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1. About the project

1.1. Overview of the Project

The Media Pluralism Monitor (MPM) is a research tool designed to identify potential risks to media pluralism
in the Member States of the European Union and in candidate countries. This narrative report has been
produced on the basis of the implementation of the MPM carried out in 2021. The implementation was
conducted in 27 EU Member States, as well as in Albania, Montenegro, The Republic of North Macedonia,
Serbia and Turkey. This project, under a preparatory action of the European Parliament, was supported by
a grant awarded by the European Commission to the Centre for Media Pluralism and Media Freedom
(CMPF) at the European University Institute.

1.2. Methodological notes

 
Authorship and review
 
The CMPF partners with experienced, independent national researchers to carry out the data collection and
to author the narrative reports, except in the case of Italy where data collection is carried out centrally by the
CMPF team. The research is based on a standardised questionnaire that was developed by the CMPF.
In Ireland the CMPF partnered with Roderick Flynn (School of Communications, Dublin City University), who
conducted the data collection, scored and commented on the variables in the questionnaire and interviewed
experts. The report was reviewed by the CMPF staff. Moreover, to ensure accurate and reliable findings, a
group of national experts in each country reviewed the answers to particularly evaluative questions (see
Annexe II for the list of experts). For a list of selected countries, the final country report was peer-reviewed
by an independent country expert.
Risks to media pluralism are examined in four main thematic areas: Fundamental Protection, Market
Plurality, Political Independence and Social Inclusiveness. The results are based on the assessment of a
number of indicators for each thematic area (see Table 1). 
 
Fundamental Protection Market Plurality Political Independence Social Inclusiveness
Protection of freedom of

expression
Transparency of media

ownership
Political independence of

media
Access to media for

minorities

Protection of right to
information

News media
concentration

Editorial autonomy Access to media for
local/regional

communities and for
community media

Journalistic profession,
standards and protection

Online platforms
concentration and

competition enforcement

Audiovisual media, online
platforms and elections

Access to media for
women

Independence and
effectiveness of the media

authority

Media viability State regulation of
resources and support to

media sector

Media Literacy

Universal reach of
traditional media and
access to the Internet

Commercial & owner
influence over editorial

content

Independence of PSM
governance and funding

Protection against illegal
and harmful speech

Table 1: Areas and Indicators of the Media Pluralism Monitor 
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The digital dimension
 
The Monitor does not consider the digital dimension to be an isolated area but, rather, as being intertwined
with the traditional media and the existing principles of media pluralism and freedom of expression.
Nevertheless, the Monitor also extracts digital-specific risk scores, and the report contains a specific
analysis of risks related to the digital news environment.
 
The calculation of risk
 
The results for each thematic area and indicator are presented on a scale from 0 to 100%. 
Scores between 0 and 33%:  low risk
Scores between 34 and 66%: medium risk
Scores between 67 and 100%: high risk
With regard to indicators, scores of 0 are rated 3% while scores of 100 are rated 97% by default, in order to
avoid an assessment of total absence, or certainty, of risk.
 
Disclaimer: The content of the report does not necessarily reflect the views of the CMPF, nor the position of
the members composing the Group of Experts. It represents the views of the national country team that
carried out the data collection and authored the report. Due to updates and refinements in the
questionnaire, MPM2022 scores may not be fully comparable with those in the previous editions of the
MPM. For more details regarding the project, see the CMPF report on MPM2022, available on:
http://cmpf.eui.eu/media-pluralism-monitor/.
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2. Introduction

Population. The Republic of Ireland occupies 70,274 kilometres across 26 of the 32 counties on the
island of Ireland. The last published census (in 2016) put the population at 4.7m people but the Central
Statistics Office (CSO) estimates that this had risen to 5.01m by 2021.

Languages. There are two official languages: English (spoken by 99% of the population) and Irish.
Though 40% of the population claim linguistic competence in Irish less than 2% use it on a daily basis.
Indeed, nearly twice as many residents routinely speak Polish (120,000) as compared with those who
speak Irish (70,000).

Minorities. Until the 1990s the weakness of the Irish economy contributed to a high level of emigration
(and, conversely, a low level of immigration). In consequence, Irish society has long been ethnically
homogenous with the Travelling Community as the only ethnic minority (a status formally recognised in
2017). This has altered more recently and, as of 2016, just 83% of the population regard themselves as
“White Irish” or “White Irish Travellers”. Of the remainder, 9.5% identify as “White”, 1.4% identify as
“Black” and a further 2.4% identify as “Asian”.

Economic situation. Assessments of the Irish economy are complicated by the significant presence of
Foreign Direct Investment with the result that – unusually - Irish GDP is about 10% greater than Irish
GNP. Tax inversion strategies used by multinational companies operating within Ireland also makes
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) a somewhat unreliable indicator of Irish economic health. Those
caveats noted, CSO figures suggest that Gross Domestic Product (GDP) increased by 13.5% in 2021
while Gross National Product (GNP) grew by 11.5%. From March 2020 the CSO recorded two
unemployment rates: a seasonally adjusted rate and a COVID-19 Adjusted Employment Rate. (The
latter figure recorded what the unemployment rate would be if all those in receipt of a temporary
Pandemic Unemployment Payment were classed as unemployed.) By the end of 2020, the seasonal
rate was 6.2%, the Covid-adjusted rate was 21.7%. This improved significantly over the course of 2021
as the economy opened up again following the January to May 2021 lockdown. By December 2021, the
seasonally- and Covid- adjusted rates of unemployment were 5.1% and 7.5% respectively.

Political situation. Politically, Ireland has undergone a period of transition in recent decades. The
formerly dominant Fianna Fail and Fine Gael parties have seen their combined vote share fall from
more than 80% in the 1980s to 43% by February 2020. Both were surpassed in 2020 by the broadly
leftist/republican Sinn Fein party. In June 2020 after four months of negotiation, Fianna Fail and Fine
Gael entered into their first ever coalition with the additional support of the Green Party. The
government is characterised by a rotating premiership with Fianna Fail leader Micheal Martin due to
hold the position until December 2022 when it will pass to Fine Gael leader Leo Varadkar. Despite this
novel arrangement and pandemic conditions the administrative and policy structures of Irish
government remain stable and there has been a broad public and cross-party approval for most
aspects of the manner in which the administration has handled the COVID-19 pandemic.

Media market. Ireland’s Anglophone/former British colony status sees UK-originated media play a
significant role in Irish media consumption. As of 2021, the two PSM, RTÉ and TG4, account for 29% of
linear television viewing, while the US-owned Virgin Media Ireland channels account for a further 19%.
UK-based channels (BBC, Sky and Channel 4) account for 18% of viewership. (COVID-19 restrictions
encouraging people to stay home has accelerated use of non-linear audiovisual services.) UK-based
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newspapers also occupy prominent positions in print accounting for approximately a quarter of daily
and a third of Sunday print sales (although the decline in print sales has encouraged virtually all Irish
newspaper groups to switch to "readership" as a performance metric rather than circulation.) The 2021
Reuters Digital News Reports suggests that online (including social media) has been the largest source
of news in Ireland since 2015, even if the most of the biggest online news brands are rooted in print
and broadcast legacy outlets. RTÉ remains the most-accessed news source offline and online
(although, notably, the digital native TheJournal.ie is the second most accessed online source.) Though
publicly available data on media consumption and revenues are becoming harder to source in Ireland
(especially for print media), 2021 saw a significant recovery in terms of revenues for broadcast
television and radio following the Covid-driven 2020 collapse in commercial revenues.

Regulatory environment. The two main arenas of regulatory innovation in recent both relate to the
rise of social media. The growing importance of online media as information sources and social media
platforms as sites of public discourse has prompted a number of moves to regulate online content but
actual implementation has been slow. In January 2020, the Minister for Communications introduced an
Online Safety and Media Regulation Bill to transpose elements of the revised Audiovisual Media
Services Directive, create an Online Safety Commissioner and repurpose the existing Broadcasting
Authority of Ireland as a Media Commission with responsibility for the entire audiovisual sector
(broadcasting, on-demand audio and visual services, and online platforms including social media sites).
However, the full text of the bill was not finalised until January 2022 and it is likely to be mid-2022
before the bill completes its passage though the Irish legislature. Similarly although a general scheme
for an Electoral Reform Bill to regulate political advertising (including online advertising) was published
in January 2021, the complete text only emerged in March 2022 and has yet to be debated in
parliament. In April 2021, the Minister for Justice published the general scheme of the Criminal Justice
(Hate Crime) Bill which would criminalise online and offline communication which incited “hatred
against another person or group of people due to their real or perceived association with a protected
characteristic.” Again, as of March 2022 the Department is still accepting external submissions on the
shape of the bill and it is not clear when a final text will be prepared. The impact of online media on the
commercial revenues of legacy media informed the remit of Future of Media Commission (established
in September 2020) which submitted its report in October 2021 (though at time of writing (March 2022)
this remain unpublished). Taken together this legislation and investigation reflect a political
acknowledgement that the ongoing capacity of media institutions to perform their democratic functions
is under threat. However, the delay in actually implementing reforms that might address this points to a
degree of political inertia around information and communications regulation in general.
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3. Results of the data collection: Assessment of the risks to media pluralism

 
Though far from perfect, Ireland does not emerge from this research overall as a high risk for media
pluralism. Fundamental protections (Risk: 23%) for freedom of expression and access to information are
well established and the Political Independence (Risk: 30%) of the main media regulator (the Broadcasting
Authority of Ireland) and the PSMs is not in question. There are some exceptions to this rosy picture in
these areas: legal protections for the anonymity of journalistic sources could be more definitive and there is
a marked failure to acknowledge the special character of journalistic communications in legislation
permitting state access to metadata relating to private electronic communications. The absence of anti-
SLAPP legislation and a Defamation Act (2009)

[1]

which permits theoretically limitless damages payments
continues to exercise a chilling influence over journalistic freedom of expression.
 
With regard to risks to Social Inclusiveness though still rated as medium (49%), there has been some
progress in Ireland over the lifetime of the Media Pluralism Monitor. At the very least one can point to an
acknowledgement at a regulatory level and within some media institutions of the long failure to reflect the
increasingly diverse nature of Irish society in media content. Even if this has not yet lead to wholesale
change, one can point to the emergence of regulatory structures and internal guidelines aimed at
addressing lacuna relating to gender, ethnicity, disability etc. Despite this initiatives to combat
discriminatory, prejudicial, misleading and hateful content remain nascent or simply ineffective. Though
increasing in number, anti-disinformation actions remain inchoate and perhaps suffer from a failure to
properly define what actually constitutes “disinformation harms”. Meanwhile, what anti-hate speech
legislation currently exists is simply not effective.
 
However, the biggest single risk to media pluralism in Ireland emerges from within the Market
Plurality (risk: 67%) area. Though professional journalistic norms generally ensure editorial content is not
shaped by commercial or owner influence, the absence of overt rules requiring this remains a concern. The
risk associated with transparency of media ownership has declined, not least because of the operation of
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the BAI-funded Mediaownership.ie database.
[2]

Though still considered a high risk, the increased level of
advertising associated with the emergence of the economy from one of the strictest Covid-driven lockdowns
in Europe meant that 2021 saw commercial revenues increase in most media markets. Give this, it is the
risk associated with news media concentration that remains the outstanding risk for Ireland identified by the
Monitor. The absence of specified legal limits on media market concentration and the increasing difficulty in
accessing reliable revenue figures relating to specific media markets makes it difficult to track the extent of
concentration in this market. Lack of robust data notwithstanding, however, it is generally accepted that
digital media markets are characterised by relatively extreme levels of revenue concentration, a fact which
throws into sharp relief the ambiguity over whether the media-specific provisions of the 2014 Competition
and Consumer Protection Act

[3]

 should be applied to online media platforms.

3.1. Fundamental Protection (23% - low risk)

The Fundamental Protection indicators represent the regulatory backbone of the media sector in every
contemporary democracy. They measure a number of potential areas of risk, including the existence and
effectiveness of the implementation of regulatory safeguards for freedom of expression and the right to
information; the status of journalists in each country, including their protection and ability to work; the
independence and effectiveness of the national regulatory bodies that have the competence to regulate the
media sector, and the reach of traditional media and access to the Internet.

 
Once again in 2021, the research found that fundamental protections for media pluralism did not face
significant risks with the overall risk assessed at 23%, reflecting the fact that there has been little legislative
or regulatory change in this area. 
 
Two subcategories - Journalistic profession, standards and protection and Protection of freedom of
expression were scored as medium risk (at 36% and 34% respectively), albeit at the lower end of the
medium spectrum. Irish journalists are not subject to arbitrary detention, and though not free from physical
threats, the last actual murder of a journalist occurred in 1996. They were also afforded some protection
from the economic impact of COVID-19 by the State's Pandemic Unemployment Payment schemes
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(although these are due to be wound up in March 2022). However, working conditions remain precarious,
and some several significant media organisations will not engage with the National Union of Journalists
during disputes. There is also some concern about the digital safety of journalists. Although Directive (EU)
2016/680 (prohibiting the illegal monitoring of journalists by law enforcement authorities) has been
transposed into Irish law, the ongoing operation of the 2011 Data Retention Act allows the police to monitor
the communications of ALL citizens (including journalists). There is also some ambiguity regarding the
status of journalistic sources: "journalistic privilege" is not an officially recognised concept in Ireland
although case law suggests that the Irish judiciary is reluctant to force journalists to surrender material to the
police. Finally, media institutions routinely identify the 2009 Defamation Act as chilling journalistic discourse
not least because it places no upper financial limits on the award of damages juries may make in cases
where defamation is established. Similarly, there is little to discourage the filing of strategic lawsuits against
public participation (SLAPPs), i.e. lawsuits designed to chill public discourse. A report reviewing the
Defamation Act was published in March 2022 - six years after the initial public consultation on the subject.
Although it, inter alia, recommends abolishing juries for defamation trials (leaving it to judges to decide
whether defamation has occurred and the nature and level of redress) and introducing Anti-SLAPP
legislation it’s not clear as to when such recommendations might be reflected in legislation.

[4]

 
Freedom of expression is generally well protected in constitutional law even if there remain instances
where legal restrictions on such freedoms are ill-defined. Within the digital realm there is no obligation on
the state to report instances of filtering/removal of online content. Similarly, although the February 2020
MoU (the “Garda Blocking Initiative”) between the Irish Police and seven Internet Service Providers blocking
internet access to websites identified by Interpol as containing child pornography was publicly announced,
there was no requirement to do so and the legislative basis for the MoU is not clear. Furthermore, given that
online platforms moderate content in the absence of statutory rules there is no consistent cross-platform set
of rules governing what content may and may not be posted publicly.
 
The effective operation of the Freedom of information Act since 1997 also ensures that threats to Freedom
of Information are still considered a low risk (29%) even if the concept is not explicitly referred to in the
Irish constitution. Against this, while a 2017 legal analysis for the European Commission described Ireland
as having advanced whistleblower protection, the Irish state missed the December 2021 deadline for
transposing the EU’s 2019 Whistleblower Directive (although legislation to do so is passing through
parliament at time of writing).
 
The Independence and effectiveness of the media authority is considered secure and scores a low
(10%) risk. The legal framework within which the Broadcasting Authority of Ireland (BAI) operates narrows
the scope for external interference. Indirect means such as controlling the BAI's annual budget remain in
situ and appointments to the BAI remain within the gift of the Minister for Communications but scope for
governmental influence is mitigated by an open application process which involves members of the Joint
Parliamentary Committee on Communications. Political influence will be further diluted when the BAI is
superseded by a Media Commission (as provided for with the passage of the Online Safety and Media
Regulation Bill). The Heads of that bill suggest that Commissioners will be appointed by Minister for
Communications on the recommendation of the Public Appointments Service.
 
The Universal reach of traditional media and access to the Internet is also considered to constitute a
very low risk (9%). Broadcast media is universally available, while the European Union's Digital Agenda
stats suggest that over 96% of Irish households had access to broadband connections as of 2020. (There
remains an issue with broadband access in rural areas but the state has partnered with a private investor to
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fund the National Broadband Plan which aims to bring broadband to 96% of the Irish landmass by 2026.) 
 
 

3.2. Market Plurality (67% - high risk)

The Market Plurality area focuses on the economic risks to media pluralism which derive from a lack of
transparency and the concentration of ownership, the sustainability of the media industry, the exposure of
journalism to commercial interests. The first indicator examines the existence and effectiveness of
provisions on the transparency of media ownership. Lack of competition and external pluralism are
assessed separately for the news media (production of the news) and for the online platforms (gateways to
the news), and we consider separately horizontal and cross-media concentration; the concentration of the
online advertising market; and the role of competition enforcement. The indicator on media viability
measures the trends in revenues and employment, in relation to GDP trends. The last indicator aims to
assess the risks to market plurality that are posed by business interests, in relation to the production of
editorial content, both from the influence of commerce and owners.

 
Though still considered a high risk overall, the decline from a 75% risk figure for Market Plurality in 2020 to
67% in 2021, reflects the increase in advertising revenues across media sectors as the economy emerged
from prolonged Covid-driven lockdowns. That the risk figure is not lower still, however, reflects in part the
increasing difficulty in accessing data on market share (whether by consumption or revenue) in some media
sectors (most notably print and online). The absence of publicly accessible data regarding levels of
concentration leaves open the possibility that unhealthy levels of market dominance are already a feature of
the Irish media landscape.
 
As for Transparency of Media Ownership, the risk is considered as medium (56%). Since 2020, the BAI
has funded a publicly accessible, annually revised, online database of media ownership
(mediaownership.ie) identifying the Global Ultimate Owners of media operating in Ireland and cross-
ownership of media groups and outlets. However the Monitor also asks about the presence of a media-
specific legal framework regarding ownership in Ireland. It is the case that European Union (Anti-Money
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Laundering: Beneficial Ownership of Corporate Entities) Regulations
[5]

have required ALL Irish companies to
maintain and notify to the Companies Records Office accurate information regarding their beneficial owners
since November 2016. Similarly, Section 74 of the Competition and Consumer Protection Act 2014 requires
the Broadcasting Authority of Ireland (the BAI) to prepare a report describing the ownership and control
arrangements for media businesses at three year intervals. (Two have been published to date with a third
due in 2022

[6]

). However the Anti-Money laundering legislation is not specific to media and the 2014 Act
does not absolutely compel media owners to provide ownership information. Strictly speaking therefore the
answer to the question with regard to media ownership is in the negative and the medium 2021 risk
assessment reflects this.
 
The risk associated with News Media Concentration remains high (89%) driven by two key factors: firstly,
the Competition and Consumer Protection Act 2014 imposes no quantitatively defined limits on the extent of
media ownership concentration (although the BAI’s current Ownership and Control policy states with regard
to the radio market that no single entity should own more than 25% of the total number of stations in
Ireland). However, there is also a risk associated with accessing data on revenue and audience
concentration figures for all media markets. Newspapers have largely disengaged from the Audit Bureau of
Circulation (which published circulation figures) and moved towards private arrangements with media
intelligence firms to produce alternative metrics combining print and online readership. The largest online
players such as Google and Facebook do not provide disaggregated advertising revenue figures for Ireland.
In television, although TAM Nielsen collect spot advertising and BVOD advertising revenue data, the
publicly available data is not disaggregated and many pan-national broadcasters operating in the Irish
market do not include Ireland-specific data in their annual reports. The Irish radio sector was to have
established a Radio Advertising Bureau to collect data on commercial revenues but this has been delayed
by COVID-19 conditions. In consequence there is often no publicly-accessible and reliable data relating to
media market shares by revenue.
 
Media Viability was the outstanding Market-based risk in 2020 driven by the negative impact of Covid on
the Irish economy. Though still high at 70% the reduced risk score for 2021 (down from 97% in 2020)
reflects a general improvement in market conditions. TAM Ireland figures suggest that the television
advertising market grew by 21% with radio revenues increasing by a similar figure. However, in some media
sectors, the same issue relating to the difficulty in estimating market concentration pertains with regard to
Media Viability: a lack of data means that we cannot always state with confidence whether the financial
health of individual media sectors are improving year-on-year or not.
 
The medium (48%) risk associated with Commercial and owner influence over editorial content reflects
the absence of any definitive protections for the positions of editors and journalists in the event of changes
in ownership. There is still no overt statement in Irish media legislation to the effect that
commercial/ownership influence and journalistic activity are fundamentally incompatible. However, a variety
of NUJ, Press Council and BAI codes strongly emphasize that journalists should not allow their content to
be influenced by commercial interests and discourage journalists from endorsing commercial
goods/services.

[7]

And while historically there has been evidence of owners seeking to influence editorial
content, there is less evidence that such pressure had the desired result. That is, it is apparent that
adherence to professional jouralistic norms has safeguarded editorial independence.  
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3.3. Political Independence (30% - low risk)

The Political Independence indicators assess the existence and effectiveness of regulatory and self-
regulatory 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, more generally, of
political power over the functioning of the media market and the independence of the public service media.
Furthermore, 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
electoral periods.

 
The single highest risk factor within the Political area remains the Independence of PSM governance and
funding at 50%. Though a cross-party parliamentary committee is involved in appointing PSM boards, the
Minister for Communications retains significant influence and government consent remains necessary
before the PSM can appoint a Director-General.

[8]

(In practice, board and executive appointments are not
obviously political in nature.) However, although the broadcast licence fee has notionally been indexed to
inflation since 2002, granting of such increases remains subject to governmental approval and while the
state has increased the level of public funding to the PSMs since 2018, these subventions have fallen short
of the sums which the Broadcasting Authority of Ireland has stated are necessary for these institutions to
fulfill their public service objectvies.

[9]

 
 
That State regulation of resources and support to media sector remains unchanged at 33% (falling just
short of medium risk) reflects the lack of clarity around the rules governing how state advertising is
distributed to individual media outlets. This absence of transparency become more acute during the
pandemic with state-funded advertising playing a larger role in the overall marketplace as commercial
advertising dwindled in line with the curtailment of economic activity. Beyond this, direct state funding of
private media remains limited to the operation of the BAI-administered Sound and Vision scheme which
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independent reports repeatedly suggest distribute funds for public service content production to both PSM
and private broadcasters on a relatively objective basis.

[10]

 
Political Independence of the Media (25) remains unchanged and a low risk at 25%. There are no legal
prohibitions preventing politicians or political parties from owning media but in practice this is not a feature
of the contemporary Irish media landscape.
 
Editorial Autonomy is also considered a low risk (25%) even though Irish legislation/regulations do not
guarantee that editorial appointment processes should be free from political interference. The 25% figure for
2021 is noticeably lower than the 42% medium risk figure for 2020. The drop is accounted for by the fact
that the research was able to establish for the first time that all of the market-leading print and broadcast
media operating in Ireland cite internal guidelines stipulating the need for editorial independence from
political interference. Furthermore, in practice there remains scant evidence that Irish politicians and
political parties are exerting even indirect influence over editorial content or appointments.
 
The risks associated with Audio visual media, online platforms and elections are also considered low
(16%). Although access to the PSM or private broadcasters is not legally guaranteed for political actors
during elections, regulatory stress on fairness, objectivity and impartiality works to ensure that such access
is provided in practice and public and private broadcasters clearly strive to do so on an equitable basis.

[11]

With regard to online political advertising, the Electoral Reform Bill
[12]

currently (March 2022) being drafted
envisages the creation of an independent Electoral Commission to ensure that all online political advertising
relating to Irish politics shall include transparency information. However, the reporting requirements of
existing Standards in Public Office rules do not permit a comprehensive proper grasp of how and where
online advertising is deployed or by whom.

[13]

3.4. Social Inclusiveness (49% - medium risk)

The Social Inclusiveness area focuses on the access to media by specific groups in society: minorities, local
and regional communities, women and people with disabilities. It also examines the country’s media literacy
environment, including the digital skills of the overall population. Finally, it also includes new challenges
arising from the uses of digital technologies, which are linked to the Protection against illegal and harmful
speech. 

Though still considered a medium (49%) the risk asociated with Social Inclusiveness has continued a
downward trajectory (down from 53% in 2020). The outstanding risk at 75% in this area relates to the
relative absence of Protections against illegal and harmful speech in Ireland . There is no operative anti-
disinformation legislation although the state is making some efforts in this regard. For example, the Electoral
Reform Bill (published in March 2022

[14]

) will require identification of the cost of online political
advertising, who is funding it and its target audience. There has also been recognition that the 1989
Prohibition of Incitement to Hatred Act is not an effective instrument against hate speech (no convictions
have been secured using it) not least because of the transformation of social make-up of Irish society in the
decades since its passage. It is due to be replaced by new Hate Crime Act but though the General Scheme
of that legislation was published in April 2021,

[15]

 a full legal text is still not complete.
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Although we measure the risk related to Access to media for minorities as medium (54%) our
assessment is complicated by the absence of a legal definition of “minority” in Irish law. Relative to their
presence in the population as a whole, ethnic minority faces/voices are relatively absent from Irish media.
The current strategy document of the PSM RTE does commit to specific representation goals by 2030 with
regard to gender, ethnicity, disability and sexual preference but Covid restrictions appear to have delayed
some of the training required to achieve this and similar strategies do not appear to be a feature of private
broadcasting. With regard to disability, all broadcasters face mandatory quantitative obligations set by the
BAI regarding subtitling/close captioning, Irish sign language and audio description but the efficacy of these
vary: the majority of RTE and Virgin Media Television content is subtitled but audio description obligations
(less than 10% of content) are low by international standards. Overall then, though still developing, Access
policy still falls short of being well-developed.
 
With regard to gender, at board/executive level both PSMs are gender balanced and the Director-General of
the largest PSM is a woman. Nonetheless Access to media for women is coded as a medium risk (48%)
which, on the face of it, represents an improvement form the 58% figure for 2020. However, there are some
caveats here. On a positive note, there is anecdotal evidence to suggest that the work of lobby groups like
Women on Air in drawing up lists of female experts willing to be participate in media interviews

[16]

is bearing
fruit it is also the case that there was a decline in the representation of women amongst PSM executives
(from 50% to 44%) and amongst News Editors (from 25% to 13%) between 2020 and 2021. RTE’s gender
strategy is limited to references within their 2018 "Diversity and Inclusion in RTE" document

[17]

while TG4
appears to have no strategy at all. Of the 8 leading television, radio, print and online Irish news media
organisations, only one (TheJournal) had a female Head of News/Editor in 2021. A broader awareness of
the issues associated with the roles played by women in Irish media and their representation is tacitly
acknowledged by the existence of the BAI's 2018 Gender Action Plan, however, and the BAI has supported
academic research

[18]

to examine how strategies to enhance diversity and inclusion in the Irish media
industries might be promoted.
 
Though still considered medium (46%) the risk associated with Media literacy has continued to decline
(down from 54% in 2020). Much of this is associated with progress in non-formal media literacy education
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driven by the BAI-funded Media Literacy Ireland (MLI) initiative. The MLI-supported BeMediaSmart
campaign rolled out in 2020 and 2021 as part of a larger effort to combat Covid-19-related disinformation
brought the idea of critical media awareness to a much wider audience than hitherto. That said, there
remains substantial scope for mainstreaming media literacy into Irish primary and second education
curricula. Junior Cycle (13-15 year old) students studying English must study a film chosen from a
prescribed list but media literacy remains essentially optional at the Senior Cycle (for 16-19 year-old
students) level.
 
Finally, the low risk (23%) associated with Access to media for local/regional communities and
community media reflects the operation of guarantees protecting their access broadcasting platforms and
their editorial independence. The operation of community outlets has long been financially precarious but in
December 2020, the BAI commenced a two-year pilot scheme which saw Round 36 of the Sound and
Vision Scheme entirely devoted to Community Broadcasting. (€669,092 was allocated to a total of 22
community radio projects.) If sustained this would offer a much more stable basis for the operation of these
stations.
 
 

Page 16 The Centre for Media Pluralism and Media Freedom is co-financed by the European Union



4. Pluralism in the online environment: assessment of the risks

 
 
Fundamental Digital Protection
All three indicators within Fundamental protection area which relate to the online environment record higher
levels of risk than those pertaining to the offline context.
 
The biggest distinction lies within Protection of Freedom of Expression where the digital risk is 63% (as
opposed to 34% offline). However, this is an evolving area and the rationale for coding risk at the higher end
of the medium spectrum needs to be carefully considered. Freedom of expression online enjoys the same
protections as offline speech. However, in 2014 and 2020 Irish law enforcement agencies entered into
Memoranda of Understanding with ISPs to filter pornographic content involving minors. The Criminal Law
(Sexual Offences) Act of 2017 states that anyone who knowingly accesses such content online can be
sentenced to up to give years in prison. However, that legislation makes no reference to online platforms so,
in effect, the MoUs are simply agreements between the Irish police and seven ISPs. The need to prohibit
such content is inarguable but the legal basis for these MoUs is not clear and their existence creates a
precedent and raises the possibility – however distant – that MoUs might be entered into relating to other
forms of content. Furthermore, although the mooted establishment of an Irish Online Safety Commissioner
may change this, at present there are no universal legal standards defining what kind of content is/is not
considered acceptable on online platforms. Nor is there any legal requirement for the state or its agencies to
publish instances where they have sought the removal of online content. Social Media platforms do
moderate (i.e. filter and sometimes remove) user content on the basis of their own internal “Community
Standards”. Furthermore, platforms such as Meta and Twitter publish transparency reports identifying
instances where content has been removed in response to approaches from arms of the state (i.e. the
courts and law enforcement). However, the decision to make this information available is essentially
voluntary and it is not clear that all platforms routinely make this information available.
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The risks associated with the protection of the Journalistic Profession online is also higher (42%) than
the parallel figure for offline activities. This key issue here is the ongoing operation of the Communications
(Retention of Data) Act 2011 which requires telecommunications companies to make available metadata on
any electronic communications to Irish law enforcement officials. At least two judgements from the Court of
Justice of the European Union have noted that the 2006 EU directive on which the 2011 Irish legislation is
based breached EU Law in that it allowed for the indiscriminate electronic surveillance of EU citizens. An
Irish report on the 2011 legislation drew particular attention to the implications of its continued operation for
the protection of journalistic sources. In 2017, the then Government published a General Scheme of a
Communications (Retention of Data) Bill. The Bill appeared on the Government's Legislative Programme for
Autumn 2020 and again in Autumn 2021 but it is not clear how much progress has actually been made on
drawing up a final draft. However, it is of some concern that the initial draft of the Bill appears to largely
have ignored the special status of journalistic communications.
 
The final online indicator relating to the Fundamental Protection Area assesses the internet access. There
is little distinction between online (11%) and offline (85) risks given that, according to the EU’s Digital
Agenda research, 96.4% of Irish households had access to next generation broadband as of 2021
 
 
Market Plurality 
Market Plurality online overall is considered a risk high although for the first three indicators discussed
below there is relatively little distinction between online and offline risk. As nothing in Irish law specifically
requiries public disclosure of digital news media ownership the risk associated with Transparency of Media
Ownership online is assessed at 56%.
 
News media concentration online is considered to be a particularly high risk (92%) not least because
there are no quantifiable legal/regulatory limits to the share of the digital news media market which may be
held by any individual outlet or media group. Furthermore, it has not been possible to establish what level of
revenues are earned in the Irish digital news media sector as a whole, let alone what the revenues of
individual digital news outlets might be. This owes much to the fact that digital news native outlets like
TheJournal.ie are part of larger corporate groups and their news-specific revenues are not reported publicly
in a disaggregated form. Similarly companies like Buzzfeed (which also owns Huffpost) which rank amongst
the top 20 most-used online news sources in Ireland do not breakout revenue figures by geographical
territory in their Annual Form 10-K filings to the US Securities and Exchange Commission.
 
That regulation of Online Platform Concentration and Competition Enforcement is also considered high
risk (81%) owes something to the fact that industry estimates point to high level of market concentration.
Although neither release their Irish advertising revenues, Meta (Facebook) and Google alone are estimated
to have accounted for 84% of all Irish online advertising revenues in 2020 (the most recent year for which
figures are available). It also appears that the Irish Competition and Consumer Protection Commission does
not currently regard online platforms as news media and, as such, they are not subject to the media-specific
regulations on ownership contained in the 2014 Competition and Consumer Protection Act. On a more
positive note, although the EU Copyright Directive was not signed into Irish law until November 2021 (five
months after the set deadline), it began to have some local impact even before this. Between September
and October 201, eight Irish publishers including the Irish Times, Mediauis Ireland and the Iconic regional
press group, signed a licencing agreement with Google which saw the tech giant agree to pay the
participating news organisations in return for access to a limited amount of paywalled content.
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Media Viability online is assessed at 25%, a far lower risk than that associated with offline media (70%).
This is largely due to the fact that industry-level figures for digital advertising spend in Ireland are both
publicly available and – unsurprisingly – point to an upturn in 2021. (Figures from IAB Ireland suggest a
27% surge in such spending in 2021 over 2020.) Again, however, although social media platforms have
almost certainly increased their advertising revenues in 2021 over 2020, there is no basis for assessing
whether digital news media outlets in Ireland have experienced a similar improvement.
 
Finally, though the risk associated with Commercial and Owner Influence over Editorial Content is rated
at 25% online (as opposed to 48% overall), the distinction is perhaps more illusory than real. The higher
overall rating is driven by the absence of regulatory safeguards to ensure that editorial appointments are not
influenced by commercial interests. Similarly, as noted earlier, there is no overt statement in Irish media
legislation to the effect that commercial/ownership influence and journalistic activity are fundamentally
incompatible. However, although not factored into the online risk calculation such safeguards are also
absent from the online area.
 
 
Political Independence
The apparent gulf in the risks associated with the Political Independence of Media in general (25%) and
online (3%) is largely accounted for the reliance on a single indicator for the latter: namely to what extent
are digital native media subject to political control (which in the Irish case can be answered with “not at all”).
That said, the factors that lead to a higher risk for media in general - the absence of legal prohibitions on
political control of/interference in media outlets (digital or otherwise) – are equally applicable to digital
media.
 
The distinction in risks between audiovisual (16%) and online media (54%) during elections is much
more substantive. While broadcasters are subject to strict regulations governing fairness and impartiality
during elections, online political advertising is largely unregulated (not least because the Electoral Act was
passed in 1997 long before online political advertising was a feature of Irish elections

[19]

). Furthermore
although the Irish Standards in Public Office (SIPO) Commission does require political candidates to detail
their election expenditure, the extent to which this occurs in practice varies and it is often impossible to
distinguish online expenditure from other forms of political advertising.
 
As with Political Independence of Media, the online risk relating to the Independence of PSM governance
and funding, is based on a single indicator. Again this accounts for the huge discrepancy in online risk
(3%) and overall risk (50%) for this indicator. The online-specific question asks whether funding for the
online element of PSM activities is regulated in a manner which reduces the likelihood of market distortion.
The 2009 Broadcasting Act

[20]

requires the Media Authority to conduct annual reviews of the extent to which
the PSMs have achieved their public service objects and the adequacy of public funding in this regard. (This
also permits some assessment of whether the public service mission might be over-funded.)
 
 
Social Inclusveness
At 75%, the risk associated with Media literacy online is much higher than that recorded for media literacy
overall (46%). This is accounted by the fact that the online indicator is exclusively based on Eurostat figures
assessing the extent of basic digital skills across the Irish population. These suggest that just 53% of the
population have basic digital skills while 36% are considered to have low digital skills.
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The risk associated with Protection against harmful speech online is rated as high (75%). This
assessment is based on two main considerations: the efficacy of efforts to counter disinformation in Ireland
and the effectiveness of measures to remove instances of online hate speech. With regard to disinformation
although Ireland has signed up to principles to combat disinformation and hosts a number of initiatives to
gauge the extent of disinformation in the Public Sphere and facilitiate the general public in identifying
instances of disinformation. For example, the Broadcasting Authority of Ireland supports the Media Literacy
Ireland (MLI) project which encourages citizens to assess and verify the accuracy of - in particular -
online/social media content. (The project was amplified by recourse to extensive public advertising
campaigns during the early stages of the COVID-19 pandemic, in response to a perceived expansion of
C-19-related disinformation.) The BAI has also funded “Codecheck”, research into how social media
platforms have complied with the 2018 EC Code of Practice on Disinformation. The research found that
social media platforms had introduced various actions aimed at empowering consumers (e.g. mechanisms
to report fake news, more control/transparency in relation to advertising and user preferences and the
promotion of authentic and authoritative information sources) but the extent to which they had done so was
very mixed. This does not suggest an environment where disinformation is being consistently being actively
managed through social media platform self-regulatory mechanisms.
 
However, there are also initiatives at third level education institutions. The Institute for Future Journalism
and Media (“Fujo”) at Dublin City University (which conducted the Codecheck research) is Lead Investigator
on the Horizon 2020 "Provenance" project which builds tools to track and flag online disinformation. FuJo is
also coordinating one of the first eight EDMO (European Digital Media Observatory) Hubs tasked with
assessing the effectiveness of measures to counter disinformation.  
 
And there are disparate private sector and Civil Society initiatives such as the digital native news outlet
TheJournal.ie's membership of the Poynter's Institute-led International Fact-Checking Network. Similarly,
during the 2018 Referendum on the 8th Amendment to the Constitution, the Transparent Referendum
Initiative (TRI) undertook scrutiny of targeted, paid political advertisements on social media to help uncover
disinformation campaigns and attempts at overseas interference.
 
Taken together, these initiatives point to a concern with the threat posed by disinformation but they fall
somewhat short of constituting a thorough and effective response to the problem. As a final caveat,
however, the concept of “disinformation harm” remains poorly defined. For instance, despite the volume of
locally-produced anti-vaccine disinformation, Ireland experienced one of the highest rates of vaccine
confidence and vaccine uptake in Europe. This is not to suggest that concerns about disinformation should
be dismissed but it’s not clear how much real world impact it is currently having in Ireland.  
 
With regard to hate speech online, the most relevant legislation - the Prohibition of Incitement to Hatred Act
1989 - has been repeatedly identified as manifestly failing to address instances of hate speech offline and
online by both local institutions such as the Law Reform Commission but also international bodies such as
the UN Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination. The general scheme of a new Criminal
Justice (Hate Crime) Bill, published in April 2021, makes it a specific criminal offence to commit a hate crime
based on the colour of a person’s skin, sexual orientation or their gender, including gender expression or
identity. Other new protected characteristics include a victim’s race, nationality, religion, ethnic and national
origin, and any disability. As of January 2022, however, the bill has yet to progress through the Irish
parliament.
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5. Conclusions

Depending on the area, Media Pluralism in Ireland is variously rated as a low risk (Fundamental Protection
and Political Independence), medium risk (Social Inclusiveness) and high risk (Market Plurality). Online?
Some effort has been made to introduce new legislation to address some of the issues identified above.
The Irish government legislative programme published in Autumn 2021 included five pieces of legislation
which address some of the risk areas noted here: the Communications (Data, Retention and Disclosure)
Bill, the Criminal Justice (Hate Crime) Bill, the Online Safety and Media Regulation Bill, the Protected
Disclosures (Amendment) Bill and a Defamation (Amendment) Bill. Most, if not all, of these measures were
initiated before 2020 but progress on them has almost certainly been delayed by the overwhelming focus of
state efforts on managing the Covid pandemic over the past two years. In the interim, some risk factors
have intensified driven in part by fallout from the Covid situation. Though 2021 saw an improvement on
2020, media viability remains an acute risk while the pandemic also demonstrates how crisis scenarios offer
fertile ground for the generation of disinformation,
 
Though rated as low risk overall, there are elements within the Fundamental Protection area that merit
attention. Though freedom of information and freedom of expression are generally well protected, there is a
lack of clarity over the legal basis for law enforcement requests to ISPs to filter content. The ongoing
operation of the 2011 Data Retention Act threatens the digital safety of journalists and there remains some
legal ambiguity regarding the protected status (or otherwise) of journalistic sources. The unpredictability of
damages permitted under the 2009 Defamation Act is routinely cited by media organisations as chilling
journalistic discourse and there is little to discourage the filing of strategic lawsuits against public
participation (SLAPPs). 
 
Recommendations

To the state: introduce an overt basis for requesting filtering of content by ISPs by amending
the 2017 Criminal Law (Sexual Offences) Act; amend the current draft of the new Data Retention
Bill to incorporate some acknowledgment of the special (protected) status of journalistic
electronic communications; in drafting a new Defamation Act, adopt the recommendation of the
Review of the 2009 Defamation Act to replace juries with judges with a view to introducing
consistency/predictability into the awarding of damages and consider the merits of introducing
absolute limits on the scale of damages awards; in the same Act, consider the introduction a
serious harms test to assess whether defamation cases might be considered
strategic/vexatious in nature.

 
 
The Market Plurality area risk score (at the lowest end of high risk) is particularly driven by concerns over
news media concentration: both the almost complete absence of any quantitatively defined limits on the
extent of media ownership concentration and the difficulty in ascertaining the market shares of leading
players across media markets. Furthermore, although the advertising market bounced back somewhat from
the Covid-driven collapse in 2020, commercial revenues remain precarious (especially for non-digital media)
which in turn contributes to precarious working conditions for journalists. (That a number of privately-owned,
commercial news media organisations argued for state-funding of the more public service-oriented aspects
of their activity in their submissions to the Future of Media Commission is telling.) Furthermore, although in
general access to information regarding the ultimate ownership of Irish has never been easier, the absence
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of a media-specific requirement compelling media outlets to disclose their ownership remains a concern.
Recommendations

To the state: consider amending the Part 4 of the 2014 Competition and Consumer Protection
Act to specifically require disclosure of GUO of media outlets as defined by the act; extend the
Competition Act definition of media outlets to incorporate online distributors of news content
(i.e. search engines and social media platforms); consider the introduction of 25% market share
ceilings within media markets in the same legislation

To the media regulator and Competition and Consumer Protection Commission: while
acknowledging the commercial sensitivities of revenue data, news media occupy a special
category of institutions which play both economic and political roles simultaneously. Given the
latter function, it can be argued that it is in the public interest to require some greater
disclosure of their financial status so are to understand whether public support of their
activities may be justified

 
Having drawn attention to Media Viability, it is almost worth noting the largely unexamined assumption in
Irish public discourse that restoring the status quo ante where legacy media institutions predominated is the
best means of countering any threats to the operation of the public sphere. Many of the submissions to the
Future of Media Commission argued that unregulated online media have cannibalised commercial revenues
that were previously the exclusive province of legacy media institutions. Given this, it is argued, unwelcome
phenomena associated with online media such as disinformation can best be addressed by shoring up the
revenues of traditional media sectors potentially with public sources of finance. Consideration of more
radical possibilities have been relatively absent from public discussions around media policy in Ireland. Yet
it may be that neither legacy media organisations (shaped by the historical circumstances of the 19th and
20th centuries) nor social media platforms driven by market signals rather than socially-identified needs,
address the current and emerging informational and communicative needs of Irish society in the 21st
century. Other models exists - co-operatively owned and funded media for example – but the challenge is
to find a space in which their pros and cons can be worked through and, where they can be made material.
 
 
The Political Independence area scores a low risk. Nonetheless, the Independence of PSM governance
and funding is comfortably considered to be a medium risk and there are related concerns about state
regulation of resources and support to media sector. While some political/state involvement in PSM
appointments is necessary, at present it's not clear how the shortlist of candidates to be considered by the
Minister for Communications and relevant parliamentary committee is drawn up. There may be scope to
dilute political influence by including social partners (charities, trade unions, employer groups, civil society
organisations, universities etc.) in the nomination process. Furthermore, a notional agreement to index the
scale of licence fee funding to the PSM has been essentially abandoned since 2008 is concerning. The
ongoing delay in reforming the PSM funding despite repeated recommendations to replace the licence fee
with a device-independent household broadcasting charge is hard to understand. Similarly the complete
lack of clarity around the processes of how state advertising is distributed to individual media outlets raises
the possibility that the allocation of such funds might be influenced by political considerations. 
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Recommendations

To the State: introduce new legislation to provide for social partner input into PSM Board
appointments; that same legislation should provide for the replacement of the existing device-
dependent Licence Fee with a household broadcasting fee and index the scale of that fee to the
Consumer Price Index (or other objective measures of inflation); introduce a requirement under
Public Procurement guidelines for individual government departments and public service
institutions to publish annual advertising expenditures, broken down by media outlet. 

 
 
Though improving the Social Inclusiveness area is still considered a medium risk. The outstanding risk
relates to Protections against illegal and harmful speech given the absence of anti-disinformation
legislation and weak anti-hate speech legislation. The improvement in Media Literacy measures noted in the
report may work to ameliorate the impact of disinformation however, and though progressing slowly, the
Criminal Justice (Hate Crime) Bill 2021 2021 should make the prosecution of instances of hate speech
online and offline more straightforward than hitherto. Despite some efforts in this regard by the PSM, the
limited access of minority groups in Ireland remains a risk, one which is made harder to address by the
absence of a legal definition of “minority”. (Obviously it is very difficult to introduce legal protections for a
category of individuals not formally recognised in law.) Similarly although there is an apparent increased
willingness to address disparities in the nature and extent of how women are represented in Irish news and
current affairs, the precise extent of those differences is not empirically tracked on an ongoing basis making
it difficult to assess what progress, if any is being made on the ground. Finally, although the Media Literacy
risk is declining, there remains an opportunity to more fully integrate it into secondary level education in
particular. 
 
Recommendations 

To the state: Pass the Criminal Justice (Hate Crime) Bill 2021 in full as quickly as the
parliamentary schedule permits; introduce a legal definition of "minority" to Irish law as a
prerequisite for BAI recommendations on diversity of representation (perhaps informed by the
definition of minority presented to the UN General Assembly by the Special Rapporteur on
Minorities in 2019

[21]
); consider the scope for more formal integration of media studies in the

secondary curriculum, especially at Leaving Certificate level.

To the media authority (the BAI): fund annual snapshot content analyses of the presence and
role played by women and minority groups in news and current affairs media. 
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6. Notes

[1]  Defamation Act 2009 (Number 31 of 2009). Accessed at:
https://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2009/act/31/enacted/en/html

[2]  Mediaownership.ie lists over 160 print, broadcast and online media outlets operating in the Irish market
and identifies their Global Ultimate Owners. Funded by the Broadcasting Authority of Ireland, the
database is maintained and annually updated by researchers at the School of Communications, Dublin
City University.

[3]  Part 4 of the Act is entirely dedicated to Media Mergers. Competition and Consumer Protection Act
2014 (Number 29 of 2014). Accessed at:
https://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2014/act/29/enacted/en/html

[4]  Department of Justice (2022) Report of the Review of the Defamation Act 2009 (Government of
Ireland). Accessed at: https://www.justice.ie/en/JELR/Report-of-the-Review-of-the-Defamation-
Act-2009.pdf/Files/Report-of-the-Review-of-the-Defamation-Act-2009.pdf

[5]  See Statutory Instrument No. 110/2019 - European Union (Anti-Money Laundering: Beneficial
Ownership Of Corporate Entities) Regulations 2019. Accessed at:
https://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2019/si/110/made/en/print

[6]  See for example: Broadcasting Authority of Ireland (BAI) (2018d) Report on Ownership and Control of
Media Businesses in Ireland 2015-2017. Dublin: BAI. 

[7]  These include, the National Union of Journalists Code of Conduct (Acessed at:
https://www.nuj.org.uk/about-us/rules-and-guidance/code-of-conduct.html), the Press Council of
Ireland Code of Practice (Accessed at: https://www.presscouncil.ie/press-council-of-ireland/code-of-
practice#:~:text=The freedom to publish is,of the press carries responsibilities.) and the BAI's General
Commercial Communications Code (Accessed ast:
file:///Users/roddyflynn/Downloads/GCCC_Eng_ForWeb_vFinal_2017 (2).pdf)

[8]  Broadcasting Act 2009 (Number 18 of 2009). Accessed at:
http://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2009/act/18/enacted/en/print

[9]  BAI Five-Year Review of Public Funding for Public Service Broadcasters and BAI Report and
Recommendations to the Minster for Communications, Climate Action and Environment 14 June 2018.
Accessed at: https://www.gov.ie/pdf/?file=https://assets.gov.ie/83910/277cf91d-0297-4393-890e-6e30
75130e3b.pdf#page=null  

[10]  Mediatique (2019) Review of Sound & Vision 3 (Dublin: BAI). 

[11]  BAI (2013), Code of Fairness, Objectivity & Impartiality in News and Current Affairs (BAI: Dublin).

[12]  Electoral Reform Bill 2022. Accessed at: https://www.oireachtas.ie/en/bills/bill/2022/37/

[13]  Rules governing electoral expenditures are captured in the Electoral Act 1997 (Number 25 of 1997).
Accessed at: https://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/1997/act/25/enacted/en/html

[14]  Accessed at: https://data.oireachtas.ie/ie/oireachtas/bill/2022/37/eng/initiated/b37b22d.pdf

[15]  General Scheme Criminal Justice (Hate Crime) Bill 2021. Accessed at: https://www.justice.ie/en/JELR/
General_Scheme_Criminal_Justice_(Hate_Crime)_Bill_2021.pdf/Files/General_Scheme_Criminal_Jus
tice_(Hate_Crime)_Bill_2021.pdf

[16]  BAI (2021). "Women on Air have today launched their much-anticipated Media Database." Accessed
at: https://www.bai.ie/en/women-on-air-have-today-launched-their-much-anticipated-media-database/

[17]  RTE (2018) Diversity and Inclusion in RTÉ: Re-imagined For A New Generation (RTE: Dublin)
Accessed at: https://about.rte.ie/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/rte-diversity-and-inclusion-
charter-2018.pdf

[18]  Páraic Kerrigan, Susan Liddy and Anne O’ Brien (2021) Auditing Gender and Diversity Change in Irish
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Media Sectors. (Dublin: BAI). Accessed at:
https://www.bai.ie/en/media/sites/2/dlm_uploads/2021/07/Auditing-Gender-Diversity-Change.pdf

[19]  Electoral Act 1997 (Number 25 of 1997). Accessed at:
https://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/1997/act/25/enacted/en/html

[20]  Broadcasting Act 2009, (Number 18 of 2009). Accessed at:
https://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2009/act/18/enacted/en/html.

[21]  Special Rapporteur on minority issues (2019). Effective promotion of the Declaration on the Rights of
Persons Belonging to National or Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic Minorities: Report of the Special
Rapporteur on minority issues. (A/74/160). (United Nations: New York.) Accessed
at:https://ap.ohchr.org/documents/E/GA/report/A_74_160.pdf
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ANNEXE I. COUNTRY TEAM

First name Last name Position Institution MPM2022 CT
Leader

Roderick Flynn Associate Professor School of
Communications,

Dublin City University

X

ANNEXE II. GROUP OF EXPERTS
The Group of Experts is composed of specialists with a substantial knowledge and recognized experience in
the field of media. The role of the Group of Experts was to review the answers of the country team to 16
variables out of the 200 that make up the MPM2022. Consulting the point of view of recognized experts was
aimed at maximizing the objectivity of the replies given to variables whose evaluation could be considered
as being subjective, and, therefore, to ensure the accuracy of the final results of the MPM. However, it is
important to highlight that the final country report does not necessarily reflect the individual views of the
experts who participated. It only represents the views of the national country team that carried out the data
collection and authored the report.

First name Last name Position Institution

Ciaran Kissane Media Regulator Broadcasting Authority of Ireland

Seamus Dooley Trade Union Representative for Irish
Journalists

National Union of Journalists

Lisa NI Choisdealbha Representative of the independent
radio and television sector in Ireland

Independent Broadcasters of
Ireland

Marie McGonagle Lecturer/Professor National University of Ireland,
Galway

Ann Marie Lenihan Chief Executive Officer Newsbrands

Dualta O'Broin Head of Public Policy Facebook (Meta) Ireland
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