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Recently published international comparative study / 14 countries;
aim: identification of good practice in youth media protection

Countries: Australia, Austria, Denmark, Germany, Finland, France, Italy, Netherlands,
Norway, Poland, Sweden, Switzerland, Slovenia, United Kingdom.



- Overall: High level of fragmentation

- Few adaptions to convergent media environments
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Number of regulnted media types

Four general types of frameworks, if you cross the number of media types regulated by
formal laws with the number of different regulatory models (applicable legal
frameworks) chosen:

- federal model: Countries that, owing to their federal political structures, have more
than three regulatory models or applicable legal frameworks

- dichotomous model: Countries that have one regulatory model for “offline” media
(especially cinema, DVD and games) and another for electronically delivered media
(especially TV, video on demand and online con tent)

- convergent model: Countries with regulations covering most types of media and that
have opted for a multi-media regulatory model

- minimalist model: Countries that have regulations for only a few types of media
(especially TV and video on demand) and that follow a regulatory model
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Age labels are used throughout the world, but mainly for Cinemas and Games;

not as much for home video products, and even less for TV (but internally, due to
watershed obligations);

Diagram shows distribution of age brackets chosen

regarding the more or less artificial age brackets: see the different age groups among the
14 countries

reference to Wim: research is a good thing, but quantitative research always produces
statistic majorities, while the variance in children's development remains very high

Pat Vance/ESRB: ,,ratings as flags for a scope of age*



Very, very, very different national pathways.

Cognright: lstockphato.cominasenmann

- Classification bodies differ, often different labels for different types of media (exception
NICAM-based models)

- National pathways, not blind to the challenges of modern media environments and
developing usage patterns

- reactions to current challenges to be found, but in quite different stadiums, mainly
depending on the relevance of this field of policies



Caveat: built from the 14 countries analysed, but often backed by experiences with other
countries
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AVMS Directive™ . Not so bad after all?!

Cognyright: lstockphoto. comJdabocit

Regarding content classification: AVMS regarding TV and VOD in place in EU; extension of
scope of existing classifiers, sometimes new institutions;

crime law regarding illegal content;

online specific frameworks outside the AVMS directive scope are the absolute exception

- current developments in electronic labels: Germany since 2011, Russia since 2012, UK

Cameron promise regarding 18+ sites,

- walled-gardens esp. AppStore and PlayStore, but also Youtube;

- Huge wave of internal, self- or community-based content classification swapping into
many many online services and platforms



Technical measures
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Technical measures are an apple of discord: technical instruments are highly debated;
even more than different views regarding relevant content, different nations take
completely different approaches and perspectives when it comes to technical measures;
and yet we run into technical measures everyday in many forms and ways, sometimes
conscious, sometimes less so (Digital TV, Game consoles, Youtube, Facebook)
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We have to act.

. &ation Right now.

All states try to tackle new challenges, but never in a coordinated, systematic or even
prescient manner; normality: only scandals, incidents, events or news reports lead to

political discussions - sometimes even civil unrest (Gothenburg Instagram Riots 2012) -

and sometimes adaptions of legal frameworks
Issues deemed most important: cyberbullying, sexualisation, HFSS food, advertising,
privacy, excessive online/game usage, user-generated content and platform liability
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Hence: stadiums of tackling the manifold challenges are quite different

Fragmentation of legal frameworks, but also on the level of classification bodies,
regulatory approaches, regulatory instruments and the inclusion of media education and
respective initiatives

12



13



The big picture of meta good practices:

- coordinated policy structures within government

- embeddedness of new players within policy discussions

- coordinated, sustainable multi-stakeholder forums

- supporting infrastructures for self- and co-regulatory initiatives
- balancing of protection and media education

- thoughtful integration of technical protection measures
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National cross-media classification

~

One classification system
with one classifier

.
~

Same classification system,
different classification
bodies

Same age brackets,
different classification
systems

Content Classification:

Status quo: harmonized age groups, even in states with fragmented classification
systems
Cross-media: tendency towards cross-media classification, by national harmonisation
of content classification (horms, measures, actors);
to be found:

- harmonisation of age labels across different media
harmonisation of classification procedures
harmonisation of both by opting for one central classifier (Netherlands,
Norway, Finland)
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Politics: We need to go international!

But no one mentions just how. And international implementer’s rationality is bound.

Politics talking "international”: political discourses tend towards potentials of
internationalisation, but there's no international political player with power to enforce
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Technical measures that
enable /| empower
(1) parents‘ media education
(2) children‘s media literacy

Copyright: ItockphotouomGabor [0

Technical measures that help parents implementing their approach to media education

(hint to Art. 5 UN Convention of Children Rights; in accordance with the children's rights,

parents should be granted the right to educate their children; this encompasses allowing

forbidden media and forbidding harmless ones; issue with a long tradition of

constitutional debates, something we have to discuss on the level of implementing UN

conventions and treaties

- Plus we heard about the relevance (and the potential relevance) of age labels for
children;

- technical measures can help children themselves, too (age advice; remark regarding
siblings and peer groups, third person effect is strong in real life

17



Harmonization
as a solution?!

Cognyight: lstockphoto.com/Fredfroese

Strong arguments during the conference — and for the last twenty years — that you won‘t
get done anything with fragmented policy systems; you need a stable and agreed
framework of provisions, concerted measures and agreed practices to overcome the
factual end of the nation state as we know it in worldwide distribution chains and
communication networks
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So, how to overcome the talking and start working together then?

Full harmonisation is something that might seem good in regulatory theory, but won‘t

ever happen.
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No current EU competency outside AVMS (cultural exemption; but European
Convention on Human Rights and Convention on Right of the Child with a broader
pathway for the mid-term?!)

Different cultural values

National public discourse, national societal self-understanding; as long as we don’t
have an European public sphere, there won‘t be one harmonized classification scheme
Different histories as regards content classification and censorship

Different histories and concepts of childhood/youth

Different approaches in media education;

but also: different capacities to build up this policy field/policies in this field
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Trust: it takes at least one generation to build trust among consumers (specifically
parents); you just cannot put a new system in place instead the old one and hope

everything will be fine; this is a decade-long process that a huge load of money has to be
put into

Ask PEGI
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dilemma.

Factual hurdles: the one already active in (technical) protection don't feel any obligation

to put more efforts into this field (“we do it already, so what's the hussle?);

the other half don't understand why they should do anything at all, as it's not part of

being legally compliant ("why should we do something that we don't have to?")

- Motivation research: csr, informal political pressure (esp. EC, but also look at UK),
formal legal obligation (esp. Germany)

- -->There are cooperation initiatives that factually or formally establish harmonised

efforts already (or in the near future)
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Harmonisation through

cooperation

Cognyright: lstockphato.comgrandaded

Cross-border as a matter of fact: internationalisation is among us, it's everywhere when
we look at content and content providers;

Communication without borders on global UGC platforms is one of the most prominent
issues we face everyday

Cooperation is a starting point for almost any form of social activity when more than one
individual is involved: society, politics, inventions

Cooperation is a rather traditional mechanism for harmonisation in areas where legal
provisions cannot provide formal harmonisation (due to lack of competencies, power,
acceptance, or political uncertainty)

Usual European Commission approach: Set the policy objectives, set the agenda, build a
network of expert agencies that you talk to, support them in networking and exchange of
knowledge, push them into forms of Codes of Practice, Codes of Conduct, Best Practice
Guidelines

-> Factual harmonisation through cooperation -- ,,soft-regulation”
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Categories of cooperation forms

- Area where efforts take place: Norms, processes, actors, result/outcome, evaluation,
or simple exchange/networking

- Differ between content rating and content labelling

- Formal vs. informal cooperation- Duration of cooperation: Flexible, for a set period,
permanent cooperation

- Partners involved in cooperation: Bilateral, multilateral- Areas participating partners
stem from: one area, crossing areas (e.g. industry/politics; industry/NGOs;
research/industry/politics)

- Commission- or state-induced vs. autonomous initiative (industry-induced)

Fact: multi-level governance systems need multiple-level cooperations
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## Examples: Cooperation on networking level

ICC - this conference
ICT 2015- Safer Internet Day
bilateral meetings (among classifiers, but also between classifiers and companies)

Challenges / new core areas:

New or additional procedures: Move from manual to semi-automated or automated
high-scale classification systems: exchange of experiences,

Technical infrastructures necessary, close the knowledge gap; problem of technology
policies and developments with consequences on content-related level (net neutrality
issue in UK)

inclusion of new players necessary?! Think about it
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## Examples: Cooperation on classification level

- PEGI (and its critical role when it comes to internationalisation: either creating facts
for future age brackets in convergent international systems, or victim of balcanised
international approaches?!)

- NICAM (w/ Switzerland, Norway, Finland, PEGI); current role-model for plans to
implement convergent cross-media age classification (critical role, too: experiences,
context factors, hurdles, industry desires; new area of external service)

- |IARC (prototype for one-stop shop, currently for games/apps only; critical role:
AppStores as proof of concept

- YouRatelt.eu (prototype for cross-border user-/community-based labels)

- Nordic countries (requirement for success: strong coherence in cultural values)

- Intra-country meetings of classifiers (issue: competition for visibility and legitimation)

New challenges:
- Open data vaults and classification expertise beyond national borders
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## Examples: Cooperation on policy level

ICT Coalition (industry focus, but actively including external insights, external
evaluation; sustainability?)

CEO Coalition (industry focus, external parties invited sometimes, but rather as
commentators, no evaluation, no sustainability)

BIK- INHOPE

Net Children Conference (loose convention of representatives of multiple stakeholder
groups, working on one vision/policy document, very temporarily)

Central nodes/platforms for coordination and exchange: Knowledge-Based
governance/policies (e.g. EU Kids Online)

Risk: race to the bottom in cases of necessary agreement; lowest common
denominator is the easiest to agree to
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## Examples: Cooperation on technical level
- IARC
- MIRACLE

L
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Be aware:
Shameless self-promotion

Cogryright: lstockphoto. com/letperhlaunen

Objective: provide a data model for age classification information; show the feasibility
of implementing it in existing structures (BBFC, NICAM, PEGI, FSM, saferinternet.cz)
show the added value of interoperable age rating data — across different media,
platforms, schemes and borders

This is about harmonizing age rating-related metadata of content, not about the actual
rating procedure

Leave the current schemes untouched

framework for data transfer, exchange and distribution
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MIRACLE:

Specification is based on existing schemes, using age rating, content descriptors,
feature descriptors; any scheme out there should be easily able to map ist scheme to
the elements of MIRACLE's vocabulary

Data model is open for additional information, e.g. consumer advices, open text
descriptions

Datasets can be aggregated and provided as feeds

Datasets can be signed or even encrypted in scenarios that need absolute validity and
trust; trust always included due to information about the issuing body

Open working groups: open web labelling, user generated content & social media
platforms, positive content, hbbtv and connected TVs

Hackathons on 19th/20th October in Brussels, developing new and innovative apps,
plugins and services
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Outlook.
(Not the software.)

# Outlook

Take away: A lot of initiatives are ongoing, more will surely come — Maybe this is
already the pick and mix approach David/BBFC talked about?

Questions to the ICC participants:

Where do ICC members play a role or plan to play a role? How actively do they plan to
shape the new areas of activity? What is needed or expected regarding state or EC
support in doing so?

How to achieve a level-playing field - amongst the classifiers, amongst states, amongst
classification bodies and industry? (Example ERGA)

How to use the expertise of professional classification bodies when we talk about
internationalisation/harmonisation — despite the different value sets?

But also: Where will internationalisation find its limitations? Where can it actually
bring progress, where will projects be doomed and run into oblivion? We will never
know without international cooperation.
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Thanks for your
attention.
Let's discuss!
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