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The BiH media landscape — who publishes, who
owns, who regulates

A cited reference. Written 2026-07-18. This book reproduces published research and public registers on the
Bosnia and Herzegovina media environment — who owns which outlets, who regulates them, and what
those regulators have on record. It is a companion to how-puls-works.md and data-sources.md in this
folder.

1. What this book is, and what it refuses to be

This is a map of the BiH media landscape assembled entirely from other people's published work: the
Media Ownership Monitor for Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Regulatory Agency for Communications
(RAK/CRA), the Press Council for Print and Online Media (VijeCe za Stampu i online medije), the fact-
checking organisations Istinomjer and Raskrinkavanje, and international assessments from the European
Commission and Reporters Without Borders. Every fact below traces to one of those sources, and every
source is named at the point it is used.

puls did not collect any of this. puls monitors the BiH information environment for mentions of parties
and candidates; that is a different activity from the one this book describes. What this book does is cite
the public record on ownership and regulation, so that anyone reading a puls analysis can see the
structure of the media system those mentions came out of. The registers, sanctions, complaints, and
ownership records here belong to the bodies that publish them.

Two refusals are built into this book from the first page, and they are not stylistic:

* No credibility verdict, on any outlet, ever. This book does not say any outlet is trustworthy,
biased, propagandistic, independent, or compromised. It reports measurable, published facts —
who owns an outlet, what a regulator sanctioned it for, what a press-council complaint said — and
stops there. The source research is explicit about this line: "Nothing in this document assigns or
repeats a credibility score for any named outlet ... measurable properties only (ownership, public
funding, sanctions, press-council rulings), framed as facts, never verdicts" ( docs/claude/23 ,
§preamble). "State-funded, three sanctions in 24 months" is a fact; a credibility score is, in the
source's own words, a lawsuit. That detector is deliberately unbuilt, and this book does not build it

in prose.

No fact without its label. The underlying research ( docs/claude/23-bih-media-landscape.md )
marks every claim as one of three things, and this book carries the mark through unchanged:

.1 verified — the source was retrieved directly and the claim confirmed against its actual content,
with a retrieval date.
A reported, not verified — surfaced by search, consistent across sources, but the primary source

was not independently confirmed. Not to be treated as fact.
X refuted — checked and found false.



Where the research says "verified," this book says verified. Where it says "reported, not verified," this
book says so in the same breath, and you should read that claim as a lead to be checked, not a fact to be
repeated. Nothing here is upgraded from one label to a stronger one.

A note on dates and freezing: the ownership picture below is, in large part, a 2023 snapshot, and it is
labelled as such wherever it appears. Media ownership changes; a register read in 2023 is not a claim
about 2026. The single most important discipline in reading this book is to keep the "as of" date attached
to every ownership fact.

2. Who regulates

BiH media regulation splits along an old line: broadcast (TV and radio) is licensed and policed by a state
regulator with legal powers; print and online are covered by a self-regulatory press council with no
power to fine or license. The gap between those two regimes is itself one of the most consequential facts
about the landscape, and the sources below document it directly.

2.1 RAK / CRA — the broadcast regulator

The Regulatory Agency for Communications (Regulatorna agencija za komunikacije, RAK; in English the
Communications Regulatory Agency, CRA) licenses broadcasters and telecom operators and enforces the
broadcasting codes. Its public output — registers and enforcement decisions — is the single richest
source of hard, current facts in this whole landscape.

The licence counts, as of 31 December 2024. Per RAK's GodiSnji izvjestaj ... za 2024. godinu (annual
report 2024, ref. 01-02-3-342-1/25, March 2025, 90 pages; Table 1, p. 22) — 4 verified 2026-07-17,
full-text checked against the primary PDF:

* Television: 21 public, 92 private, 0 non-profit, 3 public-service licences.

* Radio: 64 public, 84 private, 2 non-profit, 3 public-service licences.

* On-demand audiovisual media (AVM) consents: 3 public and 9 private, 12 total as of 31.12.2024
(p- 21).

¢ Distribution operators (IPTV / cable / DTH): 28 (p. 22).

What RAK did to broadcasters in 2024. The same annual report (p. 26-28, Table 3) records exactly six
enforcement measures in broadcasting for the year, and all six were written warnings — zero fines,
zero suspensions, zero licence revocations. The six, per the report, attributed to the cited provision:

¢ RTRS, BHT1, and O KANAL — under the Code on Programme Content (Kodeks o programskim
sadrzajima);

* NOVA BH — under the Code on Commercial Communications (Kodeks o komercijalnim
komunikacijama);

e RTV PRIJEDOR — for separation from political subjects (odvojenost od politickih subjekata);

e TOK TV — for a reporting/register duty, under Rules 76/2015 and 95/2023.

These are the regulator's own recorded actions, with the outlet named and the rule cited. They are stated
here as exactly that — a warning issued under a named provision — and carry no implication beyond the
regulator's record. Per-outlet provisions sit in Tables 4-6 of the report (&4 verified).



Ownership changes RAK approved in 2024. The report (p. 21) records 8 consents granted for
ownership-structure changes of TV/radio licence holders in 2024, and 1 request rejected over unpaid
debts to the Agency ([ verified). This matters for the ownership section below: RAK's consents are the
continuing authority on broadcast ownership after the 2023 MOM snapshot freezes.

The older sanctions archive. Separately from the annual report, RAK maintains an enforcement archive
("lzvrSne mjere"). The source research found that the public web page for it renders only a heading — its
document widget is commented out in the site's CMS, so the page is empty by configuration — but the
underlying document API returns 84 enforcement decisions, each carrying the outlet name, the violated
provision, the measure type and amount, a publication date, and a PDF (L4 verified 2026-07-17). Three
examples retrieved from that archive, quoted as the archive titles them:

e "FACE TV ... novcana kazna 15.000,00KM" (a 15,000 KM fine), dated 2023-02-05;

® ‘"Televizija Adria ... oduzimanje dozvole" (licence revocation), dated 2023-01-31;

® "RTV Lukavac - krsenje ... Izbornog zakona BiH — pismeno upozorenje" (a written warning for breach
of the BiH Election Law), dated 2022-11-21.

A coverage caveat that must travel with the archive. The newest entry the research found in that
archive was dated 2023-02-05; sanctions from 2024 onward were found only in the annual report. So the
archive should be read as roughly pre-2023, and the annual reports as the continuing record — the two
do not overlap cleanly, and the archive's lower date bound was not established (L4 verified caveat; the
older bound is an open item, §5).

Two integrity warnings from the research, worth stating because they bear on how anyone should
cite RAK. First, do not trust a RAK document link by its label: one PDF circulated as "Pravilo 71/2013"
is in fact the 2015 Code on Commercial Communications (ref. 03-02-2-3121-1/15) — verified by full-text
extraction, with zero matches for "71/2013" in its text. Every document must be verified against its
content, not its filename or link text. Second, RAK's document host serves an incomplete TLS certificate
chain, so strict verification fails on fetch — a technical retrieval note, not a fact about any outlet (£4
verified).

2.2 The Press Council — self-regulation for print and online

Print and online media in BiH are not licensed by RAK. They fall under the Press Council for Print and
Online Media (Vijece za Stampu i online medije, vzs.ba), a self-regulatory body: it handles complaints
and issues rulings, but it cannot fine, license, or shut anyone down. Its authority is the published ruling
itself.

Per the research (4 verified 2026-07-16), the Council publishes a per-complaint overview with an
eight-field record for each case: protocol number, submission date, complainant, the medium
complained about, the content title, the publication date, the review of the complaint, and the outcome
(Ishod). The 2026 overview held 10 populated complaint records as of 2026-07-16 — and notably,
those records include social-media pages that the Council ruled outside its jurisdiction, not only
traditional outlets. That is a fact about the Council's docket, not about any outlet's conduct.

The Council also maintains a cumulative per-outlet complaint index on its Bosnian-language site. The
research cites one worked example from that index — Klix.ba, with 411 entries in the complaint index
(E4 verified the index exists). Read that number precisely: it is a count of complaint-index entries



associated with a high-traffic outlet over time, held by the Council. It is not a count of upheld violations,
and it is emphatically not a quality score. A busy outlet accumulates complaint entries the way a busy
intersection accumulates incident reports; the count says nothing on its own about fault, and this book
draws no such inference.

Two access caveats from the research, because they shape what can and cannot be cited: the Council's
English section has no browsable rulings database (only a procedure page and older annual outlines)
— the searchable per-outlet material is on the Bosnian side. And the year-by-year overview URLs are not
on a predictable pattern: the 2026 overview URL demonstrably exists, but the same pattern returned 404
for 2023-2025, so each year's entry point has to be located, not guessed (£4 verified caveat).

2.3 Journalist-safety bodies

Two further bodies track the safety and legal pressure environment for journalists, and their figures are
cited here as reported by the European Commission's 2025 report (the primary EC document was
verified; see §4):

* BH Novinari (the journalists' association) recorded 54 complaints of attacks or threats against
journalists in 2024, down from 84 in 2023; the HIPC's new official count reported 36 attacks; and
SLAPP suits jumped to 35 in 2024, against 41 in the entire preceding ten years (£4 verified via
the EU 2025 report).

* A separate BH Novinari release (dated 2026-01-12) claiming 35 recorded attacks in 2025, and a
Mediacentar publication on media ownership and pluralism, are A reported, not verified — the
research could not confirm them directly, and they should be checked before being cited as fact.

3. Ownership and concentration

The ownership picture below comes almost entirely from the Media Ownership Monitor (MOM) for
Bosnia and Herzegovina, cross-checked against RAK where the research did so. Two framing facts have
to come first, because they change how the whole section should be read.

3.1 The MOM BiH snapshot — and its freeze date

MOM BiH is a live, structured ownership database at bosnia-herzegovina.mom-gmr.org , implemented by
BIRN Bosnia and Herzegovina (Splitska 6, Sarajevo) with the Global Media Registry. Its homepage
states plainly: "Data presented on the website is for 2023," and page footers record a last change of
2023/11/29-30 (&4 verified 2026-07-17, pages read directly in a browser).

So MOM BiH is a 2023 snapshot, frozen. It is a citable per-outlet ownership baseline as of 2023 — and
every ownership fact drawn from it below inherits that "as of 2023" scope. Any change since then would
have to come from RAK consents or court registers, not from extrapolating MOM forward. This book
does not extrapolate it.

The MOM BiH sample is 39 outlets — 11 TV, 10 radio, 10 news websites, and 8 print ({2 verified).
That is a curated sample of significant outlets, not the whole market; the whole-market scale is described
in §3.4.



3.2 Who owns what — the named ownership facts

All of the following are from MOM BiH, [ verified 2026-07-17, and all are as of 2023 unless a different
source is named. Audience-share figures carry MOM's own cited measurement (IPSOS, period March
2022—March 2023).

Television.

* Nova BH is owned by United Group, with a 10.43% audience share — the most-watched TV in
the sample. MOM notes United Group also owns the cable operator Telemach, i.e. the same owner
sits on both the content and the distribution side.

* Televizija BN (Bijeljina) is owned by the Trisi¢ family (Vladimir Trisi¢), with a 5.99% audience
share.

¢ Alternativna televizija (ATV) is on the US OFAC sanctions list — added in January 2022 as part
of the Dodik designation. This requires careful, two-part attribution, exactly as the research states
it: the sanction listing is a fact (ATV is on the OFAC list); the control claim is an OFAC allegation
— OFAC alleges Dodik controls ATV through a family-linked company, and ATV and the Dodik
family deny this. This book records the listing as fact and the control as OFAC's contested
allegation, and takes no position of its own on the underlying dispute.

Print.

* Dnevni Avaz is owned by Azra Radoncié.
* EuroBlic is owned by Ringier (Belgrade office).
* Of the four most-read papers, three are RS-based: Glas Srpske, EuroBlic, and Nezavisne novine.

Radio.

* RAK has issued 147 private radio licences (cited via MOM).
* The most-listened radio, Radio BIG2, is owned by Ljubisa Kragulja.
¢ Radio BIR, owned by the Islamic Community in BiH, ranks ninth.

The public-private revenue-vs-reach split. MOM records that the public broadcasters' combined
revenue exceeds 100 million KM (~€50 million) — and yet private TV leads viewership. That is a
structural fact about the market (public money, private reach), stated as MOM states it, with no verdict
attached.

3.3 The transparency deficit — concentration findings

MOM's concentration analysis ( /en/findings/concentration/ , (4 verified 2026-07-17) records several
structural facts that matter more than any single ownership line:

* There is no legal obligation in BiH for media to disclose their owner or editorial team.

¢ Online media are less transparent than broadcast: broadcast is at least partially regulated by
RAK, while portals are not regulated in this way.

* A 2018 draft media-transparency law — worked on by BH Journalists, JaBiHEU, the Press Council,
and Mediacentar — was never adopted.

* One popular outlet explicitly refused to identify its owner and editor to BIRN during the
MOM research.



These four facts, taken together, are the reason ownership in BiH is hard to establish at all — and the
reason a frozen 2023 snapshot is, for many outlets, the best public record that exists.

One funding attribution is not confirmed. The research flags EU funding of MOM BiH as A reported,
not verified — the phrase "European Union" did not appear in the page text that was rendered, and any
such attribution may sit in a logo image or on the Bosnian-language side. So this book does not state
who funded MOM BiH; it records only that the funder attribution is unconfirmed.

3.4 The scale the 39-outlet sample sits inside

MOM's sample of 39 is a slice of a much larger field. Per MOM (citing the Press Council's mapping), the
Press Council mapped 615 online portals — of which 490 are daily-news — and there are 120+ print
publications ([ verified). Set against RAK's 92 private TV and 84 private radio licences (§2.1), this is the
shape of the market: a broadcast sector that is licensed and countable, and an online sector — hundreds
of portals — that is largely unregulated and, per §3.3, under no obligation to disclose who owns it.

4. International assessments of the environment

These are third-party assessments of press freedom and media conditions in BiH. They describe the
environment, not any individual outlet, and they are cited with their labels.

European Commission — Bosnia and Herzegovina 2025 Report (SWD(2025) 751 final, Brussels,
4.11.2025, 102 pages) — (4 verified 2026-07-17, key passages checked against the primary document:

* On freedom of expression (p. 8): "No progress was achieved during the reporting period." The report
calls on BiH to "adopt legislation on both transparency in media ownership and criteria for public
advertising; and ensure that defamation is decriminalised across the country."

* On the public broadcasters (p. 8/22): their financial sustainability is "ever more in danger"; political
influence persists; and entity-level legislation is not harmonised with the state public-broadcasting
law.

® On journalist safety (p. 40): continued intimidation of journalists, including by high-level
politicians, worst against women journalists; and RS criminal defamation penalties remain
chilling.

Reporters Without Borders (RSF) — World Press Freedom Index — ] verified 2026-07-17:

¢ |Index 2026: rank 90 of 180, score 54.29 (component scores — political 110/39.56, economic
114/36.74, legal 62/67.63, social 93/59.79, security 102/67.74).
* Index 2025: rank 86 of 180, score 56.33.

These are RSF's published figures for BiH, reproduced as measurements. This book attaches no
interpretation to the year-on-year movement beyond what the numbers themselves state.

Two assessments remain open, and are not cited as fact. Freedom House's Nations in Transit 2024
page was identified but its content was A not verified. And IREX's Media Sustainability Index has been
discontinued; its successor (VIBE) could not be reached during the research, so whether a current BiH
edition exists is unknown. Neither is used as a source in this book beyond this note.



5. Fact-checking infrastructure

Two BiH fact-checking organisations are part of this landscape, and both appear in puls's own source list
(86). Here they are described as public-record institutions:

* Istinomjer (istinomjer.ba), run by Zasto ne, exposes an open WordPress REST API; the research
confirmed it returns a total post count with the newest item dated 2026-07-15 (£4 verified 2026-
07-17). Crucially, the research records that the licence for reuse of this data is unknown — the
correct step is to ask Zasto ne before any bulk ingestion, not to assume the open API implies a
reuse right.

¢ Raskrinkavanje (raskrinkavanje.ba) has no public API that the research could find (£4 checked
2026-07-17). Its robots.txt permits crawling, but the methodology position is the same: ask for
bulk access rather than scraping around it.

A further lead — that both organisations, being ClaimReview/IFCN-adjacent, might be queryable through
the Google Fact Check Tools APl — is AA unverified; coverage was not tested.

6. The outlets puls monitors

This section connects the landscape above to what puls actually watches — and it is careful about a
distinction the sibling document data-sources.md insists on: describe the tap, never the water. What
follows is which sources are wired into puls's collection, not any count of what has been collected. There
are no corpus figures here, by design.

Per data-sources.md, the sources puls collects from today run through four fetch paths — RSS, GDELT,
Reddit, and YouTube — with RSS as the general collector for anything that publishes a feed. Against the
landscape in this book, the monitored RSS set spans:

* News agencies: SRNA (the RS agency, which publishes in Cyrillic and so needs transliteration
before it can match Latin-script sources) and Anadolu's BiH feed are in the running RSS list; FENA
and ONASA are named in the source docs.

* Major portals: Klix and Bljesak are in the running list, alongside a broad set of FBiH, RS, Brcko, and
Herzegovina portals, plus regional Serbian and Croatian outlets and BiH-scoped Google News
query-feeds.

* Broadcaster websites are used as text proxies for TV/radio (e.g. RTV FBiH), because puls reads
broadcasters' sites and social accounts, not the broadcasts themselves. Direct broadcast
transcription is planned, not running.

* Fact-checkers: the Istinomjer, Raskrinkavanje, and (Croatian) Faktograf feeds are in the running
RSS list.

Where coverage is honestly thin, and where it stops. Per data-sources.md, several source families
named in the landscape are not economically or legally available to puls, and the honest position is to
say so: X/Twitter is left uncollected (API cost); Facebook organic page content is heavily API-restricted
(only the Ad Library is a viable surface, and it is token-gated); TikTok and Telegram are planned, not
running. And a stronger limit sits behind the ad surface: project research records that puls is barred from



Meta's Content Library and from DSA Article 40 researcher access as a commercial product — a
documented external constraint, not a to-do item.

How this map relates to the ownership map. The MOM outlets in §3 (Nova BH, ATV, BN, Dnevni Avaz,
EuroBlic, Glas Srpske, Nezavisne novine, and the rest) are the kind of outlet whose websites and feeds fall
inside puls's RSS collection where those feeds exist and their terms permit. But two honest gaps have to
be stated. First, an ownership record in MOM is not the same thing as a monitored feed — MOM covers
outlets whether or not puls collects them, and puls collects feeds (including many small portals and
query-feeds) that are not in MOM's 39-outlet sample. The two lists overlap; neither contains the other.
Second, the script gap is real: RS/Cyrillic sources do not match Latin-script FBiH sources unless
transliteration runs first, which is a known constraint on how completely the RS side of the landscape is
actually seen. Coverage is a deliberate, auditable choice, and data-sources.md §3.2 is blunt that an FBiH-
heavy source list produces FBiH-biased results — so the entity balance is a methodology decision to be
recorded, not an accident.

7. What the record does NOT establish

This is the most important section to read slowly, because the temptation with a landscape like this is to
turn it into a scorecard. It is not one, and several things are specifically not established by anything
above.

No credibility or bias score is assigned to any outlet — anywhere in this book. Not to Nova BH, not
to ATV, not to Klix, not to any RS or FBiH outlet, not to any public broadcaster. The facts here — an
ownership line, a written warning, a fine, a complaint-index count, an OFAC listing — are measurable,
published, and attributable. A credibility verdict is none of those things. The source research puts it
exactly: a source's tier stays NULL; what can be built per outlet is owner, public_funding, rak_sanctions,
press_council_complaints, ofac_sanction — each cited — and "Credibility: X" is "still a lawsuit." This
book holds that line in prose. A reader who comes away ranking these outlets has added something the
record does not contain.

Counts are not judgments. Klix.ba's 411 complaint-index entries, ATV's OFAC listing, RAK's six 2024
warnings — none of these is a measure of quality, and combining them into an implied ranking would be
exactly the fabrication this project exists to refuse. A complaint filed is not a complaint upheld; a warning
is not a revocation; a sanction listing is a listing, with any underlying control claim contested where the
source says it is contested.

The ownership map is frozen at 2023, and incomplete by law. MOM BiH is a 2023 snapshot; it is not a
claim about 2026. And per MOM's own concentration findings, BiH law does not require outlets to
disclose owner or editorial team, one popular outlet refused to identify its owner at all, and the 2018
transparency law was never adopted — so even the 2023 picture has holes that are structural, not
accidental. Where an owner is not established, this book leaves it unestablished.

Several specific things are explicitly unconfirmed, and were not upgraded:
¢ Who funded MOM BiH — reported as EU, not verified.

¢ BH Novinari's 2025 attack count (35) and Mediacentar's ownership publication — reported,
not verified.



* Freedom House Nations in Transit 2024 and any current IREX/VIBE BiH edition — not verified
/ unknown.

* Reuse licences for Istinomjer and Raskrinkavanje data — unknown; must be asked, not
assumed.

* The RAK sanctions archive's lower date bound and completeness — the archive reads as
roughly pre-2023 with its earliest entry not established, and its overlap with the annual reports not
reconciled.

And several things are still open questions in the source research itself, not gaps this book can fill
from memory: locating RAK's TV/radio licence register as a single bulk artefact; the pre-2026 Press
Council year URLs; and whether the Bosnian-language MOM pages differ from the English ones. These
are named here so the map is honest about its own edges. The rule that governs the whole project
governs this book too: a gap is recorded as a gap. It is never filled with a plausible value.

8. Sources

Every factual claim in this book traces to docs/claude/23-bih-media-landscape.md , which itself cites and
(where marked [£2) directly verified the primary sources below. The monitored-source cross-reference in
86 traces to data-sources.md in this same folder.

* Media Ownership Monitor — Bosnia and Herzegovina, BIRN BiH + Global Media Registry —
bosnia-herzegovina.mom-gmr.org (data for 2023).

¢ RAK/ CRA — Communications Regulatory Agency: 2024 annual report (ref. 01-02-3-342-1/25)
and the "lzvrSne mjere" enforcement archive and registers on rak.ba / docs.rak.ba .

* Press Council for Print and Online Media (Vijece za Stampu i online medije) — vzs.ba .

* BH Novinari and Mediacentar Sarajevo — journalist safety and media- pluralism figures (cited
via the EC 2025 report where verified).

* European Commission — Bosnia and Herzegovina 2025 Report, SWD(2025) 751 final.

* Reporters Without Borders (RSF) — World Press Freedom Index 2025 and 2026.

* Istinomjer (istinomjer.ba, Zasto ne) and Raskrinkavanje (raskrinkavanje.ba) — fact-checking
archives.

Retrieval dates and the [F verified / A\ reported / X refuted labels are carried through from
docs/claude/23-bih-media-Landscape.md . Where that document marks a claim unverified, this book marks
it unverified. This book assigns no credibility or bias score to any outlet.
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