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CONSUMERS

CREATORS / 
PUBLISHERS

ADVERTISERS

User-facing app 
providing access to 
content / services
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attention, and/or 

financial payment
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g
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DIGITAL PLATFORMS
Search engines

Social media
News aggregators

Creative content aggregators
Dating/job/ride/house search connectors

Defining platforms in media markets



Platforms are nothing new

• Two/more different users brought together by middleman
• One market side (partly) subsidized by other + feedback loop

Subsidized side Paying side Middleman
News media Reader Advertiser Publisher
Yellow pages “ “ “
Private broadcasting Viewer “ Broadcaster
Software Free version Professional version Software publisher
Shopping mall Shoppers free 

entry & parking
Concession 

holder
Mall & parking

owner
Credit card Cardholder Merchant Credit card company
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40% global ad spending now digital.
55% for Google & Facebook in western economies



Google towers over rivals in digital advertising

Waters, Richard (2018) For Google, all roads lead back to search. Financial Times, 30 May 
2018. https://www.ft.com/content/a9a66f24-5afa-11e8-bdb7-f6677d2e1ce8

https://www.ft.com/content/a9a66f24-5afa-11e8-bdb7-f6677d2e1ce8


(Source: Social examiner)

Marketeers love the ease of advertising on 
Facebook
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International huge production budgets 
2017 & 2018

$3.0B
$8.9B

$1B $1B
$2.5B $3.1B $3.6B

$12-13B$4.5B$7B2018:

2017:

(TV $7.8B
Film $3.6B)

$15.2B

$8.6B



US media-Telco conglomerates 

BOUGHT BY AT&T
$65B BID FOR

21st FOX

BOUGHT 21st

FOX
FOR $71.3BBOUGHT SKY 

FOR $39B
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60 most valuable platforms in market cap.

Radke, Boris (2018) Unwucht der Plattform-Ökonomie. Carpathia Business Blog. 15 February 2018.  
https://blog.carpathia.ch/2018/02/15/unwucht-der-plattform-oekonomie/

https://blog.carpathia.ch/2018/02/15/unwucht-der-plattform-oekonomie/


GAFA eclipses Wintel (gross revenues)

Evans, B. (2016) Mobile is eating the world. Andreesen Horowitz presentation, December 6 2016. 
http://ben-evans.com/benedictevans/2016/12/8/mobile-is-eating-the-world

http://ben-evans.com/benedictevans/2016/12/8/mobile-is-eating-the-world


Amazon dwarfs other online retail rivals

https://www.ft.com/content/73d8dd9c-57fc-11e8-bdb7-f6677d2e1ce8

https://www.ft.com/content/73d8dd9c-57fc-11e8-bdb7-f6677d2e1ce8


Top 10 in capital expenditures (S&P 500)

https://www.investmentbank.barclays.com/content/dam/barclaysmicrosites/ibpublic/documents/our-
insights/MarketPower/Barclays-ImpactSeries5-MarketPower_final_2.4MB.pdf

https://www.investmentbank.barclays.com/content/dam/barclaysmicrosites/ibpublic/documents/our-insights/MarketPower/Barclays-ImpactSeries5-MarketPower_final_2.4MB.pdf


Mergers & Acquisitions in the (ending?) age 
of cheap capital

• 500,000 M&A deals in period 2006-2017 (Google + Motorola Mobility 
2011; Facebook + Instagram 2012; FB + Whatsapp 2014; Microsoft + 
Linkedin 2016)
• 50,000 in 2016, 2017, 2018
• Size of deals surged in 2018
• 2017-2018 important 

media/telco mergers
• Discovery + Scripps
• AT&T + Time Warner
• Walt Disney + Twentieth 

Century Fox
• Viacom + CBS https://www.ft.com/content/7c3e6cb2-7a12-11e8-8e67-1e1a0846c475

https://www.ft.com/content/7c3e6cb2-7a12-11e8-8e67-1e1a0846c475
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(Source: The Asian century is set to begin, Financial Times, March 26, 2019)



Pipeline of unicorns

One European 
company in top 

50 (Swiss 
biopharma) 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_unicorn_startup_companies

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_unicorn_startup_companies




World economy 2017 (Worldbank)

http://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/GDP.pdf

http://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/GDP.pdf


Prediction: Books will be sold in airport bookstores 
on the inherent superiority of the China model
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Amazon’s cycle of dominance

1. Market 
dominance

2. Scale = 
Negotiation 

leverage

3. Share 
the 

spoils

4. Reward 
bundling 

customers

5. Pick 
cherries

+50% of U.S. online 
shopping captured 

by Amazon

Amazon negotiates 
volume discount with 
couriers (FedEx, UPS)

Amazon sets sales price 
for (some) media content.

SME's move to Amazon 
platform with their shop to 
enjoy same delivery prices

'Fulfillment-by-
Amazon' gives better 
visibility on Amazon's 

website

Amazon uses data 
to enter interesting 

product lines

Inspired by: Khan, Lina (2017) Amazon’s Antitrust Paradox. Yale Law Journal, Vol. 126, pp. 96.



Prominent ads for AmazonBasics private label
Search for “baby food pouches” Search for “shredder”

‘Amazon quietly removes promotional spots that gave special treatment to its own 
products as scrutiny of tech giants grows’, Apr 3 2019 @  
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/04/03/amazon-removes-special-promo-spots-for-
private-label-products.html

https://www.cnbc.com/2019/04/03/amazon-removes-special-promo-spots-for-private-label-products.html


Market 
dominance

Scale = 
leverage

Share 
the 

spoils

Reward 
bundling 

customers

Pick 
cherries

Exclusionary conduct
Vine launches competitor 

to Facebook’s video => 
Facebook cuts off Vine’s 
access to the Facebook 

friends’ data API

Data pooling 
raises 

advertising ROI

Acquisitions
(Instagram, 
Whatsapp) Misleading on WhatsApp

FB misleads Commission in 
2014: “We would be 

unable to establish reliable 
automated matching 

between Facebook users' 
accounts and WhatsApp 

users' accounts.”

Instant Articles
Keeps readers of news 

articles inside Facebook’s 
walled garden

Facebook’s cycle of dominance



Building media strategy on Facebook is a 
shaky foundation

• 2018: Vice Media fires 250 employees; BuzzFeed 220; HuffPost 800

• If Facebook changes its algorithm to prioritize personal stories over 
shared news links, advertising revenues of online media dry up

https://www.vox.com/recode/2019/5/8/18537617/disney-vice-write-off-400-million

https://www.vox.com/recode/2019/5/8/18537617/disney-vice-write-off-400-million


Competition policy issues

• Traditional red lights (cf. Tirole Economics for the Common Good)
• Price gouging => Lower consumer welfare
• Corrupting influence on legislative or executive power
• Underinvestment in innovation

• New red lights (‘New Brandeis’ school)
• Competitor elimination: ‘Kill zone’ around dominant platforms; Exclusionary 

contracts
• Leverage power in adjacent markets
• Exploitative conduct: Consumer privacy; User data value; Vendor subjugation
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• Three revenue models
• Pay-per-download: Direct revenues, €0.99 to €3.99
• Freemium model: Indirect revenues (ads) + in-game purchasing
• Indirect revenue model: Indirect revenues (ads/sponsor/public)

Looking at platforms for educational games



Centralized control

Decentralized control

Indirect 
revenues 
(advertising)

Direct 
Revenues

(cash/subs)

Game

Game

Game
Game

Game

Game

Game

Game
Game

Game
Outlier



Companies that ignored the control-
revenues link were selected away?

Or: Managers imitated successful 
examples from their industry?



The three core dimensions to understand 
media industry in an age of platforms

CONTENT CONTROL

REVENUE MODEL

CUSTOMER OWNERSHIP



Editorial content control continuum

No content 
control

Some ex-
post control

Some ex-
ante control

Completely open 
platforms

Full content 
control

Deleting some 
content after 
copyright or 

ethical 
checks/complaints

Some content 
preselected. 

All content 
preapproved.



Over-the-top video industry cases for 
editorial content control continuum

Amazon Prime
Netflix

HBO Now
Hulu

Viaplay (Scandinavian)
Salto (FR)

Videoland (NL)
Mubi.com

BBC iPlayer
VRT NU

Nederland Ziet

YouTube
Dailymotion

Vimeo (B2C side)

Only pre-
approved content 

productions / 
purchases

All content 
allowed

Piracy

Remove flagged 
content (breach 
of IP, or image-

damaging)

YouTube Premium
Fandor.com

Vimeo (B2B side)

Only registered 
professionals (no 

social sharing)

Crowd-sourced 
content also 

allowed + Vetting 
process



Revenue model continuum

100% indirect 
revenues

Hybrid 
revenues

Ad-based model, 
sponsors/patrons, 
or public funding

100% direct 
revenues

Converting 
freemium to 
subscribers

Pay-per-item / 
subscriptions.

Showing ads to 
subscribers

YouTube
Dailymotion

Vimeo (B2C side)

YouTube Premium
Fandor.com

Vimeo (B2B side)

Amazon Prime
Netflix

HBO Now
Hulu

Telco S/TVOD

BBC iPlayer
VRT NU

Nederland Ziet



Over-the-top video industry cases
Two core revenue models: Direct and indirect



Media content firm archetypes

(1) (2)

(3) (4)

Media firms with 
closed content 

portfolio

Media firms with 
open content 

platforms

Media firms with 
mostly indirect 
revenues

Media firms with 
mostly direct 

revenues



Revenues stacks of one hypothetical media 
firm in a media market



Areas of viable corporate activity

Was already domain of 
‘amateur’ small-scale 
production in pre-
internet era.

Public service 
/ free-to-air retrenches 

if underfunded 
(e.g. U.S. market).

Ad-revenues under 
pressure by OTT ad-

based platforms that 
enjoy vast scale 

efficiencies (YouTube)

Business case depends 
on willingness-to-pay 
by consumers



Customer ownership continuum

No customer 
ownership

Zero customers 
consider you as 

first point of 
purchase

Full customer 
ownership

All customers 
consider you as 

first point of 
purchase



Platforms with and without 
customer ownership

Control of end-user customer ownership = 
Content providers have to reach end-users through the 
platform. Users see this platform as the main point of 
contact.
• Yes = Customer ownership => Platform top of mind when 

end-user decides to consume content
• No = No customer ownership => Platform is merely a 

middleman between end-user and content supplier.



Media platforms with customer ownership 
are ‘integrators’ or ‘brokers’

• Free-to-air broadcasting
• Indirect revenue model + content control = 

PUBLIC INTEGRATOR 
• Netflix, Amazon Prime, HBO Now, iTunes

• Direct revenue model + content control = 
DIRECT REVENUE-BASED INTEGRATOR

• YouTube
• Indirect revenue model + little content control = 

AD-BASED BROKER 
• eBay

• Direct revenue model + little content control = 
CROWD-BASED BROKER 



Media platforms without customer ownership 
are ‘enablers’ or ‘neutrals’

• DVB-T network provider
• Indirect revenue model + content control = 

PUBLIC ENABLER 
• Apple TV, TV Overal, Yelo TV

• Direct revenue model + content control = 
DIRECT REVENUE-BASED ENABLER

• Dailymotion
• Indirect revenue model + little content control = 

AD-BASED NEUTRAL 
• Youtube Premium, Patreon

• Direct revenue model + little content control = 
CROWD-BASED NEUTRAL 
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Beware geeks bearing gifts: 
Market entry and its impact



Disruption by market entry
•Market entry is important engine of market dynamism. 
• If Entries < Exits, Then Increasing market concentration in 

same size market.
• [Side note: ‘high market concentration’ does not necessarily 

equal ‘Uncompetitive market’. A monopolist could 
(theoretically) operate in very contestable market.]

• Observation: Increasing market concentration in IT, telecom 
and media markets past 20 years.



US media market concentration

Source: Barclays, March 2019, Increased corporate concentration and the influence of market power.



From my ‘Dictionary of common sense 
and received ideas’

• “40% of the Fortune 500 companies 
in 2009 no longer existed in 2019”
• Is the same as: “60% still exists after 

10 years.”
• The average company’s 10 year 

survival ratio is 29%
• So: “Fortune 500 companies have 

double the survival ratio than the 
average company.”
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Market entry by new exploitation windows



(S. Moens in Wauters, Dirk en Raats, Tim (2017) Screening of Flemish Audiovisual policy) 

New & compressing release windows for movies
=> COMPRESSING WINDOWS

=> TRADITIONAL WINDOWS

(7 days) (1 month)



Types of entrants



Direct revenue based entry
• Two main business models:
• Subscription-based

• Global: Amazon Prime; Netflix; 
YouTube Premium; HBO Now; 
Hulu; Fandor.com

• European: Viaplay (nordic); 
Salto (France-pending reg. 
approval); Videoland (NL); 
Mubi.com (pan-EU)

• Pay per item
• iTunes; Amazon; Bol.com; …



Rise in US Amazon Prime users



Amazon / Netflix: Direct revenue model

•Amazon’s + Netflix’s content strategy: 
•A few flagship productions (House of Cards, Stranger 

Things) + inexpensive leftovers

•Content supply of AMZN/Netflix can become hard to 
distinguish from local broadcasters if they focus on 
licensing/acquiring (relatively) cheap content



Market entry by ad-based open platforms
• Decentralized content control + 

indirect revenue model
• Platforms enable/allow creators to 

earn indirect revenues from end-
users
• YouTube, Facebook, …
• The brand name of YouTube 

supercedes brand name strength 
of many local broadcasting 
channels



YouTube dominated by vloggers & musicians

Don’t pin your 
hopes on EU 

Copyright 
Directive art. 17



Online video: YouTube, Netflix, Amazon rising. 
Facebook declining (but: owns Instagram)

(Source: Richard Broughton, Ampere Analysis 2019)



Crowd-based entry and expansion

• Members of the crowd 
produce content, and 
directly earn revenues from 
patrons
• Reminiscent of artisanal 

production pre-mass media 
era, except…
• Strong dependence on 

payment service providers: 
If Patreon or Paypal cancels 
your account, you’re lost.



Crowd-based content feeds the direct and 
indirect revenue areas

Successful crowd-
grown acts/artists 
get picked up by 
publishers 
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Crowdfunding no panacea in small markets 
(Numbers for Flanders from Braet, Spek & Pauwels 2018)

Typical average 
movie budgets, 
Flanders

Revenue 
projection for 
movie 
crowdfunding 
platform



Free-to-air / public media entry

• Under pressure from dominant 
axis
• Increasingly dependent on 

revenue mix with direct revenues 
(= moving to top right)
• Possible telecom cross-

subsidisation



Varying degrees of market entry impact

Status quo or Assimilation

Disruption
Change in balance of power between firms.

Upheaval
Change in power balance between industries. 



‘Status Quo’ or ‘Assimilation’ outcome: 
Entry and exit/acquisition



‘Disruption’ outcome example: Top segment 
substitution



‘Upheaval’ outcome 1: Top (or other) segment 
destruction: Total market size shrinks



‘Upheaval’ outcome 2: Top (or other) segment 
expansion: Total market size expands



Industry-level impacts of market entry

•Because of the preceding sector-level dynamic, 
entry may happen/result in … 

a) a same industry size, 
b) a growing industry size, 
c) a shrinking industry size. 



Complementary entry in expanding market = 
Disturbance of power distribution (hypothetical)

Original size: €15B => Resulting size: €18B



Non-hypothetical: Belgium video-content market
Continuing tidal wave



Media strategies in a platform world



Providing these platform scenarios are in effect… 

In what degree can you sell different products at 
different prices to different customer groups?



Ability to price discriminate depends on platform 
effects, alongside media asset control

Product-price variation Channel variation
Over one channel Over multiple channels

Selling … Single homing Multihoming
… same good at different prices Pure price discrimination Windowing

… different good at different prices Content tailoring Tailoring over windows
… same good at same prices Utility Commodity

… different good at same prices Customer is king 
customization

Customer is emperor 
customization

Best case

Worst case



Commercial strategies for media companies 
that are a platform?

Platform firms aim to deploy versioning: different goods at 
different prices

Eight main kinds of versioning, depending on:
a) the position on the content control-revenue model axes
b) whether the platform has customer ownership



Versioning commercial strategy in media platform firms 
with (left) and without (right) customer ownership



Commercial strategies for media companies 
that are not a platform?

• In that case you will sell your goods over someone else’s platform
• Non-platform media firms with customer ownership (i.e. active in an 

industry landscape of platforms that do not have customer 
ownership) can follow four product strategies. 
• From best to worse: 
a) Windowing: Multiple channels + Same product + at different 

prices
b) Tailoring: One channel + Same product + at different prices
c) Commodity: Multiple channels + Same product  + at same prices 
d) Customization: One channel + Different products + at same prices



Windowing: Media firm 
sells same product at 

different prices

Tailoring: Media firm sells 
different products at 
different prices



Commodity: Media firm 
sells same product at 

same prices

Customising: Media firm 
sells different product at 
same prices



CONCLUSION



Questions for media companies

• Do you want to be a platform? Good luck.
• If you can’t be a platform, can you at least retain customer ownership?
• Customer ownership depends on organisation, product, financial and 

service design decisions + regulatory support
• Financial design: revenue model
• Organisation design: Upstream value network control of content providers and/or 

downstream control of relationship with the customer
• Service design: Who does the viewer see as core provider of value: you, the 

distributor, the platform? How strong is your brand really compared to the global 
platforms?

• Product design: Impact the matchmaking technology, besides production business 
case



Constant oscillations in the battle for 
customer ownership

• Broadcaster vs. telecom platforms
• Broadcaster: “Distributor only has subscribers to its TV-bouquets 

because of our channels”
• Telecom: “Public TV only has viewers because it’s in our TV-

bouquet”
• Over-the-top as leverage
• HBO can use OTT HBO Now platform as a tool of negotiation. 
• Where business case for selling to telco’s turns negative relative to 

going OTT, HBO can then reach subscribers with HBO Now. 



Platforms appropriate data from media firms 
that lose customer ownership

• A series licensed to Netflix or uploaded to YouTube: they monitor 
which content works best for which user profiles, and commission 
their own acquisitions accordingly
• Related ‘Due prominence’ discussion: To what degree can platform give own 

commissioned shows better visibility over the external content?
• But: “Data can only tell you what people have liked before, not what 

they don’t know they are going to like in the future” 
• (FX Networks CEO John Landgraff -

http://www.nytimes.com/2013/02/25/business/media/for-house-of-cards-
using-big-data-to-guarantee-its-popularity.html )

http://www.nytimes.com/2013/02/25/business/media/for-house-of-cards-using-big-data-to-guarantee-its-popularity.html


Competition policy in tune with new media 
industry challenges

• Multi-market view needed. No market definition shenanigans.
• More critical look at mergers and acquisitions

• Are they removing a competitor? Which data are they buying? 
• Consumer lock-in: Are there default browsers, search engines, 

shopping carts? => European Commission ‘abuse of market power’ 
investigation of Google (resolved?)
• Transparency of data streams => German 2019 court decision against 

Facebook
• Transparency of recommendation algorithms and how they rank and 

suggest news and media items



Four competition policy remedies
(that can be combined)

Money fine 
– FB €110mio in EU over Whatsapp; FTC ongoing investigation –

– Google €2.42B for Shopping, €4.34B for Android, €1.49B for Adsense –

Remedy organizational behavior 
– Google shopping cart –

Forbid certain activities 
– GDPR –

Break up companies?
To be continued… 



The hammer

Sean Parker 
(early investor)

Roger McNamee 
(Zuckerberg’s 

mentor)

Chamath
Palihapitiya
(early VP)

Brian Acton
(WhatsApp co-founder)



The scalpel 

No more targeted advertising for companies 
caught acting irresponsibly with personal data, 

use that data to hold captive customers/suppliers, 
or to kill off competitive innovation.

They can still sell banners like it’s 1999.



Preferred outcomes

• Lower switching costs / enable multihoming for customers
• Stimulate market entry (through M&A monitoring a.o.)
• Use multi-market definition to assess market dominance
• Data portability, data openness
•More consumer choice (choice screens; no default 

browsers or shopping carts)
•More content diversity
• Ensure democratic function of freely accessible 

information


