly more at risk in all the candidate countries studied with respect
to the EU-27 average. Turkiye, Serbia and Albania are associated with a high risk, while
Montenegro and the Republic of North Macedonia were assessed as presenting a me-
dium-high risk in 2024. The reason for the better performance of these two countries is,
in the case of Montenegro, related to the adoption of a set of new media laws as part of
the EU acquis alignment that have the goal of improving the independence of media and
the competencies of the media regulator. These include the new Media Law (54/24), the
new Law on Audiovisual Media Services (54/24), and the new Law on Public Broadcast-
er RTCG(60/24)) (Brki¢ Ruzi¢, 2025). Brki¢ Ruzi¢ also points out that the effects of these
adoptions are still to be assessed in 2025 and some of the old issues persist, such as
improving regulation related to free access to information, data protection, and the area
of online media.

In the Republic of North Macedonia, the existing legal framework leads to solid levels of
respect for fundamental rights, and the government is taking steps to make changes in
order to regulate digital media service providers as well as to elect the Council members of
the AVMU (media regulator), which has not been done for five years. However, concerns
remain due to the change of political actors in power after the elections and future imple-
mentation practices. One of the major concerns is the previous government’s removal of
Article 102 from the Law on Audiovisual Media Services, which banned state advertising
in all audiovisual media. This situation could lead to increased political influence over the
media, as the ban was initially imposed to stop the discriminatory practices of state ad-
vertising allocation. In the past it was allocated to the most influential media, it distorted
the media market and led to biased coverage (Micevski & Trpevska, 2025).

Turkiye is the worst performing country among all those examined in the MPM2025 and
presents serious challenges for media freedom. The concerningly high risk to media plu-
ralism in Turkiye is evident in all areas covered by the MPM. The current legal framework
is used to penalise media outlets working for the public interest through, for example, the
removal and blocking of websites without oversight of the judiciary, the criminalisation of
disinformation (which is used as a tool to target independent media and endanger the
protection of sources). In addition, Turkiye has the highest number of fines imposed by
national regulatory authorities (InCeoglu et al, 2025).



Even though accession negotiations were opened in October 2024 for Albania, it has
been pointed out that journalists’ working conditions are unsatisfactory in the country,
self-censorship is high, and critical media are exposed to smear campaigns and intimi-
dation (Likmeta & Voko, 2025). A similar negative situation is observed in Serbia, which
has very high levels of political influence over the media sphere in all areas covered by
the MPM. Legislation changes from 2023 only partially aligned with the EU acquis and,
as in other candidate countries, the implementation of this legislation is creating serious
issues (Milutinovi¢, 2025). Milutinovi¢ further states that there has been an increase of
physical and verbal attacks against journalists. Furthermore, the controversial process of
election of Council members of the Regulatory Body for Electronic Media (media authori-
ty) has still not been completed, thus leaving the Serbian media sphere without adequate
oversight. This is evident in the rise of disinformation and hate speech against the critical
voices, particularly during the ongoing mass student protests."

Figure 6.b. Risk per area candidate countries vs. EU Member States

Risk level Country
B Very Low Risk Medium-Low Risk M High Risk + Candidate countries
Low Risk Medium-High Risk B Very High Risk % EU countries
Market Plurality x 68% + 74%
Social Inclusiveness 50% + 68%
Political Independence 41% 65%
Fundamental Protection 37% 54%
30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%
Mean risk score ©2025 CMPE

For the EU-27 countries, the score per area shows that the most difficult situation, with
the highest risk score, is Market Plurality. Other areas score in the medium-low-risk
band. The situation in the candidate countries is worse in all areas. Only in Market Plu-

1 Mass student protests in Serbia continue for more than half a year now, sparked by the fall of the canopy
in Novi Sad railway station on 1 November 2024 when 16 people were killed and one severely injured
(Nordby, 2025). The demands have still not been fulfilled by the government even though the pressure led
to the resignation of Prime Minister Vucevi¢ and the subsequent reshuffling of the government. Throughout
this period, there have been multiple cases of disinformation and hate speech, as noted by Tonino Picula’s
reports and the subsequent European Parliament Resolution: ‘European Parliament rejects allegations that
the EU and some of its Member States were involved in organising the student protests with a view to
triggering a ‘colour revolution’; strongly condemns, in that context, the unlawful arrests and expulsions of EU
citizens and the public disclosure, by convicted war criminals, of the personal data of EU citizens, as well
as hate speech against national minorities; expresses concern about the rising number of detention cases
involving EU citizens at Serbia’s border; notes that anti-EU narratives are being manifested in decreasing
support for EU integration in Serbian society and in a strengthening of the presence of foreign autocratic
actors in the country.’ (Picula, 2025)



rality the average score in this area for candidate countries falls within the same high-
risk band, as does the average score for EU Member States—although with a higher per-
centage risk score. Based on reports by local researchers and their results, the media
systems in all candidate countries show that there are various challenges. Challeng-
es in the area of Fundamental Protection exist in terms of protection of information in-
tegrity online, especially problematic working conditions for journalists (salary, physical
and digital harassment) and the pervasive presence of SLAPPs paired with the lack of
specific anti-SLAPP legislation. In the Market Plurality area, the highest risk comes
from the indicator that measures the concentration of the markets for the digital interme-
diaries (scoring the highest among all the indicators in the candidate countries). For the
Political Independence area, media outlets show high levels of political influence and
control, based on a concerning interrelation of factors, such as direct and indirect politi-
cal ownership, the lack of effective internal and external self-regulatory safeguards, the
biased distribution of state resources, and the political influence over PSM. And finally
in the area of Social Inclusiveness, local, regional and community media are especial-
ly negatively affected by economic and political pressures, minority and marginalised
groups have difficulties with media access, hate speech is widely spread, and media
literacy is burdened with challenges and a lack of any strategic approach. The lowest
risk for all the indicators in all areas is related to the independence and effectiveness of
national regulatory authorities (medium-low), however even this has shortcomings that
should not be neglected.

6.1. Fundamental Protection in candidate countries
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The area of Fundamental Protection in five candidate countries under analysis scores
higher risk than in the EU Member States (scoring medium-high against medium-low).
The reason is that in these countries the legal framework usually recognizes funda-
mental protection principles, however often no proper implementation is often in place.
Moreover, the socio-political context makes it more difficult for journalists to freely perform
their public interest role.
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Figure 6.c. Risk per indicator for Fundamental Protection area for candidate countries vs.
EU Member States
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Focus on Particular Indicators

The indicator on the Protection of information integrity has the highest risk within the
area of Fundamental Protection (medium-high) and the biggest difference in compari-
son to average EU country performance. Due to many issues burdening candidate coun-
tries, such as strong political leverage in the media sector, it becomes difficult for them
to adopt the laws that would properly regulate information integrity without turning them
into censorship tools. This is particularly evident in the case of Turkiye where certain
laws such as the ‘Disinformation Law’ is used to silence journalists and independent
media or the proposed ‘Foreign Agents’ Law that would focus on media outlets and civil
society organizations that have international financing, referring to them as ‘agents of
influence’ and bringing further concerns regarding the potential penalization of critical
media outlets (Inéeoglu et al, 2025).

Furthermore, the status of candidate countries excludes them from the obligations
imposed on online platforms under the EU framework, leaving moderation practices
even less transparent and accountable. Candidate countries not only often lack platform
reporting and, conversely, sufficient and reliable data to assess the risks to freedom of
expression, but they also highlight potential misuse of reporting mechanisms, dispro-
portionate sanctions imposed by platforms, and the absence of effective appeal mecha-
nisms. All these countries also use languages that are not normally supported by platform
moderators. However, even if candidate countries were to implement EU regulations, ap-
prehensions remain regarding the lack of independent national regulatory authorities,
which raises concerns about their potential role as Digital Services Coordinators under
the Digital Services Act (Danilovska-Bajdevska et al, 2024).




The indicator on the Protection of the right to information also scores medium-high
risk for candidate countries, which is a higher-risk band compared to EU-27 countries’
average performance (medium-low). All candidate countries report issues with whistle-
blower protection and access to information. Regarding the protection of whistleblow-
ers, in candidate countries there are diverse reasons why the challenges exist, such as
the lack of legislation to protect whistleblowers (e.g., Turkiye). or even when such legis-
lation is present, it is mostly ineffective. Among the reasons of ineffectiveness the MPM
researchers list: administrative obstacles or pressures on the judiciary by the authorities
in the cases that involve government officials (e.g. Serbia); lack of courage or knowledge
(e.g. the Republic of North Macedonia); lack of institutional capacities (e.g. Montene-
gro); deficiencies in the law that do not allow whistleblowers to publicly disclose informa-
tion (e.g. Albania). Access to information also proves to be difficult in candidate countries
even where there is legislation on free access to information due to the excessive use
of appeal mechanisms, to the prolonged silence of the administration, or to denials of
access on unclear grounds. This is seriously constraining journalists’ attempts to provide
timely and relevant information to the public.

Journalistic profession, standards and protection proves to be another source of con-
siderable challenges in candidate countries scoring within the higher-risk band (medi-
um-high). Poor working conditions in combination with physical and verbal attacks and
smear campaigns often initiated by the representatives of authorities are creating serious
problems for journalists (for example, in Turkiye with the case of Azim Deniz or the cases
of other journalists investigating the Sinan Ates case; the cases of Dinko Gruhoniji¢ and
Ana Hegedi$ Lali¢ (Council of Europe, 2024), and that of Tamara Skrozza in Serbia). In
Tarkiye and Albania, women are particularly susceptible to gender-based threats and
harassment. Cases of illegal surveillance of journalists have been noted in Montene-
gro, Serbia and Turkiye, for example, the cases of Gradska TV in Montenegro; Slavisa
Milanov in Serbia; and Murat Agirel in Turkiye (European Centre for Press and Media
Freedom, 2024). In Turkiye, 18 journalists are still imprisoned (reported in Inceoglu et
al, 2025).

The indicator on Protection of freedom of expression scores medium-high risk and within
it the spreading of SLAPPs represents a particularly worrying situation. As already pointed
out, not a single candidate country has adopted specific anti-SLAPP legislation, and
almost all candidate countries report difficulties in identifying SLAPP cases; moreover,
the judiciary is not well-familiarized in dealing with this type of lawsuit. The worst situation
has been registered in Turkiye and Serbia. In Serbia, for example, ‘the use of SLAPPs,
citing anti-inflammatory legislation and its flexible interpretation, is part of a “lawfare”
campaign by which government officials, organised crime, and others are weaponiz-
ing legislation to silence investigative and critical voices’ (cited in Milutinovi¢, 2025). In
Montenegro, bureaucratic hurdles and lengthy proceedings are also placing pressure on



defendants (Brki¢ Ruzi¢, 2025). The Republic of North Macedonia is the only country,
among the candidates under analysis, that has not registered notable SLAPP cases in
2024 (Micevski & Trpevska, 2025).

As already mentioned, the indicator on the Independence and effectiveness of national
regulatory authorities was assessed as having the lowest-risk score in this area of
analysis. However, the reason for this assessment is that in some countries the situation
with media regulators is in the process of being improved thanks to the newly adopted
law in Montenegro (Law on Audiovisual Media Services), or because the procedure for
the election of council members of the regulator have begun (e.g. the Republic of North
Macedonia). Despite these recent developments, all the candidate countries report politi-
cal interference in the work of these bodies and the situation is far from good. The sub-in-
dicator on the Independence of national requlatory authorities has the highest compara-
tive difference between Member States (low risk) and candidate countries (medium-high
risk). For example, in Serbia, one strategy used by the government to disable proper
functioning of the media regulator is by not initiating the election procedure for the reg-
ulator’s council members within the legal deadline after previous members terms end,
leaving the country’s electronic media without oversight (Milutinovi¢, 2025). In Monte-
negro, the work of the media regulatory body is generally well assessed; however, the
parliament did not issue a public call for the appointment of new council members on
time leaving this relevant body with only three out of five members (Brki¢ RuZzi¢, 2025).
In Albania and the Republic of North Macedonia, political interference in appointment
procedures is highlighted by researchers. Finally, the most striking situation is found in
Tirkiye, where RTUK and BiK use their sanctioning powers to punish and impose fines
on critical media outlets. (InCeoglu et al, 2025).

Recommendations for candidate countries

To reduce the risks to media pluralism in the Fundamental Protection area, the follow-
ing recommendations are proposed for relevant actors.

States should:

e Ensure smooth, timely and consistent implementation of media legislation that is
already in force.

e Ensure the independence and effectiveness of national regulatory authorities
and remove political interference through improved procedures of appointment
as well as avoiding postponement of council/board member elections. Transpar-
ency of the work of the regulators should also be improved.

e Improve the legal conditions for journalists to improve their safety and to give



them legal protection against attacks, threats and smear campaigns. Likewise,
states should consistently implement legal safeguards.

Publicly condemn all cases of threats, attacks or violence against journalists
in order to improve their working environment, as well as refrain from initiating
attacks on media and journalists in public discourse.

Adopt anti-SLAPP legislation.

Improve the system of free access to information by providing clear legal reasons
for denial of access, and by preventing the practice in public administration offices
of ignoring such requests or of engaging in prolonged appeal mechanisms.

Align the regulation for whistleblower protection with the new EU acquis.

Ensure the transparency and participation of all relevant stakeholders in the case
of media legislation drafting processes.

The media community and journalists’ associations should:

Increase actions that aim to improve the working conditions of journalists and
decrease labour violations.

Work on increased solidarity in the media profession in order to assist the media
community to counter attacks and smear campaigns, especially those initiated
by state officials.

Where lacking, work on strengthening professional associations and self-regula-
tory bodies.

Very large online platforms and EU institutions should:

Extend DSA compliance with regard to candidate countries. It is therefore nec-
essary to initiate in-depth cooperation between social media platforms, govern-
ments and civil society organizations from candidate countries in line with the
DSA due diligence mechanisms. The European Commission should also be
involved in this process.



6.2 Market Plurality in candidate countries
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The Market Plurality area scores within the same high-risk band for candidate and EU-27
countries. Plurality of digital markets is the indicator that is evaluated as the highest risk
for candidate countries among all indicators in all areas (very-high risk). The same is true
if EU Member States are considered, showing that the issue of concentration of owner-
ship in digital markets and its impact on the media environment is similar. Interestingly,
the indicator on Plurality of media providers shows a lower risk band for candidate coun-
tries (high risk) in comparison to EU-27 (very-high risk), reflecting a lower concentration
of media ownership. The reason could lie in the fact that the markets of candidate coun-
tries are smaller and less developed, whereas in advanced markets there is a more rapid
tendency to concentrate and consolidate. A lack of data on this issue also makes more
certain conclusions difficult. Conversely, the media in the candidate countries appears
to be more vulnerable to economic pressure. The biggest difference between EU-27
and candidate countries is evident in the indicator on Editorial independence from com-
mercial and owners influence, which scored medium-high and high risk respectively.
Media viability is within the same medium-high risk band as European Union countries,
however, with a higher risk score for candidate countries. The long-term economic crisis
in the media, which affects both reader revenues and advertising, can be observed in
these countries as well. However, the extent of this crisis is at times hard to assess, as
there is also a lack of detailed and transparent data (for example in the cases of Turkiye
and Serbia). Moreover, innovations in business models and formats tend to be less sus-
tainable than in EU Member States. Transparency of media ownership scores the lowest
out of all the indicators for candidate countries but still a medium-low risk band. The
results in this area show that Market Plurality poses a challenge for both types of coun-
tries under this research in terms of plurality, editorial independence, transparency of
ownership and media viability.



Figure 6.d. Risk per indicator for Market Plurality area for candidate countries vs. EU
Member States
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Focus on Particular Indicators

The indicator on the Plurality of digital markets in candidate countries register, on the
one hand, the dominance of tech giants such as Google or Meta in the online advertis-
ing market, and on the other hand, a deficiency of transparency, a lack of data, as well
as weak media authority that lacks the capacity to follow up on these issues. As an ex-
ception, the authority in charge of competition in Turkiye did impose a fine in 2024 due
to the practice of abusing its dominant position and merging data from users across plat-
forms (Instagram and Threads), ultimately forcing Meta to separate these two platforms
(InCeoglu et al, 2025). This appears to represent the only case of a candidate country at-
tempting to rebalance a bit of market power between publishers and online platforms. All
candidate countries report having no alignment with the legal framework of the EU Copy-
right Directive. Likewise, negotiations with big tech companies to compensate for the use
of media content, both from digital platforms and Al companies, are absent.

As mentioned above, the indicator on Editorial independence from commercial owners’
influence shows the highest difference between candidate and EU countries. Namely,
all candidate countries report commercial influence as media owners are often affiliat-
ed with the party in power and have other businesses in sectors such as construction,
mining, banking, tourism and so on. These media owners develop clientelist relation-
ships that are not regulated and do not protect the editorial side of the media. It has been
highlighted that in North Macedonia for example, ‘media owners are in practice creating
media policies.” (Micevski & Trpevski, 2025, p. 24). In addition, self-regulatory mecha-
nisms are very weak and ineffective in protecting journalists from these influences. For
example, all countries have measures to curb disguised advertisements but in practice



they do not manage to stop media from publishing unlabelled commercial content. Due
to these issues, journalists succumb to self-censorship, and the line between commer-
cial and editorial content is often blurry.

As for the indicator on the Transparency of media ownership, the score for candidate
countries is medium-low. Several differences distinguish candidate countries from one
another. Namely, in Tlrkiye, the system is either set in such a way that accessing the
records require knowing national ID, making the search difficult; media are not under
obligation to publish ownership data on their websites (In€eoglu et al, 2025). In the
Republic of North Macedonia, transparency is present for broadcasters and print but not
in the digital market (Micevski & Trpevski, 2025). Meanwhile in Albania, transparency
is not regulated in the digital or print markets (Likmeta & Voko, 2025). In Serbia, where
media outlets are not considered legal entities, financial reports are available but only for
the owner’s entire company, and not for the specific media business, which keeps the
specific financial situation obscure (Milutinovi¢, 2025). Positive steps have been noted in
Montenegro after the adoption of the Law on Media which obliges media in all sectors to
provide ownership information (Brki¢ Ruzi¢, 2025).

Recommendations for candidate countries

To reduce the risks to media pluralism in the Market Plurality area, the following recom-
mendations are proposed for relevant actors.

States should:

e Ensure that ownership transparency adequately covers all media sectors (audio-
visual, print, digital) as well as introducing transparency obligations for media
providers and for media authorities in line with the standards set up in the EU by
EMFA.

e Ensure that the financial data on media revenues is easily accessible and regu-
larly updated.

e Ensure that regular evaluations of media concentration in the market and its
effects on media pluralism are conducted.

e Strengthen the independence and capacities of national regulatory authorities.

e Align the regulation on digital markets with the EU regulatory framework includ-
ing data sharing obligations by digital gatekeepers.

e Align the national legislation with the EU Copyright Directive.



National regulatory authorities should:

Regularly collect media market, readership and audience data.

Improve cooperation with other relevant institutions and bodies to assist various
aspects of market plurality challenges (such as ownership and commercial influ-
ence).

The media community and journalists’ associations should:

Strengthen and enforce self-regulatory mechanisms to protect journalists from
commercial pressures and influence by the owners and avoid forms of self-cen-
sorship.

Publicly disclose all relevant ownership information in line with the law.

Introduce the internal and organisational safeguards within media outlets to
protect from commercial and owners’ influence in line with EU Commission
recommendation on internal safeguards (Commission Recommendation (EU)
2022/1634).

Create a common front to negotiate the agreement between GenAl companies
and media publishers.

6.3 Political Independence in candidate countries
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The risk for the Political Independence area is assessed as medium-high for candi-
date countries and shows significantly higher levels of concern compared to the EU-27
results. The indicators with the worst scores are Editorial autonomy and Political in-
dependence of the media, both falling within the high-risk band (medium-low for the
EU-27). This reiterates accounts from reports that highlight strong political influence over



the media sector in all candidate countries, facilitated by absent or weak self-regulatory
mechanisms. The biggest difference between EU and candidate countries is registered
for the indicator on the Integrity of political information during elections, reflecting signif-
icantly higher concerns in terms of balance in the representation of political viewpoints
in election times in both PSM and private media. Higher results are detected in other
sub-dimensions as well, such as the Independence of public service media indicator and
State regulation of resources and support to the media sector indicator.

Figure 6.e. Risk per indicator for the Political Independence area for candidate countries
vs. EU Member States
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In the indicator on Editorial autonomy, the effectiveness of both internal and external
mechanisms is limited in all candidate countries. Even though some legislative improve-
ments have been noted in Montenegro and Serbia in this regard, the effects are either
yet to be seen or do not show much enhancement in practice. One of the main concerns
detected within the present indicator is the lack of safeguards aimed at guaranteeing in-
dependent appointments and dismissals of editors-in-chief. The results for the candidate
countries show that such procedures are inherently linked to politicised ownership struc-
tures, with deleterious consequences for editorial independence.

Against such occurrences, few private media outlets have incorporated internal safe-
guards aimed at protecting editorial output from political interference (such as internal
codes of ethics or internal bodies). Even where available, the internal safeguards can be
considered highly ineffective. External safeguards, such as collective and/or cross-sec-
toral codes and media councils are more generally in place. However, these often lack
a specific view on political influence and they might not be accepted by most media (for




example in Albania) or might be burdened with financial issues hindering their activity (for
example in the Republic of North Macedonia). Overall, they generally lack hard powers
to act against formal and informal pressures. In Albania, there has been a worrisome
trend of ‘allegations of blackmail and connections between media outlets and organized
crime’ (Likmeta & Voko, 2025, p. 25). In Serbia, members of collegium and editorial staff
left the weekly, NIN, right after the new owner announced an editorial change as they did
not receive assurances that they would be able to continue working in the same profes-
sional and uncompromising manner as before (Milutinovi¢, 2025). On a positive note, in
the Republic of North Macedonia, non-profit media demonstrate a higher level of resil-
ience than private media, as they are less dependent on commercial financing and as
such, are less susceptible to political/commercial considerations (Micevski & Trpevski,
2025).

Regarding the Political independence of the media, the control by owners with close po-
litical ties has been registered in all the candidate countries. In Turkiye, over two-thirds
of Turkish media outlets are owned by conglomerates affiliated with politicians in power
(InCeoglu et al, 2025). The political control of the media in Serbia is also substantial. This
control even spills over to media in Montenegro that are of Serbian (foreign) ownership
and that try to influence the information distribution in that country (Brki¢ Ruzi¢, 2025). In
one particular case in the Republic of North Macedonia, the media owners actually pres-
sured political structures to lift a ban on state advertising and thus opened the door for
more political influence in the future (Micevski & Trpevska, 2025).

Independence of public service media poses yet another strong challenge for candidate
countries. The capture of PSM and political influence is particularly evident in the ap-
pointments and dismissals of directors/top management, and this is often replicated at
the level of editors-in-chief. In Turkiye, where the situation appears the most worrisome,
the president directly appoints the general manager of TRT. Moreover, the government
also decides on media funding without transparent public involvement, leading to biased
media coverage (In€eoglu et al, 2025). A similar situation is observed in Serbia, where
objective reporting is also lacking in the public service media (RTS)—this has been par-
ticularly visible during the mass student protests (Milutinovi¢, 2025).

The year 2024 was an election year for all candidate countries except Albania. During
this period, breaches to the indicator on Integrity of political information during elections
have been noted. In fact, a systematic bias and higher representation of parties in power
was recorded in all countries (including Albania, for 2023), regardless of the regulations
that were set in place to secure balanced reporting. Turkiye, Serbia, and Albania demon-
strated similar risks for both PSM and major media outlets. As for Montenegro, unbal-
anced reporting was instead visible to a greater extent in major commercial outlets than
in national PSM, which demonstrated progress. In addition to regulatory gaps and de-
ficient implementation, fair and balanced representation of political viewpoints can also
be affected by a lack of resources. This happened, for example, in the Republic of North



Macedonia, where PSM'’s financial difficulties hindered the proper coverage of both the
2024 presidential and parliamentary campaigns.

Furthermore, online political advertising is reported to be inadequately regulated in all
candidate countries. This creates opportunities for political contestants to spread their
political messages in hidden and problematic manners, while escaping public account-
ability. Moreover, in the absence of thresholds for electoral expenditure, parties with
greater financial means can take advantage of the situation. In Tirkiye, the ‘ruling-party
affiliates and anonymous accounts spent millions on the Meta platforms, flooding digital
spaces with targeted messaging, while the opposition parties struggled to compete,
deepening electoral asymmetry’ (InCeoglu et al., 2025, p. 29). A fundamental problem
relates to the transparency of electoral expenditure: in Montenegro, the Agency for Pre-
vention of Corruption publishes reports for both social platforms (Facebook and Insta-
gram only) and banners and advertisements on online portals, however without provid-
ing proper breakdowns per category (Brki¢ Ruzi¢, 2025). Another example comes from
Serbia, where political advertising on social media platforms is allowed during periods
of campaign silence, as the Law on the Financing of Political Activities fails to regulate
social media (Milutinovi¢, 2025).

Finally, within the indicator on State regulation of resources and support to the media
sector, the sub-indicator on Distribution of state advertising has been evaluated with
the highest-risk band (very high). In Turkiye, state advertising distribution is central-
ised through the Press Advertisement Agency (BiK) and it has criteria that discriminate
against smaller independent and local media. State advertising rules in other countries
are set in such a way that easily permits misuse, either through advertising agencies (for
example in Albania) or because advertising contracts are signed directly with the media
outlet without any public procedure (for example in Serbia). There are also cases of
inactive online portals that only become active during electoral periods in order to receive
a segment of state funding (for example, in the Republic of North Macedonia). All this is
aggravated by a substantial lack of transparency.

Recommendations for candidate countries

To reduce the risks to media pluralism in the Political Independence area, the following
recommendations are proposed for relevant actors.

States should:

e Adopt the EU regulation related to political advertising online as well as ensure
that the financial costs incurred are published.

e Ensure the implementation and enforcement of equal representation of all politi-
cal actors in electoral campaigns in both PSM and mainstream media.



e Ensure that the election of general manager and board members of PSM is free
from political influence.

e Ensure that state advertising distribution follows criteria of fairness and transpar-
ency.

e Ensure that anti-corruption bodies investigate ties between media owners and
political actors.

Media community and journalists’ associations should:

e Establish and strengthen internal safeguards in media outlets to protect journal-
ists from political influence in all sectors in line with the new EU legislation (e.g.
EMFA).

e Conduct independent monitoring and analyses of the effectiveness of self-regu-
latory mechanisms; propose and implement measures for their proper functional-
ity; and strengthen the capacity of self-regulatory bodies and their financial sus-
tainability in line with the new EU legislation (e.g. EMFA).

e Monitor the work of national regulatory authorities to ensure transparency and
oversight.

Very large online platforms should:

e Improve digital ad libraries’ data accessibility and comprehensiveness.

6.4 Social Inclusiveness in candidate countries
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The Social Inclusiveness area shows a high-risk assessment and is higher for the coun-
tries that are candidates for the EU than for the EU-27 (medium-high). It shows the fragil-
ity of media access for less dominant groups within these countries (minorities, margin-
alised groups, women, people with disabilities). Within the Social Inclusiveness area,



the indicators of Media literacy, Representation of minorities and Local/Regional and
community media perform the worst (high-risk band) and in addition, the state of media
literacy and challenges with local and community media are considerably better evalu-
ated in EU Member States (medium-low-risk band). These results suggest that candi-
date countries are lagging with various media literacy aspects (such as media literacy
skills, governance framework, lifelong media literacy activities and so on) and that local,
regional and community media in already difficult circumstances for the media sector in
general, are even more endangered due to their more vulnerable position, which in turn
suggests the spread of news deserts (Verza et al., 2024). This is particularly highlight-
ed in Turkiye where local media are subjected to increasing political and financial pres-
sures and their numbers are rapidly diminishing. (InCeoglu et al., 2025). The various
issues also persist when it comes to Universal and inclusive access to media, where
fixed broadband access and its homogeneity across regions is particularly problemat-
ic (Albania, Montenegro, Serbia and the Republic of North Macedonia are all assessed
as very high risk) and accessibility of programmes for people with disabilities has been
reported to have certain limitations in all candidate countries (Albania, Montenegro and
Serbia reported very high risk for the access for people with disabilities). Finally, the
scores for candidate countries in the Gender equality in the media indicator is not differ-
ent to the situation registered in EU Member States (medium-high-risk band), with noted
challenges related to the representation of women in the media.

Figure 6.f. Risk per indicator for Social Inclusiveness area for candidate countries vs. EU
Member States
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Focus on Particular Indicators

The Media literacy indicator scores the highest risk band within the Social Inclusive-
ness area. It points to deficiencies mostly in terms of a government’s strategic and com-
prehensive approach. Candidate countries are still burdened with adequately implement-




ing basic steps of media literacy activities and policies in a comprehensive way. Media
literacy is not yet part of the compulsory curriculum in almost all candidate countries (with
the exception of the Republic of North Macedonia). Media literacy activities are mostly
left to civil society organisations. Besides, systematic tracking of development of media
literacy skills is lacking, thereby creating quite fragmented effects in this area.

The Representation of minorities in the media is another challenge for candidate coun-
tries. Namely, representation of minority and marginalised groups is very limited, particu-
larly in private media outlets. Policies and measures against hate speech are mostly in-
effective, in the absence of a strategic and coordinated approach. In Serbia, for example,
hate speech cases and aggressive communication is abundantly presentand even comes
from state officials who often use such discourse to target journalists, the outcome being
physical or verbal attacks (cited in Milutinovi¢, 2025). In Tirkiye, the legislation against
hate speech and disinformation is essentially used for state censorship rather than for
fighting this phenomenon (In€eoglu et al., 2025). In Albania, there is a voluntary cooper-
ation between the media regulator and TikTok, but after multiple cases of social media
induced violence and suicide the Prime Minister stated the intention to adopt a TikTok
ban for one year (Likmeta & Voko, 2025). In Turkiye, as also reported, there were some
positive developments that were led by CSOs, which even involved using Al for online
hate speech detection. However, for these measures to be effective they require insti-
tutional involvement and an adequately comprehensive approach. In Montenegro, the
Media Strategy mentioned the Network for the fight against hate speech, online harass-
ment and disinformation, but this has still not been implemented (Brki¢ Ruzi¢, 2025).

Finally, Local/Regional and community media are struggling to survive, and news deserts
are also forming in candidate countries. Due to their fragile position, some of these tend
to be tied to political centres of power and provide one-sided, biased coverage that does
not inform in the public interest. The state in some countries does not provide subsidies
or support schemes to assist local media (such as in Albania and North Macedonia), or in
other countries, for example in Turkiye, state support was reduced for local media due to
austerity measures and state advertising is given under highly discriminatory criteria for
local and regional media, thereby endangering their sustainability (Inéeoglu et al., 2025).
In Serbia, the practice of subsidy distribution was reduced and support was instead once
again given to less critical local media outlets, only this time through a more obscure
process (Milutinovi¢, 2025). However, in Montenegro there has been a legal improve-
ment in terms of local public media governance, as civil society representatives are now
included on local public media boards and in addition to this, a fixed amount of financial
support is provided. The purpose of these measures was to strengthen the independ-
ence of local public media from undue influences (Brki¢ Ruzi¢, 2025).



Recommendations for candidate countries

To reduce the risks to media pluralism in the Social Inclusiveness area, the following
recommendations are proposed for relevant actors.

States should:

Ensure higher representation of minority and marginalised groups in both private
and public media.

Ensure that media accessibility for people with disabilities is improved through
enforcement of legal provisions and minimum availability standards, and secure
effective enforcement.

Ensure the independence of local and regional media, and provide fair and trans-
parent financial support with the aim of improving their sustainability.

Develop strategic and systematic approach to media literacy policy development
across a variety of population groups, and ensure adequate implementation.

Secure the adequate development and implementation of mechanisms and legal
solutions to fight against online hate speech.

Create mechanisms to prevent hate speech initiated by public officials.

National regulatory authorities should:

Closely follow and monitor the compliance with media accessibility of various
less dominant groups in a society.

The media community and journalists’ organizations should:

Develop inclusive editorial policies both in the media coverage of diverse com-
munities and by including diverse members of communities in news content
creation.

Continuously organise trainings to improve reporting on marginalised, minority
and vulnerable groups.

All relevant stakeholders should:

Support research on local media challenges and news deserts in candidate coun-
tries.

Develop supporting mechanisms that would ensure that VLOPs and VSPs are
more proactively involved in the fight against online hate speech.



CHAPTER 7. Recommendations

7.1 Fundamental Protection

The area of Fundamental Protection in MPM2025 recorded several trends, including
negative ones as well as best practices, which could guide the relevant stakeholders
working on media policies and strategies to respect the fundamental rights of freedom of
expression and media freedom. Disrupting events like wars and climate change appear
to have had a profound influence on freedom of the press. Journalists covering sensi-
tive issues, including corruption and elections, get ‘SLAPPed’, or suffer physical threats
(especially at demonstrations) or online threats (harassment, doxing, spoofing, sur-
veillance and so on). Journalists may also have seen their content unjustly moderat-
ed online by platforms devoid of editorial responsibility or opaque algorithms. Compa-
rable risks are run by whistleblowers, even though the EU Whistleblowing directive has
finally been transposed in all the EU countries. The possibility for journalists and news-
rooms to access public documents under FOIA laws is still not completely effective. The
year 2024 was a crucial year for EU media policy: the anti- SLAPP Directive and EMFA,
as well as the Al Act were all enacted, while the DSA entered into force. All this consid-
ered, the following section outlines a series of recommendations for diverse stakehold-
ers in the media landscape:

EU institutions should:

e Ensure a timely transposition of the EU- anti SLAPP directive in the legal frame-
works of Member States (MSs), in a way that is also in line with the Council of
Europe’s approach in Recommendation CM/Rec(2024)2.

e Ensure a timely implementation of EMFA in the MSs, in line with ECtHR and
CJEU case law, with particular regard to art. 4 EMFA, to ensure that there is no
room for governments to use vague national security claims to justify surveillance
of journalists, or to outsource it to private companies.

e Enforce the DSA where an accurate balancing exercise is done with due regard



to freedom of expression and of the press, especially in the context of content
moderation by VLOPs, the access to data by researchers, and the protection of
public rights’ defenders from online harassment.

Ensure that VLOPs comply with their obligations under the DSA by providing all
required data for transparency reporting, with particular attention to country-spe-
cific breakdowns. The provision of granular, disaggregated data is essential to
enable accurate national-level risk assessments and informed policymaking.

Provide financial support to independent initiatives aimed at increasing platform
accountability, including civil society projects and academic research that investi-
gate opaque content moderation practices such as shadowbanning.

Support initiatives aiming at strengthening information integrity and tackling disin-
formation, with a focus on resilience building, strong independent media and in-
creasing platform responsibility. In addition to introducing meaningful transparen-
cy and responsible use of algorithms on large services, the prominence of quality
news and the establishment of European competitors should be encouraged.

Monitor the full implementation of the Whistleblowing Directive (EU) 2019/193.

Enact more binding measures safeguarding the working conditions of journalists
(including a meaningful enforcement of the Minimum Wage Directive 2022/2041).

Member States should:

Enact or enforce existing laws protecting journalists from attacks and harass-
ment, with special attention dedicated to preventing online threats and surveil-
lance.

Enact labour laws guaranteeing minimum wages and social security schemes for
journalists.

Transpose the EU Anti-SLAPP Directive, including in the scope of application
domestic SLAPPs and civil lawsuits.

Decriminalise defamation, also towards public figures and institutions; exclude
imprisonment as a sanction.

Implement the EMFA, ensuring that national legislation is in line with this EU reg-
ulation in the fields of banning the surveillance of journalists;

Ensuring that NRAs- both media authorities and DSCs, are independent and ad-
equately budgeted and staffed.

Implement the DSA, guaranteeing that DSCs link their enforcement to bench-



marks of the new Code of Conduct on Disinformation, not only by verifying that
platforms submit their reports but align with Code commitments when assessed
under the DSA’s systemic risks provisions. .

Train judges and public order forces to respect the rule of law, and the principles
guiding the anti-SLAPP Directive and EMFA.

Provide mechanisms to guarantee the enforcement of access to information laws.

Provide the full implementation of the laws transposing Directive (EU) 2019/1937
on the protection of whistleblowers, including the promotion of awareness cam-
paigns.

Establish or strengthen cross-border cooperation mechanisms with countries
facing similar FIMI campaigns in order to share early-warning signals, analyses,
and effective mitigation strategies.

Address the threat of disinformation and other challenges to information integrity
by emphasising resilience building and the strengthening of independent media.

Public authorities (judiciary, police, national regulatory authorities) should:

Guarantee independence and respect for the rule of law, especially in the context
of demonstration, precautionary arrests, and surveillance.

Engage in training on issues related to media freedom.

Enforce the DSA and EMFA in an independent manner that is oriented towards
guaranteeing the fundamental right to freedom of expression.

Commit to regular, detailed, and disaggregated public reporting on all content
moderation requests submitted to VLOPs.

Newsrooms, and journalistic organisations should:

Advocate and guarantee adequate working conditions and social security
schemes for their employees and members.

Design and set up psychological support mechanisms for their employees and
members targeted by SLAPPs, harassment and other professional threats.

Set up funds or insurances for sustaining the legal and personal expenses of
journalists in the case of SLAPPs.

Systematically and collectively document suspected instances of shadowban-
ning or visibility suppression, particularly when these concern content of public
interest. This practice would help build a basis for assessing the fairness and pro-
portionality of platform moderation.



Very large online platforms should:

e Proactively adapt to the new regulatory landscape under the DSAand EMFA. Pro-
viders of VLOPs and VLOSEs should align their design and algorithmic systems
with democratic principles, and ensure that their content moderation practices
fully reflect the obligations under the DSA and Article 18 EMFA, properly balanc-
ing freedom of expression and other interests at stake.

e Introduce meaningful action to limit disinformation, FIMI and other information in-
tegrity challenges on their services, including the transparent labeling of political
and issue-based advertising, increasing transparency, introducing responsible
algorithmic design and the wide-ranging demonetisation of disinformation actors.
The EU’s Code of Conduct can serve as a guidance for responsible action.

e Adopt specific safeguards for journalists who are frequently targeted by online
harassment campaigns (including hate speech, doxing, impersonation, and
hacking attempts), and ensure they are afforded appropriate protections.

7.2. Market Plurality

The results of the MPM2025 confirm the threats to media pluralism deriving from an
excess of market power related to media ownership concentration and to the gatekeep-
ing role of digital intermediaries. The reduction of external pluralism adds to risks for the
integrity of editorial content, in cases in which the self-regulatory safeguards and legal
protection do not protect the newsrooms from commercial pressure and from the influ-
ence of owners’ interests - often intertwined with non-media undertakings and with polit-
ical activities. In the time span of the MPM2025 assessment, it was too early to register
the impact of the evolution of the regulatory framework, with EMFA provisions on the
common media market and the full implementation of other pieces of EU legislation po-
tentially impacting the media market, in particular the Digital Markets Act. However, the
economic trends towards concentration continued, with new challenges related to the
role of (and the impact on) the media in the Generative Al transformation. In parallel,
the economic sustainability of the media registered a slight improvement, not including
the newspapers sector, which continues to decline. Signals of resilient business models
and practices are present in some countries, with a positive - although limited - role of
public subsidies in incentivising innovation and public interest media. The main challeng-
es ahead in the Market Plurality area regard the implementation of new EU legislation
in terms of transparency and editorial independence; the introduction, within national
rules, of the so-called ‘Media plurality test’ to assess the impact of media market concen-
trations on media pluralism and editorial independence; the evolving economic relation-



ships between media content providers and digital and tech companies; and finally, the
development of Al, both in terms of the monetisation of original media content and the
competition of the Al-produced content. To address the economic threats to media plu-
ralism, the MPM2025 outlines the following recommendations:

EU institutions should:

Monitor the implementation of obligations regarding the disclosure of media own-
ership information, including the development of national databases, as set out
in Article 6(1) and (2) of EMFA.

Guarantee the effectiveness of a harmonized legal framework on media market
concentrations. In particular, EC and the European Board of Media Services
should provide detailed guidelines for the implementation of art. 22 EMFA, speci-
fying the order of priority of the elements to be taken into consideration to assess
the impact of media market concentrations on media pluralism and editorial in-
dependence.

Strengthen the competition enforcement and adopt effective remedies and sanc-
tions to address abuse of market power in the digital advertising market.

Enforce the transparency and data sharing obligations of digital gatekeepers,
under the DMA, in the digital advertising sector.

Guarantee updated copyright protection for media content used by platforms and
to train Generative Al systems, under the new digital regulations, including the Al
Act and its Code of practice.

Evaluate the adoption of a digital service tax and the possibility of earmarking
part of its revenue to support media pluralism.

Provide dedicated support for independent news media and facilitate knowledge
sharing on media financing and innovation.

Member States and national regulatory authorities should:

Implement and oversee compliance with obligations on the disclosure of media
ownership information and the development of national databases, as set out in
Article 6(1) and (2) EMFA.

Provide new rules, or update the existing ones following the EU guidelines, to ef-
fectively apply the EU regulation on the assessment of media market concentra-
tions (art. 22 EMFA).

Collect better statistics on all segments of the media industry as well as on the
advertising market.



e Introduce adequate and fairly allocated public support schemes for private media.

e Collect and publish market and audience data on all the media sectors, develop-
ing standardised methods of measurement for digital media consumption.

The media industry and journalists’ associations should:

e Comply with the media ownership transparency obligations set out in Article 6(1)
EMFA.

e Pursue collective agreements with the online platforms and tech companies de-
veloping Al systems to guarantee that the monetisation of media content benefits
the whole chain of media production and the plurality of media outlets.

e Introduce safeguards for editorial independence and the integrity of journalists
and editors, in line with the Commission Recommendation (EU) 2022/1634 of 16
September 2022 on internal safeguards for editorial independence and owner-
ship transparency in the media sector.

e Adopt guidelines on the use of Al in newsrooms and in the media (also) aimed to
guarantee fair remuneration for authors and creators.

e Promote innovations and the sharing of best practices in journalism.

e Strengthen self-regulation and press councils to support newsrooms’ independ-
ence from owners and commercial interests.

e Promote the separation of commercial and editorial activities in newsrooms.

e Promote the disclosure of news media owners’ and managements’ conflicts of
interest.

7.3. Political Independence

As is consistent with previous MPM implementations, one of the most significant sources
of risk in the private media sphere remains the entrenchment of political control through
ownership of the media. Particularly problematic is the untransparent and widespread
use of informal clientelist networks, especially via proxy-ownership, which allow political
elites to maintain a high degree of influence without formal accountability. This situation
is backed by weak and only partly effective self-regulation, with the MPM2025 analysis
documenting several occurrences in which political figures or government-aligned actors
influenced editorial leadership in private outlets, ultimately eroding journalistic independ-
ence. In the 2024 electoral year, audiovisual media provided fairly balanced coverage of
political contestants. However, severe concerns continue to be detected with online po-
litical advertising, especially on social media platforms. The distribution of public funding



to media for institutional campaigns and messages is also assessed as particularly prob-
lematic. Finally, public service media continue to face considerable threats, as govern-
ance and funding procedures are in many cases politicised based on outdated legisla-
tion and malpractice. Against these persistent risks, the new regulatory input from the EU
— EMFA in particular, but also the Regulation on the Targeting and Transparency of Po-
litical Advertising — started fostering legal discussions and reforms at the country level.
While it was too early to assess the impact of these reforms with the current analysis,
the next implementation of the MPM will certainly provide more ground for understand-
ing the real effects on the European media sphere. Here, the MPM outlines a series of
recommendations for reducing the risks in terms of political control and influence in both
the commercial and public media sphere:

EU institutions should:

e Monitor the implementation of obligations regarding the governance and funding
mechanisms of public service media, set out in Article 5 of EMFA.

e Monitor the implementation of obligations regarding the distribution of state ad-
vertising, including the development of national databases, set out in Article 25
of EMFA.

e Monitor the implementation of the Regulation on the Targeting and Transparen-
cy of Political Advertising

Member States and public authorities should:

e Properly implement the rules against conflict of interest and/or direct and indirect
political control. States must also strengthen the regulatory framework so as to
prevent proxy control and to ensure that ownership and control regimes also fully
apply to the digital sphere.

e As provided by EMFA Art. 6(2), set up oversight mechanisms and transparency
portals bringing to light beneficial ownership and patterns of control.

e Reinforce safeguards at the local level. Where this is the case, states must
regulate ownership and control by municipalities, for example, by excluding mu-
nicipal outlets from the possibility of registering as a publication.

e Secure governance and funding structures of state-owned news agencies from
political bargaining.

e Setup orreinforce cross-sectorial regulatory safeguards to protect editorial struc-
tures and content, such as media statutes and rules for protecting the appoint-
ments and dismissals of editors-in-chief from owners’ or any other interference.



Ensure that regulation for balanced/fair political communication in election times
is comprehensive and updated to the digital era. To ensure this does not impede
smaller parties and candidates from getting heard.

Ensure that institutional communication does not overlap with political communi-
cation, generating imbalances in the representation of political actors running in
electoral contests.

Adapt their legal frameworks to the Regulation on the Targeting and Transparen-
cy of Political Advertising. Online political advertising must be carefully regulated
and monitored, especially on main social media platforms.

Ensure that regulation aimed at allocating direct grants or indirect support
respects principles of fairness and transparency, with a view at the local dimen-
sion. Criteria must be made clear and duly justified. Such public expenditure
must be made available for public scrutiny.

Strictly follow legal indications foreseen by Art. 25 EMFA with regards to state ad-
vertising, ensuring plurality and transparency of distribution. In addition, states
should set up an independent and competent authority with oversight powers.
Likewise, national databases should be established.

Reform governance and funding structures/mechanisms of PSM, so that they
respect Art.5 EMFA. Strong safeguards must be set up to the level of edi-
tors-in-chief.

The private media industry should:

Make insightful data on their ownership and management structures pubilic.

Set up or reinforce sound internal self-regulatory mechanisms such as codes
of conduct, editorial boards, or ombudspeople that would protect from/mediate
with owners of the media, as foreseen by the 2022 Recommendation on internal
safeguards for editorial independence and ownership transparency in the media
sector.

Where the system foresees it, ensure that political advertising is sold equally to
all political contestants, without discrimination. If the system forbids paid political
advertising, ensure that airtime is effectively allocated following sound criteria of
fairness.

Make the amounts paid by political contestants —or those paying on their behalf—
publicly available and comprehensible.

Ensure that political advertising is never disguised as editorial content.



Public service media should:

Ensure the strict separation of editorial structures and content from manage-
ment and any consideration. For doing so, set up or reinforce internal guidelines,
mechanisms, and bodies, so as to ensure resilience against any potential inter-
ference over editorial content.

In the electoral period, ensure plurality and diversity in the representation of po-
litical candidates and viewpoints.

Ensure that plurality of coverage and diversity is, by principle, strictly followed
also in non-election times.

Commit to transparency in management, spending and editorial decisions

Play an active role in democratic engagement and countering disinformation

Journalists’ associations should:

Bring relevant cases of control to public attention.

Reinforce self-regulatory mechanisms so that they can resist more effectively
against political control or influence. In addition, these associations should act as
the drivers of implementation of the Recommendation on internal safeguards for
editorial independence and ownership transparency in the media sector at the
national level. In practice, this means reinforcing collective mechanisms aimed at
the mediation and resolution of conflicts and controversies, with the ultimate goal
of protecting editorial content from commercial and political interference.

Encourage the establishment of internal self-regulatory mechanisms.

Political contestants should:

Make expenditures and techniques used for political campaigning public.
Amounts spent on political campaigning must be comprehensive, and should
include breakdowns by sector (for example, audiovisual, radio, online media,
online platform) and by media (e.g. listing such expenditure per outlet/platform).

Respect democratic rules in political campaigning.

Very large online platforms should:

Improve the searchability and precision of ad libraries to facilitate the tracing of
political advertising.

Ensure that reporting systems for political advertising are implemented effective-
ly and equally in all Member States.



National regulatory authorities should:

e Cooperate proactively in the framework of the newly established European Board
for Media Services.

e Monitor and report annually on the allocation of state advertising expenditure to
media service providers and providers of online platforms.

e Where this is foreseen, ensure that balanced representation in electoral periods
is respected.

7.4. Social Inclusiveness

In line with the conclusions of the MPM2024, the medium-low risk level associated with
Social Inclusiveness in the MPM2025 reflects deeply ingrained issues in terms of the
representation of minorities and women in the media, as well as emerging challenges to
maintain a safe and accessible media environment in the digital era. However, the area
of Social Inclusiveness is marked by massive differences between countries. Scan-
dinavian countries and the Netherlands are making visible efforts and score within the
low risk band, thus demonstrating innovative initiatives in the field of Social Inclusive-
ness. All other EU countries are associated with higher risks, resulting from important
differences between indicators. Such differences are significant, as good performances
in some countries provide interesting best practices that may be replicated. While uni-
versal and safe access to the media is adequate in most countries, the representation
of women and minorities in the news remains the main concern for the area. Despite
the frequent lack of data, systematic quantitative and qualitative biases are visible in the
representation. Media literacy also presents some significant challenges in most coun-
tries. In the absence of concrete and up-to-date policies, media literacy skills remain low
among the population. Based on these observations, the following stakeholders should
implement the following recommendations.

EU institutions should:

e Clarify the notion of appropriate prominence as contained in Article 7a of the
AVMSD to help countries trigger discussions and concrete initiatives on the
matter.

Member States and public authorities should:

e Increase legal obligations and provide quantified targets for PSM and commer-
cial companies in terms of media accessibility support for people with disabilities,
especially regarding audio-descriptions.

e Make ISP market share data publicly available. Transparency regarding how
ISPs manage network traffic should also be improved.



Consider the creation of funding to support local media as an essential element
to fight against news deserts. The experience of the Swedish Media Support
Fund can provide an interesting example.

Ensure that police forces are trained on aspects of online hate speech, and on
delivering responses to provide immediate and effective support for hate speech
victims.

Trigger stakeholder discussions to increase the fight against hate speech online,
involving VSPs and VLOPs which often do not contribute sufficiently to the fight
against hate speech.

Adopt a legal definition of community media if not yet legally recognised, or
re-adapt the actual definition to include other forms of media outlets beyond radio
and TV.

Include the obligation of gender parity in media management boards within the
PSM service contract.

Provide an up-to-date and comprehensive definition of media and information
literacy. Media literacy policies should be updated to include current challenges
linked to disinformation and Al. However, media literacy should not be reduced
to digital literacy and must include news media literacy, following the compre-
hensive definition contained in Art.2(21) EMFA that ‘media literacy’ means skills,
knowledge and understanding which allow citizens to use media effectively and
safely and which are not limited to learning about tools and technologies but aim
to equip citizens with the critical thinking skills required to exercise judgment,
analyse complex realities and recognise the difference between opinion and fact.

Rethink the education system to boost the resilience of young generations and
provide long-term funding to ensure an effective action plan.

National regulatory authorities should:

In partnership with PSM, implement a systematic quantitative and qualitative
monitoring of their content to assess the representation of all groups in society
including minorities, marginalised groups and women and take steps to improve
the representation of these groups. The experience of the Finnish public broad-
caster Yle is an example of good practices to replicate.

Public service media and commercial media companies should:

Adopt a comprehensive charter to ensure a proportional and free-of-stereotype
representation of minorities and marginalised communities.



Reach gender parity in management positions (from middle management to the
management roles).

Develop gender equal editorial policies and organise training sessions on gen-
der-equal reporting.

Work in partnership with NGOs focusing on media accessibility for people with
disabilities to develop tools that are adapted to their needs and investigate the
potential of Al to increase media accessibility for people with disabilities.

Develop inclusive editorial policies, both in media coverage of diverse communi-
ties and by including diverse members of communities in news content creation.

Training sessions to improve reporting on marginalised, minority and vulnerable
groups should be continuously organised.

Very large online platforms should:

Collaborate with national authorities and public service media to define a strategy
to guarantee the appropriate prominence of public service media.

Actively contribute to the fight against hate speech and provide national data to
researchers to measure hate speech phenomena online. More country specific
systemic risk assessment reports must also be provided.

Collaborate with national authorities to develop adapted media literacy initiatives
in national languages

The media community at large should:

Work on a joint platform to improve the position of local media and visibility of
challenges they are facing.

Work towards gathering more research data on the representation of marginal-
ised groups, particularly in private media outlets.
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ANNEXE 1 - METHODOLOGY

The MPM is a holistic tool that is designed to identify the potential risks to media
pluralism in EU Member States, with a specific focus on news and current affairs. The
research design of the MPM was developed and tested during two pilot
implementations in 2014 and 2015. In practice, the Media Pluralism Monitor consists
of a 200-variable questionnaire that encompasses the different components and
meanings of “media pluralism”, based on existing standards, such as those that are
promoted, amongst others, by the Council of Europe, the European Union, or the
United Nations. The qualitative answers gathered through the MPM questionnaire are
then used to quantify the risk to media pluralism in each country studied, according to
a six-tier system of evaluation - from very low risk to very high risk, using a
standardised formula (See section 3). As such, the MPM provides a unique
quantitative and qualitative assessment of the risk to media pluralism in EU Member
States and allows comparisons between countries.

1. MPM Questionnaire
The Media Pluralism Monitor questionnaire is divided into four areas as follows:

e Fundamental Protection. This area considers the necessary preconditions for
media pluralism and freedom, namely: the existence of effective regulatory
safeguards to protect freedom of expression; the right to seek, receive and
impart reliable and accurate information; favourable conditions for the free and
independent conduct of journalistic work; and the independence and
effectiveness national regulatory authorities.

e Market Plurality. This area considers the economic dimension of media
pluralism, to assess the capacity of the market to provide a plurality of
independent information sources, and to favour consumption diversity. It
evaluates the risks related to: lack of transparency of media ownership;
concentration of media ownership, assessed both on production and
distribution—that is, the media service providers as well as the digital
intermediaries, such as search engines, social media and other algorithmic
aggregators; threats to the economic sustainability of the media; and the
influence of commercial and owners’ interests on editorial content. The online
environment is fully considered in all the area’s indicators, with a focus on digital
markets, which has its own dedicated indicator.

e Political Independence. This area is designed to evaluate the risks of the
politicisation of the distribution of resources to the media; political interference
with media organisations and news-making; and political interference with the
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public service media. Further, it looks at the availability of safeguards against
manipulative practices in political advertising in audiovisual media and on online
platforms (including social media), as well as at the availability and
effectiveness of self-regulation.

Social Inclusiveness. This area assesses if access to the media is universal
and inclusive, with specific focus on the level of media access of various groups,
such as minorities and marginalised groups, local/regional communities, people
with disabilities, and women. Different social groups’ access to the media is a
key aspect of a participatory media system, and it is a core element of media
pluralism. Media literacy, as a precondition for using the media effectively, is
also included in this area.

Each area is composed of 50 variables, grouped into sub-indicators (varying
numbers), themselves grouped into indicators (5 per area). For the 2025 editions, the
MPM questionnaire was composed of the following indicators:

Social Inclusiveness
area

Political
Independence area

Fundamental Market Plurality area

Protection area

Universal reach of
traditional media and
access to the Internet

Political independence
of the media

Transparency of
media ownership

Protection of freedom
of expression

Representation of
minorities in the media

Plurality of media Editorial autonomy

providers

Protection of
information integrity

Protection of right to Plurality in digital Integrity of political Local/regional and

information markets information during community media
elections
Journalistic Media viability State regulation of | Gender equality in the

resources and support media

to the media sector

profession, standards
and protection

Independence and |Editorial independence|Independence of PSM Media Literacy
effectiveness of the | from commercial and
media authority owners' influence
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The MPM questionnaire is composed of three types of questions: legal, economic, and
socio-political.

e Legal (L) variables assess the existence of legal safeguards, and whether
due process is in place to ensure the effectiveness of said legal safeguards.
For example, is freedom of expression recognised in the constitution or in
national laws and case law in your country?

e Socio-political (S) questions provide a reality check on a specific issue in
practice. For example, is freedom of expression respected in practice in your
country?

e Economic (E) questions are designed to assess the risk to media pluralism
linked to economic factors based on quantitative data (e.g., market
revenues, revenue trends, audience shares, employment). For example, what
is the market share of the Top4 audiovisual media owners in your country?

Variables can either:

1. Be closed questions answered either by yes/no. For example, is your country
free of journalist killing?

2. Have a three-option reply: low risk, medium risk, high risk. For example, are
there cases of attacks or threats to the physical safety of journalists? Answers
in this case are either, low risk: no attacks, no threats. Medium risk: no attacks,
some threats. High risk: attacks and threats take place.

3. Be answered providing numerical values. For example, what is the market
share of the Top4 audiovisual media owners in your country? Please enter a
percentage.

While all the legal variables are either closed or three-risk questions, socio-political
and economic variables are more varied. The majority of economic variables (e.g.,
indexes of concentration; revenue trends and so on) are found within the Market
Plurality area.

Data used to fill the MPM questionnaire. The MPM is informed by both primary and
secondary sources, which are collected by national country teams. Among the sources
used by the country teams are: national laws, case law, governmental documents,
NGO reports, official statistics, commercial sources/financial reporting, and academic
research. When comprehensive, EU-wide data are available for a given variable (for
example, through Eurostat surveys); the CMPF suggests that the country teams use
a common dataset in their assessments to ensure that answers are more comparable
across countries. The data described above are supplemented with primary data,
gathered through interviews and document analyses of legal, academic and other



texts, together with the Group of Experts’ evaluation (see below) for variables that are
more difficult to measure, and/or that require a qualitative type of measurement, and/or
that have shown a lack of measurable and easily verifiable data. The combination of
primary and secondary data has proven to be a useful and effective approach in
ensuring reliable and valid findings in the context of this project.

The MPM questionnaire is reviewed every year by the CMPF team. For the MPM2025,
the CMPF team has updated the MPM questionnaire, taking into account several
factors including regulatory novelties, social changes, the results of previous data
collection, and newly available data. All the changes for this 2025 implementation are
described in section 5.4. The full questionnaire is accessible here.

2. Data Collection

Step 1 - Data collection by the country teams. For each edition, the MPM
questionnaire is filed on an ad hoc online platform by the country teams composed of
independent researchers with expertise in the field of media pluralism and media
freedom. Country teams are essential for the implementation of the MPM. First, due
to the reliance on secondary data, which is often in the native language, it is essential
to have national experts who are not only able to collect these data but who are also
able to evaluate their reliability and validity. Second, country teams have the ability to
build on local networks, particularly with regard to local stakeholders. Their input in
growing the network of informed stakeholders who join the discussion on media
pluralism has proven to be invaluable over time. Finally, country teams are
fundamental when it comes to providing answers to socio-political questions. Since
quantitative ways of measuring certain issues are sometimes missing, country teams
must provide their expert evaluations. Having a reliable and independent team,
composed of renowned experts in this field, is therefore crucial for the implementation
of this project.

All the countries for the MPM 2025 can be checked here. In an effort to ensure
continuity, and therefore improve comparability, also for 2025 most of the country
teams remained unchanged. For Malta, the data collection was carried out directly by
the CMPF team.

Step 2 - Internal peer-review of the data collection by the CMPF team. Once the
country teams have completed the data collection, the CMPF team checks the quality
and consistency of the data collected through the questionnaire, making sure that: 1)
the methodology has been respected for each variable, 2) the answer provided by the
country team is sufficiently sourced, and 3) the risk evaluation proposed by the country
team is comparable between countries and across years.


https://cmpf.eui.eu/media-pluralism-monitor-2025
https://teams.microsoft.com/l/message/19:8a61a8e5-feaf-4393-ad58-738b45ec923a_b9fb6f3f-0fd2-4a1c-81fd-2c6aa77f877d@unq.gbl.spaces/1750667829878?context=%7B%22contextType%22%3A%22chat%22%7D

Step 3 - External peer-review. Once the data collection has been reviewed internally
by the CMPF team, other two external peer-review mechanisms guarantee the
soundness of the MPM assessment.

1. Group of experts. The Group of Experts, composed of national stakeholders
and experts, provides a peer-review of the answers provided by the country
team for a selection of particularly sensitive and complex variables. The
variables submitted to the Group of Experts either require a qualitative type of
measurement or need answers that cannot be based on measurable and easily
verifiable data. Based on the review provided by Group of Experts, the country
teams either decide to confirm or modify their original assessments.

2. External peer-review. For a list of selected countries, the full data collection is
independently peer-reviewed by a leading media scholar in the concerned
country. The procedure aims to maximise the accuracy of the monitoring. In
these cases, neither the data collection nor the country reports necessarily
reflect the views of the peer-reviewer. However, the peer-reviewer
acknowledges that there is enough empirical evidence to justify the risk
assessment. The country reports that are submitted to this external peer-review
may change every year and are selected in such a way that they represent all
the different European regions. Countries are selected for peer review for at
least one of the following three reasons: 1) a quickly evolving situation during
the year studied, 2) a change of country team, and, 3) the presence of a high-
risk evaluation in the previous MPM country reports.

3. MPM Calibration

Once the data collection has been completed by the country team and peer-reviewed,
the CMPF team proceeds to calculate the risk levels.

For each variable, sub-indicator and indicator, a standardised formula is applied to the
entire MPM questionnaire. The formula was designed by drawing from previous
studies in which the indices were based on a list of questions/indicators for which the
answers were calibrated on a scale from 0 to 1 (e.g., Gilardi, 2002; Hanretty, 2009).

Step 1 - Calculation of the risk assessment at the variable level

Each variable receives a score from 0 to 1, according to the answer provided by the
country team. Scores closer to 0 indicate a low-risk assessment, while those closer to
1 indicate an assessment of high risk. Dichotomous variables with a yes/no reply, are
rated 0 or 1. Polychotomous variables with three-option replies are rated 0/0.5/1,
where low risk is associated with 0, medium risk with 0.5, and high risk with 1. For



variables with numerical values, the answer provided by the country team is formally
translated into a level of risk (low, medium, high), using thresholds that are defined on
existing standards (e.g. the Council of Europe, the European Union, or the United
Nations) or based on percentile scores.

Besides the dichotomous or polychotomous answering options, the country team,
when unable to provide an answer on the basis of available sources, can select one
of the following options:

1/ “Not applicable” - When a variable is irrelevant or inapplicable to a specific
country’s media system. For example, the variables related to regional and local media
are deemed as irrelevant in the context of Malta, given the size of the island. Such an
option was introduced in the MPM2015 to better capture the specificities of the national
contexts. When a variable is considered as not applicable, it is nullified and not
compute in the final risk score.

2/ “No data” - As the previous implementations have shown, some of the data—
mostly those relating to economic factors— are missing across many of the EU
Member States. To better capture this information, the MPM allows the option of a “no
data” answer. When answering “no data” to a variable, the country teams are asked
to evaluate whether the lack of data represents a transparency problem within their
national context, i.e., to evaluate whether the lack of data should be seen as being
problematic in their country. In this way, the specific characteristics of the national
context are accounted for, since there may be a variety of reasons why certain data
are not available/accessible across EU Member States and candidate countries, and
not all reasons may be causes for concern.

To ensure that all “no data” answers are taken into account in the national risk
assessments in the same way, each “no data” answer is coded and is assigned one
of the following five possible values: 1) Very Low Risk: a value of 0.00; 2) Low Risk: a
value of 0.25; 3) High Risk: a value of 0.75; 4) Very High Risk: a value of 1; 5) Missing
data: when the absence of data is due to technical issues it is interpreted as being “not
applicable”, and is excluded from the analysis.

Generally, to determine a risk level, the following procedure was applied: if a local
team took a position in the answer that indicated that a high risk was present, or, in
contrast, that the lack of data was not problematic, then the CMPF followed this
suggestion, and coded it accordingly as “no data”, with either a low or a high-risk value.
In cases where the absence of data cannot be explained, the following criteria were
considered:

« Taking into account the local context: where the data were not collected
because they were considered to be of limited interest (e.g., because the
country is too small to collect detailed information on a given issue; because a
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particular medium has a very limited reach), then a “low risk” value was
assigned.

« If there was an evasion of a legal requirement to collect the lacking data, then
a “high risk” value was assigned.

* The number of “missing data” values was limited as much as possible, and
was adopted only as a residual category in cases where comments that
evaluated the reason behind the lack of data were missing, were incomplete,
or were impossible to interpret.

» The “very low risk” and “very high risk” options have been in place since the
2020 MPM implementation for the Market Plurality area only. This was done
to take account of the phenomenon of a lack of market data; the “very high risk”
option is used in cases in which data on both the concentration of markets and
audiences are not provided in the country (as the lack of data forbids the
implementation of regulatory remedies or of policy measures to safeguard
media pluralism).

No data for the Market Plurality area. In the Market Plurality area, the MPM
questionnaire asks for numeric values to assess concentration in the indicator on
plurality of media providers (Top4 indexes measured on market and audience shares
for horizontal concentration in audiovisual, radio, newspaper sector; Top4 index
measured on audience share in the online sector; Top4 index measured on market
share for cross-media concentration), and in the indicator on plurality in digital markets
(specifically, in the sub-indicator on online platform concentration: Top4 index in the
online advertising market and in total digital audience). Moreover, economic data are
requested to assess media viability, on revenues and employment. The availability of
these data is a condition for the market to be transparent and open, and is a
precondition of any intervention to protect or restore external pluralism, and on which
to base public support for the media sector, if necessary. For these reasons, the
evaluation of the lack of data in the Market Plurality area follows additional guidelines.

a) Indicators on plurality of media providers and plurality in digital markets. When
the questionnaire asks both for market and audience concentration, the
following actions occur:

* If country data on audiences are available, but those on revenue shares
are not, or vice versa, the variable with a “No data” answer is given a
“missing data” value, meaning that the findings are based exclusively on
the available variable. In other words, the missing data is considered to
be optional, as audience measurement or revenue measurement alone
are sufficient to assess the market concentration.

* If the country produces neither data on the audience nor the revenue
shares, the lack of data for revenue shares is coded as “very high risk”,



and the lack of audience share data as “missing data”. When the
questionnaire only asks for audience or market concentration (variables
on online media and on cross-media concentration), the lack of data is
coded as high risk.

b) Indicator on media viability:

Concerning the sub-indicator on revenue trends, the MPM aims to assess the
economic trends in the year of implementation. Considering that official primary
data may not be available at the time of the data collection, other sources
(research, commercial industry, stakeholders’ associations) can be used by the
country teams to provide an estimate of the economic trends, under the CMPF’s
supervision. The lack of data is consequently evaluated by taking into account
the national context (e.g., whether they are not yet available at the time of the
data collection or are permanently unavailable; or if the sector lacking data is
not relevant in the country, e.g., the local media in a very small country; the
transparency of the advertising market, and so on). Up until 2024, the decision
was made to neutralise the lack of data in the case of the revenues of the digital
segment, as we considered this to be a new segment that was in need of a new
data collection practice. Starting with the MPM2025, however, the lack of
revenue data for digital natives is coded as high risk.

All “no data” assigned values have been double-coded by CMPF, meaning that two
independent coders assigned one of the prescribed values to each “no data” answer.
In cases where the coders disagreed, a discussion was held between those coders
until a consensus on the final value was reached.



4 - MPM Aggregation Method

The calculation of the risk level per sub-indicators, indicators, areas and of the overall
assessment relies on aggregation approaches to calculate indices that have been
used in previous studies (for an overview, see Hanretty & Koop, 2012). However, the
calculation also takes into account the logic of the Media Pluralism Monitor.

Risk assessment system. In previous editions of the MPM, risks to media pluralism
were assessed according to a three-tier system: low (a rounded score from 0% to
33%), medium (a rounded score from 34% to 66%), and high risk (a rounded score
from 67% to 100%). In 2025, the risk assessment was expanded from a three-tier to a
six-tier system, as follows:

e Very low risk (rounded score comprised between 0 % and 16%) - represented
in green in the data visualisation.

e Low risk (rounded score comprised between 17% and 33%) - represented in
light green.

e Medium-low risk (rounded score comprised between 34 % and 50%) -
represented in yellow.

e Medium-high risk (rounded score comprised between 51% and 66%) -
represented in orange.

e High risk (rounded score comprised between 67% and 83%) - represented in
red.

e Very high risk (rounded score comprised between 84% and 100%) -
represented in bordeaux.
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Figure 1 - MPM2025 Six-tier system of evaluation of risk levels

The adoption of the six-tier system aimed to provide a more granular assessment of
the risk to media pluralism and freedom. This increased granularity also aimed to shift
the reporting from a percentage-based risk evaluation to a risk-band evaluation, which
allows more comparability over the years, given the constant changes of the MPM
questionnaire.



Calculation of the sub-indicator risk level. The risk level associated with a sub-
indicator is calculated as follows :

R_sub_ind_final =" vy

R.js the average risk score for variable type £,
n% is the number of variables of type ¢,

W, = Vn' s the weight for variable type Z.

In 2025, the formula has been modified to apply the square root of the number of
variables per type within each sub-indicator. Given the fluctuating number of variables
per sub-indicator, this step creates a more uniform weighting per variable, ensuring
that variable types that are more numerous per sub-indicator are not under-weighted,
and variable types that are less numerous are not over-weighted, while maintaining
the L/S/E logic of the MPM.

The final risk score per sub-indicator is presented as a percentage score, e.g., a score
of 0.46 is presented as a risk of 46%. Each score is rounded to hundredths. If the digit
at the hundredth place is equal or superior to 5, the risk level is rounded up. If the digit
of the hundredth place is inferior to 5, the risk level is rounded down. For example, a
score of 0.46666 will be rounded to 0.47 or 47% while a risk level at 0.463333 will be
rounded down to 0.46 or 46%.

Calculation of the indicator risk level. The risk level associated with indicators is
calculated on the simple mean of the raw sub-indicator risk scores. The final risk
scores per indicator are trimmed as follows: 1) a score of O is rated as 3%, and 2) a
score of 100 is rated as 97%. The trimming of the extreme scores aims to avoid an
assessment of a total absence or a total certainty of a given risk. This trimming of the
extreme values was introduced as a methodological novelty in the MPM2016 (CMPF,
2017). As per sub-indicator, the final risk score per indicator is presented as a rounded
percentage score.

Specificity of the Market Plurality area - Indicator plurality of media providers.
This year, the formula used to calculate the risk score for the indicator plurality of
media providers is slightly different to the formula used for other indicators. It includes
an ad hoc weighing of some of the sub-indicators based on media consumption. This
choice was made to ensure that media sectors with higher audience shares have a
greater impact on the final score.
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IR_PMP =

IR_PMP represents Indicator risk level for Plurality of media providers
j represents media sector

C represents media consumption

Four of the sub-indicators - namely ‘horizontal concentration — AVMS’, ‘horizontal
concentration — radio’, ‘horizontal concentration — newspapers’ and ‘horizontal
concentration — digital’ - were weighted according to media consumption trends in a
given country, using data from the Flash Eurobarometer - Media & News Survey 2023.
The two remaining sub-indicators - that is, ‘media ownership concentration - regulatory
safeguards’ and ‘cross-media ownership concentration’ - have a default weight of 1.

Below is a step-by-step explanation of the formula applied for calculating the weighted
risk scores for the aforementioned sub-indicators. As a first step, the percentage of
media consumption for each of the four media sectors - AVMS, radio, newspapers,
digital - are calculated and then multiplied by 4 (representing the number of media
sectors). As a second step, the original sub-indicator score is then multiplied by its
corresponding weight. As a third step, the weighted sub-indicator scores within the
indicator are added up, along with the total weights. Finally, the total weighted sub-
indicator scores are divided by the total weights, which produces the final weighted
indicator score.

Calculation of the area risk level. The risk level associated with areas is calculated
on the simple mean of the rounded and trimmed indicator risk scores.

Calculation of the overall assessment. The risk level associated with areas is
calculated on the simple mean of the rounded area scores.



All the results are presented in the final report as rounded percentage scores.

Cross-data validation with Tableau. All the calculations made by the CMPF’s ad hoc
platform are replicated on the data visualisation software Tableau so that the risk
scores calculated by the platform can be easily checked and verified.

5. Changes to the MPM 2025 Questionnaire

In the MPM2025, significant changes were implemented by the CMPF. This was to
best align the questionnaire with the new set of regulatory instruments available at the
EU level: from the European Media Freedom Act, to the Regulation on the Targeting
and Transparency of Political Advertising. Further elements were also introduced
based on the Digital Services Act and the anti- SLAPP Directive.

A description of the main differences, compared to the MPM2024 questionnaire, is
given below.

e Fundamental Protection

Until MPM2024, the 5 indicators that made up the Fundamental Protection area were:
1) Protection of freedom of expression; 2) Protection of the right to information; 3)
Journalistic profession, standards and protection; 4) Independence and effectiveness
of the media authority; and (5) Universal reach of traditional media and access to the
Internet. Since MPM2025, these are now: 1) Protection of freedom of expression; 2)
Protection of information integrity; 3) Protection of the right to information; 4)
Journalistic profession, standards and protection; and 5) Independence and
effectiveness of the national regulatory authorities.

S

Deletion of Var. 3 (MPM2024): “Has In the perspective of adding variables

Protection of the State ratified the International concerning emerging issues, such as

freedom of Covenant on Civil and Political Rights | the governance of content

expression (ICCPR) with no significant moderation by online platforms, and
reservations/declarations?” foreign information manipulation and

interference, this variable was
deleted. In the European context, the
ratification of the ECHR (var.2)
seems sufficient to scrutinize the
respect of international standards.




Deletion of var. 7 (MPM2024): “Is
freedom of expression online clearly
defined in law and/or in the case-law
in accordance with international and
regional human rights standards and
are the restrictions to freedom of
expression online 'proportionate’ to
the legitimate aim pursued?”

In a convergent and hybrid media
environment, freedom of expression
online and offline cannot be
considered separately anymore.

Deletion of var. 8 (MPM2024): “Are
court decisions on damages
proportionate to the offense of
defamation? “

This circumstances are already
considered under var. 10 (“Is your
country free from SLAPP cases or
any other vexatious lawsuits that ask
a disproportionate amount

for damages and primarily aim to
harass and silence critics?”)

The sub-indicator on “Positive
obligations” (var. 8 - 10) has been
moved in this indicator from the one
on “Journalistic profession”.

Positive obligations to prevent
journalists and other watchdogs from
being subject to SLAPPs is a
necessary precondition for the
enjoyment of freedom of expression.
References to the recently enacted
EU anti-SLAPP Directive (2024/1069)
have been inserted.

The following variable has been
moved from the sub-indicator on
“Journalism and data protection” to
the one on “Positive obligations”: var.
9 “Has your country implemented
through national legislation the
derogation provided for the GDPR on
freedom of expression and journalistic
activities in a way that complies with
article 10(2) of the European
Convention on Human Rights?”

The GDPR and privacy- related
concerns are often the basis for
SLAPPs: see for example
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/1
0.1080/17577632.2022.2129614 and
https://www.the-
case.eu/resources/how-slapps-
increasingly-threaten-democracy-in-
europe-new-case-report/

Protection of
information
integrity

Addition of the new indicator,
“Protection of information integrity”.

It is composed of three sub-
indicators:

e “Respect of freedom of
expression online by
platforms” (var. 11-13)

e “Respect of freedom of

Acknowledging the relevance for
freedom of expression of issues
stemming from an increasingly
complex information environment.
The enjoyment of freedom of
expression and access to free and
plural information requires the
protection of information integrity (see
its definition in the Glossary).
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expression online by public
authorities” (var. 14- 16)

e “Protection against
disinformation and FIMI” (var.
17-19)

It includes the assessment of content
moderation practices by online
platforms, the management of
network traffic behind public
authorities’ request, disinformation
and foreign information manipulation
and interference.

Rephrasing of var. 8 and 10
(MPM2024- now var. 11 and 14) on
content moderation by online
platforms, on their own initiative (var.
11) or behind public authorities’
request (var. 14).

The question now directly refers to
the concept of content moderation as
defined in art. 3 of the DSA.

Both variables have been rephrased
to refer more directly to the respect of
freedom of expression as a standard
to evaluate a risk in this field.

Updating the variables investigating
the impact of content moderation
online on freedom of expression, in
light of the academic state of the art
and the full entrance into force of the
Digital Services Act (EU) 2022/2065).

While the changes were necessary to
adapt the variables to the new
regulatory context, it is admittedly
challenging to make full sense of the
new DSA transparency reports and
other disclosed data, as the
methodologies to analyze them are
still being developed. This is to say
that a fine-tuning of these variables
are expected in the years to come.

Var. 15 is a new variable, asking
about public authorities’ requests of
network traffic management to ISPs
and their adherence to freedom of
expression.

The word “State” in this variable as
well as the variables scrutinising
public authorities’ requests to
moderate content has been
substituted by the word “public
authorities”.

Acknowledging the impact on
freedom of expression and the right
to access information of ISPs traffic
blocks, restrictions, internet throttling
and shutdowns and similar- beyond
the issue of net neutrality as
considered in the previous MPM
editions in the “Universal access”
indicator.

Var. and 12 and 16 (var. 12 and 9 in
MPM2024) ask about the
transparency of content moderation
practices and requests, substituting
the evaluation of their “effectiveness”
with that of the “meaningfulness” of
such practices. By ‘meaningful’, we
mean the extent to which platforms’
transparency reports are helpful in
understanding the decision-making
processes behind content
moderation.

Acknowledging the entrance into
force of the DSA, for EU member
states, country teams can now
consider the adherence to DSA’s
transparency requirements (Arts. 14,
15, 21, 24) as indicated in the
description of these variables.




Variable 14 (11 in MPM2025) has
been rephrased, from asking the
presence of effective legal remedies
to address violations of rights
conducted by State or non-State
actors in the online environment, to a
more general possibility to access
dispute resolution mechanisms to
address violations of freedom of
expression that resulted from content
moderation practices.

This change reflects the full range of
possible appeal mechanisms
following content moderation actions.

It positively acknowledges the
existence of non- judicial dispute
resolution mechanisms in the context
of content moderation as provided for
example by art. 20 and 21 DSA and-
for media services providers- by art.
18 (5) and (7) EMFA. They are out-
of-court dispute settlements and
mediation procedures.

Addition of the new var. 19: “Are there
policies and measures in your country
to identify and address the threat of
foreign information manipulation and
interference?”

Acknowledging the emergence of the
issue of FIMI, it is assessed how
states deal with the threat in practice
and how it is addressed in the policy
discourse and relevant documents.

Var. 17 and 18 (MPM2025) are
rephrasing and merging var. 191, 194
and 197 (MPM2024), assessing the
national strategies and cooperation
among stakeholders to tackle
disinformation; their impact on
freedom of expression; the existence
of independent initiatives to monitor
and debunk disinformation.

These issues used to be assessed in
the Social Inclusiveness area, and
were moved into this indicator for the
MPM2025.

In light of the development of policy
making related to disinformation and
information manipulation online, the
indicator on “Protection of information
integrity” is best suited to assess
actions taken to address
disinformation-related issues.

The activities of monitoring and
debunking (including fact-checking
and research) are to be considered
jointly.

An emphasis on the
freedom of expression and the
independence from political and
economic influences of the initiatives
tackling disinformation has been
added.

respect of




Journalistic
profession,
standards and
protection

Rephrasing of var. 23 on the role of
journalists’ professional association.
A specific question on the presence
of media councils to safeguard the
respect of professional standards has
been introduced in the Political
Independence area (var. 111).
Moreover, the effectiveness of media
councils’ action is part of the
evaluation of v.112.

The “Editorial autonomy” indicator
seems best fit to evaluate the respect
for professional standards and the
self- regulatory measures in place in
that regard. It takes into consideration
the EU Commission
Recommendation (EU) 2022/1634 of
16 September 2022 on internal
safeguards for editorial independence
and ownership transparency in the
media sector.

Deletion of var. 25 (MPM2024): “Are
the freelancers and self-employed
journalists protected by social security
schemes or other forms of financial
support in case of unemployment,
underemployment, a significant loss
in revenues or illness?”

The working conditions of freelance
journalists now are reported under
var. 24, asking for working conditions
of journalists in general. This allowed
to make space for new variables
related to emerging issues for media
pluralism in the Fundamental
Protection area.

The sub-indicators on physical, digital
and life safety of journalists do
systematically require to refer to the
data collected by the following
projects: Mapping Media Freedom;
the reports of the Media Freedom
rapid Response Consortium (MFRR);
the Council of Europe's Platform to
promote the protection of journalism
and safety of journalists.

Acknowledging the value of these
sources, in line with Recital 74 EMFA
(Regulation 2024/1083): “the
monitoring exercise should take into
account the findings of the Council of
Europe Platform to promote the
protection of journalism and safety of
journalists and of the Media Freedom
Rapid Response, given their
effectiveness in identifying risks or
threats to journalists and media
service providers which can also
affect the internal market for media
services”.

Var. 27 and 31 assessing the physical
and digital safety of women
journalists also ask about the same
threats and attacks against LGBTQ+
journalists.

Acknowledging the severity of threats
faced by the LGBTQ+ community.

Var. 38 on measures that prevent the
illegal surveillance of journalists
reworded based on the terminology
used in art. 4 EMFA (e.g. intrusive
surveillance technology, persons with
regular or professional ties...). It has
been specified that in carrying out this
assessment, researchers should take

Acknowledging the provision of art. 4
EMFA. Expanding its scope beyond
the ban for using such intrusive
technologies only for public
authorities, but recognizing that
private subjects can play an
important role in the field of
surveillance against journalists and




into account surveillance activities by
private entities and state authorities,
including the outsourcing of
surveillance to private entities and
quangos (quasi-autonomous non-
governmental organizations).
Inclusion in this assessment of the
breaches of data retention obligations
for Telecom Operators and ISPs.

other public watchdogs.

Inclusion in the same variable of all
possible shadows of surveillance
against journalists.

Deletion of var. 37 (MPM2024): “Does
your country have a law that
establishes data retention obligations
for Electronic Telecommunications
Operators and Internet Service
Providers which complies with articles
8 and 10 of the European Convention
on Human Rights?”. Inclusion of this
assessment under var. 38 on the
existence of measures preventing the
illegal surveillance of journalists.

Inclusion in the same variable of all
possible shadows of surveillance
against journalists, making space for
new variables related to emerging
issues for media pluralism in the
Fundamental Protection area.

Deletion of the “Journalism and data
protection” sub-indicator.

The variables or issues contained in
this indicator have been moved to
other sub-indicators (Positive
obligations, Protection of sources).

This fine tuned the ratio behind a
focus on data protection in the field of
media freedom; moreover,
decreasing the number of sub-
indicators was needed for a more
balanced weight of each of them
under this indicator.

Independence
and effectiveness
of the national
regulatory
authorities

The indicator's name changed, it was
earlier referring to “media authorities”.
It now includes 3 new variables (41,
46, 50) related to the Digital Services
Coordinators, namely national
regulatory authorities entrusted by the
Digital Services Act to implement the
Regulation on a national level.

To assess the political and budgetary
independence, accountability and
effectiveness of the newly tasked
Digital Services Coordinators. For
non- EU countries, the same is valid
referring to the competent authorities
in the field of digital media services
and of content moderation on online
platforms.

Deletion of var. 41 (MPM2024): “Are
the appointment procedures for the
media authority effective in limiting
the risk of political and/or economic
influence?”. The appointment
procedures and their impact on the

To coherently assess all the relevant
elements concerning the
independence of NRAs, and making
space for new variables related to
emerging issues for media pluralism
in the Fundamental Protection area.




independence of NRAs are now
assessed under var. 40 and 41.

Deletion of the sub-indicator on
“Appointment procedures”, merged
with the sub-indicator on
“Independence”.

Merging the sub-indicators on
“Competences” and “Accountability”
under one sub-indicator called
“Competences and accountability”.

Decreasing the number of sub-
indicators for a more balanced weight
of each of them under this indicator.

Deletion of the
indicator
“Universal reach
of traditional
media and
access to the
Internet”

Var. 57 (MPM2024) asking about
ISPs traffic management has been
splitted between the indicator on
“Protection of information integrity”
(referring to public authorities’
requests) and the Social
Inclusiveness area (regarding
commercial practices- net neutrality
related).

The issues assessed under the sub-
indicators on “PSM coverage”,
“Broadband coverage”, “Internet
access’, and “Net neutrality” have
been transferred to Social

Inclusiveness area for MPM2025.

Deletion of var. 55 (MPM2024): “What
is the percentage of market shares of
the TOP 4 ISPs in your country?”

Some of the issues assessed under
this indicator are now assessed in the
Social Inclusiveness area, focusing
on universal and inclusive access to
the media.

e Market Plurality

The Market Plurality area presents the same structure for the MPM2024 as regards
the indicators. The changes introduced in MPM2025 occurred at sub-indicator and
variables level, and they are related to the need to take into account the EMFA
regulation, and the impact of Al on the economic environment the media: 1) plurality
of media providers: a new variable on the evaluation of media mergers, and
restructuring of the sub-indicator on cross-media concentration; 2) plurality in digital
markets: replacing of the sub-indicator on competition enforcement with a sub-




indicator on fair allocation of economic resource; 3) media viability: new sub-indicator

on innovation.

Indicators

Plurality of
media providers

Changes

Addition of new variable 65:
“‘Does the national law
establish substantive and
procedural rules, based on
transparent, objective,
proportionate and non-
discriminatory criteria, to
assess the impact of media
market concentrations on
media pluralism and editorial
independence?”

Rationale

Assessing the harmonisation of the
national rules with the anti-
concentration legal framework
introduced with the EMFA. This
variable asks about the existence of
a separate assessment on mergers
to evaluate the impact of the
concentrations in the media market
on media pluralism and editorial
independence (the so-called "media
plurality test", introduced by Article
22 EU Regulation (EU) 2024/1083
(European Media Freedom Act -
EMFA).

Restructuring the sub-indicator
on regulatory safeguards (anti-
concentration legal framework):
the legal variables on
horizontal concentration and
the legal variables on cross
media concentration are
merged.

This change is due to the evolution of
both the regulatory framework and
the market structure. The European
Union regulatory framework with the
EMFA does not distinguish between
horizontal and cross media
concentration. Moreover, the
separate legal assessment for each
media sector appears obsolete in the
convergent scenario of the digital
environment. The assessment of
economic variables (Top4 indexes) is
still conducted for each sector
(horizontal) and for the whole market
(cross-media).

Plurality in digital
markets

Deletion of the sub-indicator on
competition enforcement. Since
MPM202, this sub-indicator
was designed to keep track of
the evolution of the competition
framework to address the
challenges in the digital
markets.

This change is due to the evolving
EU regulatory framework. Under the
Digital Markets Act (which has been
in force from 2022 and became fully
effective in 2024) competition rules
and enforcement in the digital
markets shifted mainly at the EU
level.




Addition of a new sub-indicator,
named “fair allocation of
economic resources”, which
includes the variables of the
pre-existing sub-indicator on
financial obligations of the
platforms, and two new
variables:

78. “Are there in your country
pro-competition initiatives
aimed at balancing market
power between publishers and
online platforms?”

80. “Are there financial
agreements in your country,
between Generative Al
providers and media providers,
to remunerate the right holders
for the use of copyright-
protected content?”

This sub-indicator deals with
economic relationships between the
media providers and the other
players that are active in and impact
on the media market. The scope of
the sub-indicator has been enlarged
to go beyond the financial obligations
of the platform, and now refers to the
broader concept of fair allocation of
economic resources in the digital
environment of the media - which is
one of the objectives of the
provisions of the EMFA. The sub-
indicator now also addresses the
issue of copyright protection in
generative Al systems.

Media viability The variable on local media As the Social Inclusiveness area
revenue trends has been includes an indicator on local media,
moved to the area of Social it was considered more consistent to
Inclusiveness. move the variable on economic

sustainability of local media to this
area (see below).
Addition of a new sub-indicator | This change is due to the need to
on innovation, including the two | assess and separately evidence the
pre-existing variables on revenue trends of and the degree of
innovation in business models | innovation in the media sector.
and in newsrooms (which were
included in the past MPM in the
sub-indicator on Revenue
trends).

Editorial The variable on the safeguards | This change is due to the need to

independence in case of appointment and avoid duplications of assessments,

from commercial | dismissals of editors-in-chief regarding the guarantees against
and owner was moved to the Political arbitrary appointments and
influence Independence area. dismissals of editors-in-chief (due to

political or commercial/owners
pressure).




e Political Independence

The political Independence area has been subjected to relevant modifications, in
particular, with regard to the indicators editorial autonomy and audiovisual media,
online platforms, and elections — the latter has been renamed to integrity of
political information during elections. This was necessary to best align the area
with the EMFA framework (including Recommendations 2022/1634 on internal
safeguards for editorial independence and ownership transparency) introduce certain
elements from the Regulation on the Targeting and Transparency of Political
Advertising, and to ensure a greater balance across indicators, sub indicators, and
variables.



Indicator Changes Rationale
Political The definition of control, applying to the This adjustment was
independenc | sub-indicator “political control over media | necessary to better capture
e of the outlets”, has been updated: control is to every possible source of
media be understood as excessive ownership control that might be exerted
control (i.e. more than 10% of the shares | through ownership and/or
of a given media company) by political management means.
actors in general, and the control
enabling a dominant influence to be
exercised in the ordinary shareholders'
meeting. As in previous years, the
variables in question aim to capture
control that might be exerted through
intermediaries, such as family members,
friendly businesspeople (i.e. oligarchs),
or other affiliates (i.e. lawyers).
The definition of the risk coding options This was to equalise the
in variable 109 (formerly 121) has been coding options related to the
updated. socio-political assessment on
news agencies with the
coding options of other
sectors.
Editorial The sub-indicator “appointment of The adjustment was
autonomy editors-in-chief” has been renamed to: necessary so as to best

“appointments and dismissals of editors-
in-chief”.

reflect the scope of the sub-
indicator, which also
investigates potential relevant
cases related to dismissals of
editors-in-chief.

Following the removal of variable 105
from the Market Plurality area, the
assessment of the sub indicator
“appointments and dismissals of editors-
in-chief” now considers the risks coming
from both political and commercial
influences over appointments and
dismissals of editors-in-chief.

This adjustment was
necessary to avoid potential
overlapping, or doubling of
the data, between the Market
Plurality and the Political
Independence areas.

The sub-indicator “effectiveness of self-
regulation” has been reformulated (and
expanded) into two new sub indicators:

On the one hand, this was
necessary to improve the
numerical balance of the




“External safeguards” (3
variables, 2 legal, 1 socio-
political), focused on collective or
cross-sectorial codes of ethics or
bodies aimed at protecting
editorial content from commercial
or public interference

- Are cross-sectorial codes
of conduct stipulating
editorial independence
from political interference
in the news media
available?

- Are there external bodies,
such as media or press
councils, overseeing self-
regulation?

- Are the main self-
regulatory instruments
effective in preventing
political influence in
practice?

“Internal safeguards” (3 variables,
2 legal, 1 socio-political), focused
on media service providers’
internal codes of ethics and/or
codes of conduct and bodies
stipulating independence from
political interference, and their
effectiveness in practice.
Questions include:

- Do major media
organizations have codes
of ethics and/or codes of
conduct stipulating
independence from
political interference, and
are they implemented?

- Are there internal bodies
aimed at protecting the

variables across the different
indicators that make up the
area. On the other hand, the
changes followed the
recommendations on internal
safeguards for editorial
independence and ownership
transparency in the media
sector attached to the EMFA,
so as to better capture both
the availability, the quality,
and the effectiveness of
several self-regulatory
mechanisms.




independence of editorial
content?

- Are internal safeguards
effective in preventing
political influence?

Audiovisual
media, online
platforms and
elections

The indicator “audiovisual media, online
platforms and elections” has been
renamed to “integrity of political
information during elections”. It now
counts 13 variables, against the 17
variables of the previous MPM.

The indicator is now focused
on the electoral period only.

Three variables from the sub-indicator
“PSM bias” related to the non-electoral
period have been moved to the indicator
“independence of public service media”.
As such, the sub-indicator has been
renamed to “PSM bias in the electoral
period”.

The indicator is now focused
on the electoral period only.

The sub-indicator “commercial
audiovisual media bias” has been
renamed to “private audiovisual media in
the electoral period”.

This terminological
adjustment was made in
order to best reflect the scope
of the sub-indicator, which
was already focused on the
electoral period only.

The sub-indicator “rules on political
advertising in audiovisual media” has
been renamed to “rules on political
advertising in the media”.

This was because the legal
assessment on political
advertising on online media
(v.136) was included in the
sub-indicator in question. As
such, the scope of the sub
indicator is no longer only
related to audiovisual media,
but now embeds the
distribution of political
advertising in the media in
general, including the online
dimension.

The variable “is there a regulation that
aims to ensure equal opportunities and
transparency of political advertising in
online media during electoral
campaign?” has been removed.

Same as above, the
assessment has been
integrated in the sub-indicator
“rules on political advertising
in the media”.




The sub-indicator “rules on political
advertising online” has been renamed to
“rules on political advertising on online
platforms”.

Following the removal of the
variable on political
advertising in online media,
the sub-indicator now
investigates the reality behind
political advertising in online
platforms only.

The following variable has been added to
the indicator “rules on political
advertising in the media”™: “have the
providers of political advertising services
respected the ban on the provision of
advertising services to third country
sponsors three months before an

election or referendum?”

This was based on some of
the requirements of the
recently adopted EMFA
regulation on the targeting
and transparency of political
advertising (art. 5 (2)).

Two new socio-political variables were
added to the sub-indicator “distribution of
state advertising”: “Is state advertising
distributed to online platforms in a fair
and transparent manner?”; and “do the
competent National Regulatory Authority
take account, monitor, and report
annually on the allocation of state
advertising expenditure to media service
providers and to providers of online
platforms, and are the reports made
publicly available?”

This was based on the
requirements of Art. 25
EMFA.

Independenc
e of public
service media

The methodological descriptions of some
variables under this indicator have been
adjusted.

This was to detail in the
variables’ methodology the
requirements provided by
EMFA Art.5.

A new sub-indicator, “plurality of PSM
coverage”, was added. This is made up
of the three PSM variables on the non-
electoral period that have been moved
from the former indicator “audiovisual
media, online platforms and elections”.

This change concentrates
most of the PSM-related
variables under the dedicated
indicator. It also entailed the
creation of an ad-hoc sub-
indicator to investigate
proportional and unbiased
representation of political
actors and viewpoints in the
non-electoral period in PSM.

The variable in the sub-indicator “PSM
governance”, asking about the

This was to better capture the
extent of political control all




independence of the PSM editorial line,
has been modified.

the way up to the level of
editors-in-chief.

Their assessment has been
integrated into the remaining
legal question.

Two variables from the sub-indicator
“PSM funding” have been removed.

e Social Inclusiveness

The Social Inclusiveness area for the MPM 2025 includes a new indicator on
universal and inclusive access to media. This indicator focuses on infrastructures to
guarantee inclusive access to media throughout national territories and for people with
disabilities. The indicator on protection against disinformation has, however, been
transferred to the Fundamental Protection area. The indicator on representation of
minorities in the media has been fully reorganised.

Universal and
inclusive
access to
media

The indicator on “universal
access to the media” that
was previously part of the
Fundamental Protection
area has been transferred
to the Social Inclusiveness
area and has been
transformed to include a
focus on geographical
inclusivity and media
accessibility

As an essential component of geographic
inclusivity, universal access is part of the
Social Inclusiveness area.

A variable on the
appropriate prominence of
the content of public
interest produced by PSM
has been added.

This is in line with Article 7a of the revised
Audiovisual Media Service Directive
(AVMSD) 2018/1808/EU.

Two variables assessing
the regional homogeneity of
download speed of fixed-
broadband and of mobile-

This variable aims to understand
geographical inclusivity in terms of
broadband coverage as a key to social
inclusiveness.




broadband through the
national territory were
added.

The sub-indicator “media
accessibility for people with
disabilities” has been
transferred to this indicator.

The sub-indicator on “media accessibility
for people with disabilities” has been
included in this indicator as media
accessibility is essential to guarantee a
universal and inclusive access to the
media.

Representation
of minorities in
the media

Reorganisation of the
indicator into three sub-
indicators: “representation
of legally-recognized
minorities in media
content”, “representation of
marginalised communities
in media content”,
“protection against hate

speech”.

Instead of focusing on internal and
external pluralism, the sub-indicators focus
on types of minorities and the specific
problems they may face.

The sub-indicator on “protection against
hate speech” has been included in this
indicator following the disappearance of
the indicator on “protection against
disinformation and hate speech”.

The notion of “non-legally
recognised minority” has
been replaced by the notion
of “marginalised
community”.

The notion of marginalised community is
larger and also allow us to take into
account communities such as the LGBT
community. It also made more sense to
speak about marginalised communities in
line with the notion of hate speech as not
only minorities are victims of hate speech.

Inclusion of a variable on
VLOPs’ actions to fight
against hate speech.

This is in line with the disposition
contained in Art. 34 of the DSA.

Local, regional
and community
media

Inclusion of a variable on
the sustainability and
viability of local media,
previously in the Market
Plurality area (var. 176).

The sub-indicator now provides a more
complete overview of local and regional
media.

Creation of a new sub-
indicator to measure PSM
and local coverage,
including a new variable on
the recording of local

It allows us to distinguish the local media
offer from private media companies and
from PSM.




programmes by PSM (var.
178).

Reshaping of the indicator
on “community media” with
four variables. These focus
on: 1. the legal recognition
of community media (var.
179); 2. legal provisions to
guarantee their access to
frequencies (var. 180); 3.
subsidies (var. 181); and 4.
the offer of community
media in practice (var. 182).

This redistribution provides a more
complete overview of community media.

Gender
equality in the
media

Creation of a new sub-
indicator named “editors-in-
chief and gender equality”
composed of two variables.
This sub-indicator is
composed of two variables
which assess the gender
equality among editors-in
chief in leading news media
(existing variable) (Var.
198) and in local media
(new variable) (Var. 199).

The issue of gender equality in local media
is often overlooked in academic research.

Media literacy

Redistribution of the
variables into four sub-
indicators: “media literacy
governance framework”,
‘media literacy in the
compulsory curriculum”,
“lifelong media literacy
activities”, and “media
literacy skills”.

This change creates a better balance
between sub-indicators.

It also distinguishes between - media
literacy activities included in the
compulsory curriculum and lifelong
activities.

Addition of a variable
regarding resources
allocated to media literacy
programmes in the sub-
indicator “media literacy
governance framework”
(see var. 193).

Based on the new media literacy toolbox
developed by the European institutions,
resources are essential to media literacy
policies.




Addition of a variable linked | This variable is in line with article 28b of
to the action of VSPs and the audiovisual media services directive.
AVMS in terms of media
literacy included in the sub-
indicator “lifelong media
literacy activities” (see var.
198).
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