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1. Introduction

In 1996 Rupert Murdoch’s News Corporation almost acquired the European rights to broadcast the Olympics for the period 2000-2008. Two years later, his colleague media investor in Germany, Kirch, was more successful and bid away from EBU the rights for the next two WC-soccer finals in 2002 and 2006. These two episodes sent shocking waves through the whole European system of sport broadcasting. One consequence was the initiative of the Listed Events administrated by the EU (Television Without Frontier Directive 97, 19/36, article 3a). The purpose of this regulation is to prevent major sporting events from being broadcasted on TV-channels with restricted penetration. 

There are few markets that have gone through more dramatic alterations during the last two decades than the markets for sports rights. Gradually the competition between commercial TV channels has become tougher after the liberalisation of the European TV-market in the mid 80s. This development has led to some strong price increases on some of the most attractive sports rights (Baskerville Communication Corporations 1999; Baskerville Communication Corporations 1999; Kagan World Media 1999b). Therefore, several popular sporting events have been transferred from public service broadcasting channels (hereby called PSB channels) to commercial channels. On several occasions the sports rights have gone to channels with considerably lower penetration than the PSB channels. It was the concern about these impacts that initiated the Listed Event. Several articles have focused on issues related to this development; Boardman and Hargreaves-Heap (1999); Cave and Crandal (2001); Cowie and Williams (1997); Gaustad (1999); Solberg and Gratton (2000). 

This article will focus on the economic impacts related to this development, with special application to Norway. It identifies some of the unwanted impacts which have paved the way for a regulation like the Listed Events. It gives broad attention on the implementation of this regulation and discusses to what degree it will reduce some of the unwanted impacts. 

Chapter 2 gives a brief presentation of the Lists and the implementation process. Chapter 3 focuses on the supply side in the TV-market; the various categories of channels and their behaviour. Chapter 4 discusses some of the welfare economic arguments for regulating the market for TV sport, with special application to the Listed Events.  

The empirical section, chapter 5 - 7, presents some empirical data from Norway. These are the results from different surveys concerning people’s interest for TV programmes, also including non-sport programmes. In addition, the results from rating lists also are presented. And least, the implementation of the Norwegian Listed Event is discussed, based on the data that have been presented. 

2. Listed Events – background and implementation 

The Listed Events was first introduced in the UK in 1990, and later it was tightened in the Broadcasting Act 1996. The 1990 Act prevented certain sporting events being shown exclusively on Pay-Per-View, whilst allowing the events to be shown on non-terrestrial subscription channels. The 1996 Broadcasting Act extended the prohibition from Pay-Per-View to subscription channels, but without changing the list of events (Cowie and Williams 1997). 

Later the idea was adopted by the European Commission in the "Television without frontiers" directive 97/36. The principle in the directive is that each "member state" can draw up a list of events, national or non-national, that it considers being of major importance for the society. These events only will be allowed broadcasted on channels which achieve a certain minimum penetration. At present, lists have been passed in the UK, Denmark, Italy and Germany, whilst regulations are on their way in other countries. UK requires that channels which broadcast events that are on the list must have a minimum penetration on 95 %, Denmark and Italy 90 %, while Germany only requires 67 %. 

In general, the list will not cover complete tournaments except from the Olympics. Broadcasters that do not reach the necessary penetration can acquire the rights for a tournament, but will have to offer the "list-happenings" to other channels which satisfy the required penetration. Though there are some practical issues that remain to be solved concerning what prices that should be adopted on such occasions. In international team tournaments the list generally includes the matches which involves the national team, as well as the semi-finals and the final, and on some occasions also the opening match. 

The UK Listed Event is somewhat different from what has been approved in the other countries. The UK regulation contains both an A list and a B list. The former category follows the same principles as in the other countries, but is more strict as it covers all the matches in the WC soccer finals, not only the matches involving British teams and the finals. The latter category allows for live programmes to be screened exclusively on channels which do not meet the 95 % penetration, assuming edited highlights or delayed coverage are broadcasted on a channel with 95 % penetration. 

The EC-directive will mainly include sporting events, though other cultural events of special importance for the society can also be included. As an example, the Italian list includes the San Remo Italian music festival.       

In May 2000, the Norwegian minister of cultural affairs proposed that the following events only could be broadcasted on channels with a minimum penetration on 90 %: 

· The Summer and Winter Olympics

· World Cup- and European soccer finals (national teams) for men and woman. Only including matches involving Norway and semi-finals and finals, also including Norway’s qualifying matches 

· World Cup- and European handball finals (national teams) for men and woman. Only including matches involving Norway and semi-finals and finals, also including Norway’s qualifying matches

· World Championship in skiing: Nordic games, alpine and biathlon

· World Championship in athletic

The Norwegian list was not approved by June 2001. There are only two Norwegian channels which achieve the necessary 90 % penetration, as is seen from table 2-1. The data were collected during the last quarter in 1999. The structure presented in table 2-1 is quite similar to what is found in several other European countries, e.g. the UK, Denmark and Sweden. In all these countries non-commercial PSB channels have had a dominating position for decades, but in recent years several commercial PSB channels have emerged as serious competitors.

	
	Percent
	Persons

	Households

	                  Total:

Channel:
	100 %
	3 720
	1 827

	NRK1

	99 % 
	3 679
	1 807

	TV2
	97 %
	3 608
	1 772

	TV Norge
	82 %
	3 050
	1 498

	NRK 2
	77 %
	2 864
	1 407

	TV3
	62 %
	2 306
	1 133

	Canal Plus

	15 %
	569
	280


Table 2-1: Norwegian TV channels' penetration in 1999

3. TV broadcasting - the supply side

3.1 Cost structure

TV broadcasting is a typical "economies of scale" production, with high fixed costs, while the variable costs are relatively low. The producing and transmission of TV-programmes usually require considerable “starting up” costs. On the other hand, those that can afford the entrance will enjoy economies of scale and scope by; spreading overhead costs, applying common managerial techniques, spreading risks, and enjoying pecuniary advantages such as discounts from programmes suppliers. Variable costs are those which the supplier can influence in the short run, unlike fixed costs. Besides staff and marketing, the major short-run cost of a television distributor is the cost of programmes (Dunnet 1990). There are considerable variations in the variable costs for the different categories of programmes. In general programmes that are produced in-house are more expensive than programmes that are bought in. 

TV-broadcasting also corresponds with the cost structure that is typical for public goods (Throsby 1994; Brown 1996). Relatively high fixed costs, while the marginal costs of distributing the programmes on another channel or to an additional viewer are very low. Another characteristic of television broadcasting is the high "first copy" costs (Brown and Cave 1992). Once the outlays have been incurred and the programmes produced, they can be recorded on a video tape or on film, and its cost to the original producer is then independent of the number of stations which acquire the rights for its rebroadcast.

Table 3-1 presents the costs per hour for various categories of TV-programmes for BBC, based on data from 1995 (Kagan 1995). It is worth noting that sport was among the cheaper programmes. However, this picture might have been altered in recent years due to the dramatic price leaps on sport rights. 
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3.2 Categories of TV-channels. 

In Europe, roughly four categories of TV channels have been involved in the broadcasting of major sporting events in recent years.  

· Non-commercial PSB channels 

· Commercial PSB channels

· Advertising commercial channels

· Pay service channels

Non-commercial PSB channels mainly achieve their income from licence fees. The general sense is that these channels should have objectives other than the entertainment of viewers and the profitability of private broadcasting firms. According to welfare economic theory, their aim should be to maximise the welfare of the society, subject to financial restrictions which are set by politicians (Brown 1996). This also covers a philosophy about the program production and presentation, such as concerns for national identity and community; catering for all interests and tastes (including minorities) and quality of programming, and a “local content” provision requiring domestic production of specified proportions and categories of programming. As an example, for the BBC, the objective is to achieve an in-house production of 80 %.    

While the broadcasting of TV-programmes contain typical public good aspects, the same does not apply to the production of programmes. Resources being used in the production of one programme cannot be used in the production of other programmes simultaneously (Gaustad 1999). The other programmes that are displaced represent the alternative cost, and when sport rights increases, it also reduces their ability to broadcast other programmes. This especially applies to non commercial PSB channels, as they neither are allowed to sell advertising, nor charge the viewers any pay per view fees. 

From a welfare economic perspective, there is no rationale for non-commercial PSB channels to spend resources on sport programmes if the commercial channels can do the job just as well, unless they can provide programmes that are of a better quality, or achieve more viewers. Some viewers might dislike being disrupted by advertising slots and would therefore prefer sport being broadcasted on non-commercial channels. However, such problems are probably smaller in Europe where there are regulations which limits the amount of advertising slots. Such concerns are probably of more importance in the US, where there are no limits for how much advertising a channel can broadcast, except for programmes targeting children. 

Another rationale for non-commercial PSB channels to involve themselves in the broadcasting of sport programmes could be related to penetration. In Europe, these channels have traditionally achieved higher penetration than their commercial competitors. However, in recent years this situation has changed dramatically, and nowadays there are many advertising channels that achieve almost the same penetration. Pay channels acquirements of attractive sports have generated economic inefficiency, due to their restricted penetration and charging of the viewers. However, this phenomenon is not an argument for non-commercial PSB channels to do the job instead of advertising channels, if the latter channels achieve the same penetration. Therefore the welfare economic arguments for why non-PSB channels should give priority to expensive sport programmes are considerably weaker than they were only some few years ago. 

The commercial PSB channels mainly receive their income from advertising. In many European countries, the normal procedure is that the channels apply for licences for periods of several years. To achieve such licenses, the channels have to accept certain requirements which are quite similar to those which regulate the non-commercial PSB channels. Some of these obligations will also have financial consequences for commercial channels. Advertisers are less interested in buying slots connected with programmes for minorities. 

Non-PSB advertising channels avoid many of these requirements and are therefore freer to construct a menu of programmes that is based only on commercial considerations. In Europe the regulations which restrict advertising vary from country to country. The channels are obliged to follow the regulations in the country from where the programmes are being broadcasted. Therefore some of them broadcast from the countries that have the most liberal rules.  

Both categories of advertiser channels receive income which is broadly proportional to the audience size. Consequentially, they always have an incentive to provide programmes which attract large audiences. The non-PSB channels usually have the lowest penetration and therefore have to charge lower prices on advertising slots than their PSB competitors. Though the number of viewers will not necessarily reflect the audience's preferences or willingness to pay for the program. In addition advertising channels have incentives to duplicate programmes that are extremely popular, and neglect minority tastes. 

Such incentives also apply to their behaviour on the market for sport rights. Advertising channels will always prefer the sporting events that are able to attract the largest audiences. However, to advertisers, not all viewers are alike. The greater the spending power of viewers and/or the greater their attractiveness to the advertisers, the more the advertiser will pay to reach them. This creates an incentive for channels to discriminate in favour of viewers with high income and offer sports programmes to which they can relate.

Pay service channels have substantially lower penetration than the other categories of channels. These channels obtain most of the income from the viewers, usually with the charges split into a two-tariff system. Firstly, there is a subscription fee, which often is split between a one-time (lump sum) fee paid when signing the subscription, and a current fee paid at regular stages. The latter allows for adjustments if the fixed costs increase as market conditions change. In addition, they are also able to charge pay-per-view fees (PPV). Unlike advertiser-supported broadcasting, pay-TV may take account of the intensity of viewers’ preferences expressed in financial terms. By doing so, subscriber-supported broadcasting has the potential to broadcast additional programmes that cater to the tastes of audiences whose size is sufficiently small so that such programmes would be unprofitable under advertiser support. Sports programmes which do not attract the large audiences, can still be profitable assuming a sufficient number of viewers have a high willingness to pay for watching the programmes. This assumes the channel finds a way of extracting a sufficient proportion of the viewer’s willingness to pay, to make the program profitable.  

4. Welfare economic arguments for regulating the market for sports rights. 

Normative theories of regulation start from the proposition that the government is pursuing certain "benign" objectives, and intervening in the broadcasting system in order to pursue such goals as economic efficiency or equity. Normative motives for regulation can themselves be usefully divided into two groups. In the first, the nature of the regulation is "economic"; the government intervenes to avert the market failures or departures from efficiency to which an unregulated system would otherwise be prey. This can be distinguished from "social" regulation, through which the government pursues certain social objectives in the "public interest", such as the protection of the population from unsuitable broadcasting material, or the development of national culture (Brown & Cave 1992). 

Welfare economic theory of broadcasting regulation identifies market failures arising from the public good nature of the industry. Pure public goods are characterised by the non-rivalling and the not-exclusiveness criteria (Olson 1971). TV broadcasting satisfies the first criterion completely, as one extra viewer not will reduce the possibility for others to watch the same programme. The not-exclusiveness criterion though is not satisfied, as it is a rather simple task to prohibit unwanted viewers, e.g. by decoders. 

In addition, regulations in broadcasting markets could also be based on the existence of merit goods and externalities related to some programmes. The production and transmission of certain kinds of programmes is considered to be socially desirable (e.g., news, current affairs, documentaries, educational and arts programmes) and cater for the taste of certain ethnic, cultural, age, or lifestyle minority groups. In Europe, many governments have adopted a paternalistic role by intervening in broadcasting markets and substituting their own preferences for those expressed by individual consumers.

The rationale behind the Listed Events

The "Television without frontiers" directive, which presents the rationale behind EU's administration of the Listed Events, was justified by the need to ensure that major events (including sporting events), already seen as a "cultural" asset of a state, could be watched by the general public via unencrypted broadcasts. The new Article 3a of Directive 97/36 sets out a series of criteria for classifying which events that are of general interest. The list will only cover events which enjoy widespread recognition by the general public, and have particular cultural significance for the national identity. Typical sporting events are the Olympics, World Cup soccer finals, and similar international championships in sports which have a popular position within the country, and where the event and its outcome is of special and widespread interest among the majority of the population. 

The rationale behind the Listed Events could be based on public good aspects, and also of the existence of externalities. Domestic competitors successes in international championships clearly contains some public good elements. People cannot be excluded from feeling pride and enjoyment when local competitors win prestigious gold medals.. There are numerous examples of people celebrating such achievements. As an example: when Jamaica qualified for the World Cup soccer finals in France, 1998, the Government declared the following day a national day of celebration, and most employees were given a day off from work. Such celebrations not only apply to smaller countries. Parades where the local heroes are celebrated are common also in larger countries. Normally, such enthusiastic interest not only applies to the celebration of the achievements, but also to the whole event period. 

Likewise the non-rivalling criterion, which is typical for public goods, is also satisfied. If one person enjoys watching the event on TV, he or she does not exclude others from enjoying it. Such effects are obviously reduced if people are prohibited from watching the event on TV. In general people will not enjoy the same value from learning the results in the news, than they have from watching the event live on TV. TV broadcasting of popular sporting events does not involve the free rider problem, which characterises some public goods (Samuelson 1954). Nowadays there are plenty of channels that are interested in broadcasting the most attractive events. The economic inefficiency arises when channels with low penetration secure the rights, and from the charging of the viewer.   

Externalities

Most people will regard it as a value in it self to have someone to share the pleasure with. Indeed, that more people have admittance to the same sport programmes, opens up for externalities. Having a party completely alone is not much worth. The broadcasting of sporting events may also generate other sorts of externalities, and which also contain some public good elements. Common enjoyment of international success in sporting events might strengthen people's feeling of having national identity. Norwegians may feel more pride of being Norwegian if national competitors achieve success in international championships. Governments all over the world regard it as prestigious when national competitors achieve success on international sport arenas.  

Boardman & Hargreaves Heap (1999) identifies a different sort of externality, namely that the broadcasting of popular events might stimulate conversation, in the way that it gives people a broader platform for initiating conversations with strangers. Another externality emerges if the broadcasting of sporting events stimulates more people to take up a sport and exercise more. However, sports federations obviously have motives to take such considerations into account when they sell exclusive broadcasting rights. Similar concerns also apply to sponsorship income. It reduces the recruitment to the sport, as well at sponsor’s willingness to support if the TV-programmes only are screened on subscription channels with a restricted penetration.

Some of the impacts require that a minimum number of people have the possibility to follow the event, e.g. by watching it live on TV. It clearly reduces the potential for a national celebration if only a minority  of the people have the admittance to the channels that broadcast the event. This is where the Listed Events comes in, which purpose is to guarantee that most people have this possibility. However, a state of "national celebration" also requires that the sport and the event really enjoy a widespread recognition by the general public. It is unlikely that people who consider themselves very uninterested in a sport will watch programmes from international championships, even if the domestic competitors are doing well. Unless the latter assumption is satisfied, it can be questioned whether a regulation such as the Listed Events really is necessary.   

Equity

The switch of popular sporting events from channels which provide free broadcasting to pay channels represents a disadvantage for those who cannot afford to subscribe on pay channels. Cost is obviously a barrier to subscription on pay channels. Thus a concern with equity could provide a reason for government intervention (Boardman & Hargreaves Heap 1999). However, one should have in mind that the equity argument applies not only to sporting events, but also to whatever programmes that are being broadcasted. Moreover, concerns about equity do not make sense as a single argument in this case. Unequal income distribution influences people's ability to purchase all sorts of goods. The sport programmes themselves really must be so important (for whatever reason), that they should be provided for people who cannot afford to subscribe on channels with restricted penetration. 

Dead-weight losses from the transfer of sports rights to pay channels  

Transferring broadcasting rights to pay channels cause an overall dead-weight loss because of the public good element. The problems arise from the channels charging of the viewers which drives a gap between the price and the marginal cost. Have in mind that the marginal cost of reaching another viewer is zero, once a programme is being broadcasted. Positive prices on programmes will exclude viewers which evaluate the programmes less than the price being charged. Thereby the consumer surplus is reduced. However, the element of public good characterises all sorts of TV-programmes, not only sport programmes. All kinds of charging of TV viewers will generate a dead-weight loss, assuming it do deter people from watching. An efficiency reduction of these losses requires that the losses related to all kinds of programmes to be balanced against each other. However, the “Television Without Frontiers” directive does not provide any arguments which indicate that the purpose was to reduce such impacts. Therefore an evaluation of whether the Listed Event regulation meets the objectives should not be based on whether it reduces such economic efficiencies.   

5. Data and results 

The main data source about people’s media preferences comes from Gallup Norway’s Consumer and Media survey in 1999. This survey focused on different dimensions of peoples’ leisure activities, and the interest for TV-sport was only a minor part of the questionnaires. Totally the survey gathered 11 623 replies. Of these 46,8 % were males, while 53,2 % were females. 64,8 % was married or non-marital cohabitants. 42,9 % were living in cities, while the rest lived in rural areas. 41,7 had status as housefather, 47,6 % as housemother, 4,4 % as son, 4,6 % as daughters, while 1,7 % belonged to other categories.   

Another source was the Norwegian Media Barometer, which is a collaboration between Statistics Norway and the Institute for Journalism, at the University of Oslo. This is an annual survey which is based on interviews that are carried out during March, June, September and December. The media related questions refer to the respondent’s “media-consume” the day before the interview take place. The samples aimed to be representative for the whole Norwegian population from 9-79 years. The sample in 1999 totally amounted to 1869 persons.     

The third source are so called rating lists which were measured by Gallup Norway. This survey includes about 1000 households, equalling 2400 persons. These households have TV-boxes in their homes that are used to register their TV-viewing habits. Each television is linked to a box that registers whether the TV is on, and also on which channel. All members in the TV-household have their own button which register whether they are watching or not. The members are recruited from Gallup Norway’s annual Consumer and Media survey.    

5.1 Peoples’ interest for TV-sport

Table 5-1 shows how the respondents in Gallup Norway’s Consumer and Media survey graded their interest for different categories of TV-programmes. The replies were based on a scale ranking from 1-4
. The emphasised sports all have events on the proposed Norwegian Listed Event. Sport programmes did not have a dominating position, and their popularity was far behind all categories of news programmes. Nature programmes, documentaries and debates also were considerably more popular than sport. Skiing/Biathlon
 figured on top of the sport category list, but ranked well behind domestic news. As seen from table 5-2, a significant proportion of people considered themselves uninterested in sports programmes. This also applied to other sports that are on the proposed Norwegian list, although these scored higher than the sports that not were included 67 % considered themselves very interested in domestic news, while only 32 % were very interested in skiing/biathlon and 27 % very interested in soccer. 

	Category of program
	Average value

	1. Domestic news
	1,38

	2. Local news
	1,45

	3. Foreign news
	1,63

	4. Nature programmes
	1,70

	5. Documentaries
	1,75

	6. Debates
	2,08

	7. Thriller films/series 
	2,15

	8. Politics
	2,17

	8. Skiing (Nordic games)/Biathlon 
	2,17

	10. Popular science and research
	2,20

	11. Health 
	2,21

	12. Comedies films/series
	2,22

	12. Family films/series
	2,22

	14. Programmes about cooking
	2,28

	15. Crimes and felonies
	2,31

	16. Quiz programmes  
	2,34

	17. Alpine skiing
	2,36

	18. Contemporary films
	2,41

	19. Soccer
	2,50

	20. Handball
	2,52

	21. Older classical films/series
	2,54

	21. Love story movies/series
	2,54

	23. Athletics
	2,56

	24. Music videos
	2,69

	25. Religious programmes 
	2,76

	26. Erotic movies
	2,80

	27. Horror movies/series
	2,89

	28. Motor sport
	2,96

	29. Boxing
	3,26

	30. Ice Hockey
	3,27


Table 5-1: Popularity list – program categories

	
	Very interested
	Somewhat interested
	Somewhat uninterested
	Very uninterested

	Domestic News
	67
	29
	3
	1

	Documentaries
	41
	47
	9
	4

	Skiing (Nordic games)/Biathlon
	32
	35
	16
	16

	Soccer
	27
	26
	19
	29

	Alpine skiing
	22
	38
	22
	18

	Athletic
	17
	35
	25
	24

	Handball
	20
	32
	23
	25

	Boxing
	6
	16
	22
	55

	Motor sport
	10
	24
	26
	40

	Ice hockey
	4
	16
	29
	49


Table 5-2:People's interest for watching different sport programmes – frequencies 

Table 5-3 illustrates the variation along the gender dimension. It is probably no shock that men were significantly more interested in all categories of sport than women were. This difference especially applied to soccer, while it was least for handball. For women the most attractive sport, skiing/biathlon, only ranked as number eighteen on the popularity list. For men skiing/biathlon and soccer ranked as number six and seven on the total list. Only 12 % of the woman considered themselves very interested in soccer, while 42 % of men did. 

	
	Men
	Woman

	Sport
	Ranking
	Average value
	Ranking
	Average value

	Skiing/Biathlon
	6
	1,96
	18
	2,35

	Soccer
	7
	2,04
	27
	2,90

	Alpine
	11
	2,15
	21
	2,55

	Athletic
	13
	2,28
	26
	2,80

	Handball
	17
	2,36
	25
	2,66


Table 5-3: Ranking of sports planned on the Norwegian Listed Event

In Norway, especially two commercial channels have tried to establish a position as “sport channels” in recent years. Canal Plus, which is a pay channel, and TV3, which is an advertising channel have both acquired attractive TV rights in sports such as soccer, handball, skiing and ice hockey. In 1997, Canal Plus bid the rights for the English Premier league away from TV2 and has retained them since then. TV3 has been the monopoly broadcaster of UEFA’s Champions League for several years, and the channel has also acquired WC finals in handball for women on several occasions. Both channels have a penetration well below 90 %, which is the planned limit on the Norwegian Listed Event (see table 2-1).

Table 5-4 reveals differences in income between the subscribers and the non-subscribers on these two channels. As seen the subscribers have a considerably higher income than non-subscribers. All differences were significant on 99 % level, according to statistical t-tests. 

	
	Canal Plus
	TV3

	
	Subscribers
	Non-subscribers
	Subscribers
	Non-subscribers

	Household income
	472 000
	408 000
	443 000
	383 000

	Personal income
	249 000
	231 000
	248 000
	216 000


Table 5-4: Annual income for subscribers on Canal Plus and TV3 (NOK)

Other sources 

Table 5-5 gives a picture of "the average daily viewer", based on The Norwegian Media Barometer (Statistic Norway 2000). The table indicates the proportion of viewers who were watching the various categories of programmes on an average “TV-day”. These data only presents a rough indication of people’s interest for TV programmes. It does neither distinguish between different categories of sports, nor between different categories of programmes. 

Sport (only) reached third place and was well behind news programmes. Also series were more popular than sport. The pattern of men being more interested in sport than women was confirmed. In fact there were almost twice as many men watching sport than women. Only news programmes attracted more interest from men than sport programmes did. These surveys have been carried out annually for several years. Recent studies clearly indicate a growing interest for sport programmes. In 1991, 24 % of the viewers watched sport program on a daily basis. In 1997 the percentage was increased to 28, while it achieved 31 % in 2000. 

	Category of program
	All
	Men
	Woman

	News
	67
	71
	64

	Series
	38
	33
	43

	Sport
	31
	40
	22

	Films
	21
	22
	21

	Other entertainment
	18
	16
	20

	Children/youth
	10
	8
	12

	Debates
	8
	9
	8


Table 5-5: The average daily TV-viewer – the proportion watching specific programme- categories

Rating lists

So-called rating lists, which measure the popularity of the specific programmes, indicated a considerably higher interest for handball- and soccer matches from international tournaments than the former data should indicate. The EC soccer finals scored high on NRK's top-ten list in 2000, as seen from table 5-6, with the Norway-Yugoslavia match on top. Though the list included eight non-sport programmes. 

It is also worth noting that sports other than soccer were ranked quite low on the list. World Championships in biathlon is suggested on the Norwegian Listed Event. The 2000 championship was broadcasted on NRK, and the most popular competition, men’s 4*7,5 kilometres relays, achieved a rating of 24,8 % (equalling 917 000 viewers), and ranked as number 218 on the overall list. As seen from table 5-5, the second and third most watched programmes from this event were well down the rating list. The three most popular programmes from this event attracted an average rating of 21,4 % (792 000 viewers).

The most popular programme from the Olympics in Australia achieved a rating of 24,7 % and was number 231 on the overall list. The three most watched Olympic programmes achieved an average rating of 23,4 % (866 000 viewers). The difference in time zone between Australia and Norway obviously influenced the TV audience. Most programmes were screened early in the morning Norwegian time, which made it difficult to achieve high ranking figures. Some viewers might have followed the games on another TV than their own, e.g. while on job.  

The World Championships in athletics is also on the proposed Norwegian Listed Event, and the most popular athletic competition from the Olympics, woman’s javelin final, achieved a rating of 23 % (852 000 viewers). 

Also Norway's qualifying matches for the EC and WC soccer finals will be protected by the list. Though the Norway-Armenia match only achieved a rating of 18,2 % (674 000) and was ranked as number 778 on the overall list.    

	Ranking:
	Program:
	Rating

	Viewers


	1
	EC soccer: Norway – Yugoslavia

	46,6

	1 723


	2
	Entertainment program
	41,6
	1 539

	3
	EC soccer: Norway – Spain
	37,7

	1 392


	4
	Eurovision Song Contest - European final
	41,4
	1 532

	5
	Entertainment program
	41,2
	1 523

	6
	Entertainment program
	40,9
	1 513

	7
	Entertainment non-sport program
	38,8
	1 434

	8
	Eurovision Song Contest - Norwegian final
	36,4
	1 346

	9
	Entertainment program
	35,5
	1 315

	10
	Entertainment program
	35,2
	1 302

	11
	EC soccer final: France – Italy
	34,2
	1 266

	218
	WC Biathlon, most popular program
	24,8
	917

	231
	Summer Olympics: most popular program
	24,7
	912

	337
	Norwegian Soccer cup final, men
	23,3
	860

	350
	Summer Olympics: second most pop. progr. (athletic)
	23,0
	852

	401
	Summer Olympics: third most popular program 
	22,6
	835

	486
	WC Biathlon: second most popular program
	21,4
	790

	778
	WC Soccer qualifying match: Norway – Armenia
	18,2
	674

	800
	WC Biathlon: third most popular program
	18,1
	670


Table 5-6: NRK’s rating list 2000

In 1998, five of NRK's top-ten programmes were from the WC soccer finals in France (Kagan 1999). Two matches from the World Cup soccer finals headed the list. Number one was Norway's match against Brazil which achieved a rating of 40 % (1,52 million viewers), while the final between Brazil and France achieved 33 % (1,23 million viewers). All the other programmes on NRK's top-ten list were non-sport programmes. In 1995 eight programmes on NRK's top-twenty list related to sports, and of these three were from the WC finals in  skiing, while five were soccer matches. 

TV2’s top-fifteen list from 1992 to 1999 includes thirteen programmes related to sport, as seen from table 5-7. Nine were sport programmes, while the other four were news programmes that were broadcasted in the interval between two periods in soccer- and handball matches. Only two programmes had no relations with sport. 

In 1998 nine of TV2's top-ten programmes were about sport. Seven of them were from the WC finals in handball (women), while the other two were soccer matches from English Premier League.

	Ranking:
	Program:
	Rating
	Viewers


	1
	WC-Handball final Norway-France, extra time (1999)
	41,7
	1 503

	2
	WC-Handball: Norway-Denmark (1997)
	39,3
	1 392

	3
	News program (break in a soccer match) (1993)
	38.7
	1 308

	4
	WC-soccer qualifying match: Norway-Poland ((1993)
	38,5
	1 302

	5
	EC-soccer qual. Match:  Check. R.-Norway (1995)
	36,4
	1 248

	6
	News program (break in a soccer match) (1997)
	35,3
	1 249

	7
	News program (1999)
	35,2
	1 271

	8
	WC-Handball final: Norway-France, ord. time (1999)
	35,0
	1 261

	9
	News program (break in a handball match) ((1999) 
	34,0
	1 225

	10
	News program (break in a soccer match) (1995)
	32,5
	1 125

	11
	WC-Handball: Norway-Austria (1999)
	31,9
	1 151

	12
	Boxing match: Ole Klemetsen-Joe Sulivangi (1996)
	31,7
	1 112

	13
	Norwegian Soccer cup final: Brann-Rosenborg (1999)
	31,1
	1 121

	14
	UEFA cup soccer match: Brann-Liverpool (1997)
	30,9
	1 093

	15
	Weather program (1999)
	30,8
	1 112


Table 5-7: TV2’s top-fifteen list of programmes 1992-1999

TV3 only had sport programmes on their top-ten list in 1998. Three were matches from the WC finals in handball, six were soccer matches from UEFA’s Champions League, while the tenth was the semi-final match between Brazil and Netherlands in the WC soccer finals. The WC handball final match headed the list and attracted an audience on 466 000 viewers, equalling a rating of 20 % (Kagan 1999a).  

Rating lists from other European countries reveal a similar picture, even though there are variations regarding the rating figures for the absolute most popular sport programmes. In the Netherlands, the Euro 2000 semi-final between Italy and Netherlands headed the list and achieved a rating of 50 %. In Germany the Euro 2000 final between France and Italy was the top programme, but (only) achieved a rating of 26 %
. In the UK, six programmes on the top-ten list in 1998 were from the World Cup soccer finals. Number one was the WC soccer match between Argentina and England with a rating of 43,5 %. In Germany, the eight most watched programmes were all from the WC-soccer finals, and in France the five most popular programmes were from the WC-soccer finals (Kagan 1999a).  

The Norwegian 1998 rating figures were very much influenced by the WC soccer finals, in which Norway played. Sweden did not qualify for this tournament and therefore the Swedish rating lists represent an interesting comparison with the Norwegian lists. The overall Swedish top-fifteen list included two sport programmes. The WC soccer final between Brazil and France ranked as number 6, while Sweden's ice hockey match against Canada in the Olympics ranked as number 12. All the other programmes on the top-fifteen list were non-sport programmes.   

One explanation to why the statistics revealed different results for soccer's and handball' popularity, is that the surveys measured different variables. Rating statistics measure the interest for the specific programmes, and those which achieve the highest ratings are usually live broadcasting from the absolute most popular events, e.g. international championships. The Consumer and Media survey concentrated on peoples’ general interest for the various categories of sport programmes. This also includes ordinary daily news sport programmes, not only the most attractive live programmes. A similar consideration applies to the results presented in Norwegian media barometer, which is even rougher than the Consumer and Media survey. This survey collects all sports and all kind of sport programmes in one category. Therefore the “sport-variable” in this barometer is quite different from what the rating lists are measuring.

Nevertheless, surveys about people’s general interest for sport programmes give important background information. Sports that only attract moderately interests are unlikely to achieve top rating figures.        

6. Discussion 

It is clear that there exist economic arguments which support the idea behind the Listed Events. This especially applies to the public good element related to TV broadcasting of major sporting events which attract substantial interest within a country. Indirectly the programmes from such events might also generate externalities. It will cause economic inefficiency if TV channels with a restricted penetration acquire the rights for the most popular events exclusively. This, however, assumes that the majority of people really are interested in watching the programmes that are on the Listed Event.  

An evaluation of the Listed Event regulation itself raises two questions. The first is which events deserve a place on such lists. The second is what should be the minimum penetration for the channels that are allowed to broadcast from these events. 

The “Television Without Frontiers” directive does not give precise recommendations on these two questions, but leaves to the national regulatory authorities to make the decision. It suggests that each member state draws up a list of designed events which it considers to be of major importance for society. The proposal from the Norwegian minister for cultural affairs includes the Olympics as well as several other European and World championships. The latter includes the following sports: soccer, handball, skiing (both Nordic games and alpine), biathlon and athletics. 

The data which has been presented in this article only gives a mixed support to the minister's proposal. NRK and TV2 are the only Norwegian channels which meet the 90 % penetration. Their broadcasting of matches from the EC and WC finals in soccer and handball had a dominating position on their rating lists. NRK's most popular programmes in 2000 and 1998 were soccer matches from Euro 2000 in Belgium/Holland and from the WC finals in France. The Euro 2000 match between Norway and Yugoslavia achieved an average rating of 46,6 % (the peak registration was 55 %), while the Norway-Brazil match in 1998 achieved a rating of 40 %. TV2’s rating statistics revealed a similar picture, with Norway’s championship matches in handball and soccer heading the list. Their top programmes achieved a rating of more that 40 %. Such events seems to satisfy the assumptions on which the Listed Event relies on.  

However, the proposed Norwegian list also contains sporting events that seem to attract quite moderate interest among the TV viewers. This especially applied to programmes from the WC in biathlon. In 2000, NRK broadcasted more than 200 programmes with higher rating figures than the most watched program from this event, which achieved a rating of 24,8 % (917 000 viewers). The three most popular programmes from the WC Biathlon achieved an average rating of 21,4 % (792 000 viewers).  

A similar tendency characterised the programmes from the Olympics. However, on this occasion, the different time zone between Australia and Norway obviously made it difficult to achieve the highest rating figures. It is worth noting that the most popular athletic program from these games only achieved a rating of 23 % (852 000 viewers). This is of interest as the World Championships in athletics is on the suggested Norwegian list. 

Gallup’s Consumer and Media survey revealed quite a moderate interested for sport compared with other programmes. News programmes, nature programmes and documentaries scored significantly higher than sport did. Skiing/biathlon was most popular among the sports, but only ranked as number eight on the overall list. This survey revealed that quite a number of people considered themselves uninterested in the sports that are suggested on Norwegian list. Only 17 % considered themselves very interested in athletics. 

This survey indicated that men were significantly more interested in sports than women, no big surprise. 40 % of woman considered themselves very uninterested in soccer. However, not even men ranked sport programmes among the absolute most popular categories. Skiing/biathlon and soccer shared the sixth place on men’s list, but were well behind news programmes. On the women list, the most popular sport only achieved eighteenth place. The Listed Event regulation obviously serves the interest of men more than women. Statistics Norway’s media barometer, which does not distinguish between different categories of sports, also indicated quite moderate interest for sport programmes.

The idea behind the Listed Event was to protect events that enjoy widespread recognition by the general public, and which have particular cultural significance for the national identity from being screened only on channels with restricted penetration. Moreover, the list should only include sports which have a popular position within the country, and where the event and its outcome is of special and widespread interest among the majority of the population. Having these formulations in mind, it seems difficult to understand that sports programmes that achieve ratings below 25 % should need such a protection. Such programmes only have limited probability to generate the impacts which the Listed Events are meant to protect. It might also be an idea adopting the principle in the UK regulation, which distinguishes between category A and B events. The regulations for the events in the latter category are less strict than for those in category A. 

The second question is what minimum penetration that should be required. So far European countries have approved regulations which require minimum penetrations that vary from 67 to 95 %. Originally the idea about such lists emerged when pay channels with a penetration around 20 % acquired attractive sports rights. Nevertheless, the Norwegian minister of cultural affairs has suggested that a minimum penetration on 90 % should be required. 

In Norway the most popular programmes achieve rating figures in the area of 30-40 %. With such figures in mind, one can question whether a limit as high as 90 % really is necessary. It is controversial to approve regulations which prohibit channels which achieve 70-80 % of the viewers to broadcast events that not more than 40 % are viewing. Almost 50 % considered them selves uninterested in some of the sports that have events on the suggested list. In such cases a 90 % requirement seems out of proportion. There is not need for reserving a bus with 90 seats if only 40 passengers appear. 

The two commercial channels, TV3 and Canal Plus, have given NRK and TV2 tough competition on the markets for sports rights in recent years. The surveys revealed that subscribers on the former two channels earned significantly higher income than non-subscribers. Thus concerns with equity could provide an argument for a regulation which excludes these channels from acquiring exclusive rights. This especially applies to Canal Plus, the pay service channel, which is the most expensive channel for the viewers. On the other hand, one should also have in mind that the Listed Event is a regulation which not corresponds with the ordinary principals for market regulations, as it protects larger channels from competition with smaller channels. Such unwanted impacts also have to be considered when the required penetration is decided.   

Influence on sport right fees. 

There are no signs indicating a stop or a reverse in the price escalation on sports rights. The next years, non-commercial PSB channels will probably find it even more difficult to finance expensive sports rights. EBU has already acquired the rights for all the Olympics including the 2008 games, but to prices that are considerably above the levels in the 80s and 90s. A similar picture applies the European soccer finals in 2004 (national teams) in Portugal. The overall price on these rights more than tripled compared with the 2000 finals in Belgium/Holland. The prices for the next World Cup finals in 2002 and 2006 seems to take even stronger leaps, compared with the price for the finals in France 1998. As an illustration; Spain has acquired the 2002 rights to a price which equals what EBU paid for the complete European rights for the 1998 tournament.         

In Norway, there are only two channels, NRK and TV2, which achieve 90 % penetration. Therefore the competition will be reduced if all the “pure” commercial channels are excluded. Nevertheless, the Listed Events regulation only will have a limited influence on the prices. The lists will not cover the whole tournament, except from the Olympics. Other channels, which not achieve 90 % penetration, are free to acquire the complete tournament, but will have to offer the matches that are on the Listed Event to other channels. In addition, there are several popular sporting events which not are covered by the lists. TV-channels will have plenty of sporting events to compete for, and therefore the prices are likely to continue their way upward.   

The idea behind the Listed Events was not to protect popular sport programmes from being transferred to pay channels with restricted penetration, and prevent the general dead weigh losses from this development. As mentioned above, the price escalation on the most attractive sports rights is likely to continue, although the Listed Event may slow the speed on some occasions. Therefore non-commercial PSB channels will probably continue to drop out from the most expensive events. Whether the viewers will suffer from this development in terms of general dead-weigh losses, depend mainly on which source of income the TV channels find most profitable, the viewers or the advertisers. Most likely, the Listed Events will only have restricted influence on this issue. A required minimum penetration on 90 % represents a disadvantage for all commercial channels, except TV2. A reduction to e.g. 60 %, represents a disadvantage only for Canal Plus, the pay service channel. However, irrespective of what penetration that is required, the majority of sporting events will not be covered by such list.      

6. Conclusion

This article has shown that the most popular sporting events satisfy the criteria behind the Listed Events, and that economic efficiency arguments provide a rationale for the regulation. However, it can be questioned whether all the events on the proposed Norwegian list really deserve the place. One also can question whether a minimum penetration as high as 90 % really is necessary. It is likely that the implementation of the Listed Event only will have a confined influence on the prices on sports rights. Therefore the regulation does not seem to reduce the main transfer of attractive sports rights to commercial channels. Whether these rights end up on advertising channels or on pay service channels mainly will be influenced by other factors than the Listed Event regulation.  
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� Figures are in 1000


� The figures are calculated based on information from Gallup Norway's Consumer and Media survey and from Markeds og Mediainstituttet (MMI). 97,6 % of the respondents in the Consumer and Media survey answered they subscribed on NRK, while 1,3 % did not answer the question. The table assumes that that this latter group was subscribers. 


� The figures are based on information from Gallup Norway's Consumer and Media survey and from Markeds og Mediainstituttet (MMI). These figures might be a bit more inaccurate than the other figures in the table. 15,3 % of the respondents in the Consumer and Media survey answered that they subscribed on the Canal Plus, but 6,2 % of the respondents did not answer this question. The table assume that this latter group were non-subscribers. Therefore the real figure might be a bit underestimated. 


� Source: Markeds og Mediainstituttet (MMI) and Gallup Norway's Consumer and Media survey


� 1 = very interested, 2 = somewhat interested, 3 = somewhat uninterested,  while 4 = very uninterested.


� Ideally these two sports should have been distinguished in the survey. Skiing is probably more popular than biathlon in Norway.


� NOK 1was equivalent to US $ 0,1615 on June 18, 2001 


�Source; Norwegian media-barometer 2000. Statistics Norway 


� The ratings  from Euro 2000 was measured several times during a match. The figures in the table present the average rating for the whole program.  


� 1000 viewers


� The figures only refer to the average number of people who were watching the game.  This also applies to the Norway-Spain game and the France-Italy final.


� The peak measurement achieved a rating of 55,9 % (during second half)


� Peak audience was 2 037


� Peak raring was 44,3 % 


� Peak audience was 637


� Source: NRK's research department. The ranking for the programmes after the top-ten programmes is a bit inaccurate. The reason is that there are registered several measurements during the most popular soccer and handball matches. Therefore the real ranking for the programmes after nr. 10 is somewhat higher than their ranking in the table. All the emphasised programmes are on the proposed Norwegian list. The list of non-sport programmes only includes prime-time programmes, from 19-24. 


� 1000 viewers


� Source: TV2s web-page on the internet. This list is based on the ranking, which is adjusted from the original list which ranking was based on the number of viewers. The rating figures presented here was not publicised in the official list, but is calculated on basis of Kagan's European Cable/Pay TV Databook and TV2's penetration in last quarter of 1999. Therefore the rating figures are probably a bit underestimated for the earlier years.  


� Source: Eurodata TV
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Fig. 3-1: Cost per hour of program BBC 1995 (£1000) (Source; Kagan 1995)
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Table 2-1: Cost per hour - £1000
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