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1. INTRODUCTION 
Freedom of speech is universally accepted as necessary for democracy to work 

because voters need information to base their voting decisions on. However, 
traditional theories of democracy have paid very little attention to the quality of the 
information that voters receive. Will a free press automatically publish any 
information that voters may need? Are commercial mass media controlled by the 
conscience of journalists or by economic market forces? How can voters be sure that 
the mass media are not biased and that they do not systematically leave out certain 
types of information? Are voters bombarded with information to such a degree that 
unimportant information is crowding out important information? These questions are 
essential if we want a democracy to perform in an efficient and legitimate way1. The 
information problems of democracy have been known for many years2, but 
philosophers of democracy have been slow to recognize these problems. Many 
treatises on democracy pay no serious attention to information problems beyond 
praising freedom of speech3. This article will discuss the requirements for a 
democratic information system that can be derived from various models of democracy 
and compare these requirements with theoretical and empirical knowledge about the 
functioning of mass media in a modern democracy. 

Section 2 of this article discusses the quality requirements that a democratic 
information system must satisfy in order to enable the democratic process to function 
according to the norm. These requirements depend on the model of democracy that 
we apply. Four different views of democracy are discussed: (a) procedural models, (b) 
rational choice models, (c) deliberative models, and (d) evolutionary models of 
democracy. 

Section 3 discusses whether unregulated mass media in a competitive market 
can be expected to meet the information requirements of democracy. This discussion 
is based on economic theories of media competition and psychological theories of 
media effects. Section 4 discusses a possible reinterpretation of information rights in 
the light of the problems uncovered here. 
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Section 5 concludes that a democracy cannot rely on the free market forces 
and a constitutional guarantee of free speech for informing its voters. A democratic 
system that does not actively support a provision of information to its citizens 
according to some basic requirements has a legitimacy problem. Possible 
interventions that might improve the ability of the system to meet the information 
requirements are discussed. However, the political choice between alternative 
intervention strategies is outside the scope of this article. 

 

2. THE INFORMATION NEEDS UNDER DIFFERENT MODELS OF 
DEMOCRACY 

The mass media have gained an increasing importance as the main source of 
information for voters. Other sources of information, such as personal contact and 
political meetings, have lost their importance in the modern mass society. It is 
therefore reasonable to expect that the mass media fulfill the role as the prime 
information source for voters. Michael Gurevitch and Jay Blumler have set up an 
often-cited set of criteria that the mass media must satisfy in order to meet the 
expectations of democratic performance. These criteria include4: 

• Surveillance of the sociopolitical environment. 
• Meaningful agenda setting, identifying key issues and the forces behind them. 
• Provide a platform for advocacy. 
• Produce dialogue across a diverse range of views. 
• Holding officials to account for how they exercise power. 
• Give incentives for citizens to learn, choose and become involved. 
• Resist efforts of forces outside the media to subvert their independence. 
• Respect audience members as potentially concerned. 

In the following sections we will relate these criteria to four different models of 
democracy. While most scholars in the field agree on these or similar criteria for 
democratic media performance, a dissenting view is voiced by Pippa Norris who 
argues that the satisfaction of audience preferences is sufficient and that soft news are 
useful for democracy5. The analysis that follows should suffice to counter Norris' 
arguments. 

2.1 Procedural models 
The traditional model of democracy, with its many variants, has a focus on the 

procedures of voting and election. These procedures are meant to secure equal 
decision rights and equal influence to all citizens. This is expected to prevent tyranny 
and violent battles for leadership and to produce a fair government6.  

Freedom of the mass media is known to be an important precondition for a 
well-functioning democracy7. The voters need information about political candidates 
and officials in order to secure the responsibility, accountability and transparency of 
the government. This requires that the media provide a platform for advocacy for all 
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political candidates without favoring any particular candidate or party. Furthermore, 
the media must survey the political arena and hold officials to account. If we focus 
our conception of procedural democracy on issues rather than on candidates or 
parties, then we must require a meaningful agenda setting and a forum for dialogue 
that gives fair access to all points of view. An active participation of citizens in the 
political process is usually assumed in procedural models of democracy; and the 
media should facilitate this participation. The criteria of Gurevitch and Blumler are 
therefore in good accordance with procedural models of democracy. 

2.2 Rational choice models 
The research tradition known as public choice relies on the ideal type of a 

rational egoist, as known from classical economic theory. Voters are assumed to 
behave in the way that optimizes their welfare; and political candidates are expected 
to strive to maximize their votes8. These assumptions are not always in accordance 
with real world observations9, but they may be useful for the sake of mathematical 
clarity and for uncovering potential shortcomings of the democratic system. 

The most important shortcoming that public choice theory has discovered is 
the voting paradox. The probability of casting a decisive vote is so small that it is 
rarely profitable for the individual citizen to vote. The average benefit of voting is so 
small that it may not cover the small costs of going to the polling station and much 
less the costs of becoming informed about political matters. The rational voter will 
therefore stay ignorant and possibly abstain from voting10. 

Information plays a large role in public choice theory. Information is power; 
and those who have information can gain influence over those who are ignorant. More 
specifically, the theory predicts that a group of citizens can gain influence by forming 
a special interest group or lobbying group. The group can share the costs of gathering 
information about a particular issue and then gain influence by giving some of this 
information to politicians and to the public. The democratic process is neither fair nor 
fully efficient, according to public choice theory, because some groups of citizens 
have better possibilities than others for forming lobbying groups around their interests 
and gain influence through information11. 

There has been little research on the role of the mass media under the 
paradigms of economy and rational choice12. But it is obvious from rational choice 
theory that the mass media as purveyors of information have a large potential for 
political influence. It is equally obvious that the performance of a democracy depends 
on the performance of the mass media. 

The most important media performance requirement that can be derived from 
public choice theory is that political information must be free and easily accessible in 
order to remedy the voting paradox and the problem of rational voter ignorance. 
Furthermore, the media should provide detailed analysis of social problems and issues 
and their causes because it would be too complex and expensive for the individual 
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voter to perform such analysis by himself/herself13. Leaving the analysis of complex 
problems to experts is an obvious advantage to the individual voter, but it involves the 
well-known dilemma of giving too much power to an elite. This problem is 
unavoidable because it is impossible for any individual person to study all issues in 
detail14. 

The fact that citizens economize their information gathering gives the mass 
media every possibility to manipulate the political process by making information that 
favors one point of view more accessible than information that favors the opposite 
point of view. Unfortunately, the media have no incentive to provide fair coverage of 
alternative points of view if media owners, editors and journalists are rational egoists. 

We can therefore conclude that the public choice model paints a very 
pessimistic picture of the democratic process. The criteria proposed by Gurevitch and 
Blumler are all relevant in the light of the public choice model, but hardly sufficient to 
make the democratic process perform according to the norm.   

2.3 Deliberative models 
The deliberative model of democracy assumes that new political issues come 

up all the time and that a continuous debate is going on, involving voters, politicians 
and experts. It is theorized that debaters will come to an agreement if they share the 
same information and the same ethical premises. The deliberative model puts more 
emphasis on the continuous debate than on the procedures of voting and elections15. 
Indeed, democracy would be very inept if the only decision-making method was 
through votes. 

A distinction can be made between what is right and what is fair. If a majority 
agrees to tyrannize a minority, then this decision is right, according to the procedural 
rules of democracy, but not fair. The deliberative model is the only model of 
democracy that opens the possibility for making fair decisions because debates and 
decisions are based on fundamental ethical principles including principles of minority 
rights. On the other hand, the deliberative model is not necessarily right in the sense 
of equal influence, because debaters with expert knowledge and rhetorical skills will 
gain a disproportionately high amount of influence16. 

The consequence of this model is that power and influence springs from 
information and communication, in accordance with the sociology of knowledge17, 
the theory of cultural capital18, and the sociology of social issues19. A group of social 
actors can gain power if they succeed in defining a social issue, putting it on the 
agenda, and make everybody accept their particular definition of the issue and their 
expertise in solving problems relating to this issue. The most influential debates are 
not debates about conclusions but about definitions of problems and the boundaries of 
normality20. 
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The influence of the mass media has been studied more thoroughly in the 
research traditions mentioned here than in the research traditions responsible for the 
procedural and the rational choice models of democracy. The power of the mass 
media is beyond doubt in the deliberative model. The normative requirements for the 
democratic mass media are therefore high. They must provide a forum for debate 
between citizens, politicians and experts; and they must give equal and fair access to 
all points of view including minority views. The agenda setting of the media is 
particularly critical. The agenda should be prioritized according to generally agreed 
criteria of social importance. 

2.4 Evolutionary models 
The evolutionary model sees democracy as an evolutionary system in a 

continuous search for improvement. Different ideas and policies compete for 
acceptance in a process that is expected to lead to ever improving social structures. 
New ideas are analogous to the mutations that are necessary for biological evolution 
to take place. New ideas are necessarily minority ideas when they first arise, but the 
best new ideas will gain wider acceptance through public debate and eventually 
become majority ideas21. The conception of new ideas as mutations is also found in 
other research traditions, including in the sociology of deviance22, cultural selection23 
and memetics24. 

The evolutionary model shares with the deliberative model a focus on the 
dynamic aspects of democracy, while the procedural and rational choice models are 
static models in the sense that they have little to say about how or why opinions 
change. The dynamic aspect is necessary if we want to explore the influence of the 
mass media on opinion formation and the political climate. 

The evolutionary process can only work if new ideas are allowed to diffuse 
through the population. This requires that the mass media pay attention to new ideas 
and provide fair coverage of minority opinions. It is obviously impossible to 
implement all new political ideas and test them in practice. The political system 
therefore has to subject promising new ideas to theoretical testing in the sense that 
their likely consequences are calculated by experts. This gives rise to another 
requirement for the media, namely that they publish expert analysis of the likely 
consequences of proposed policies. Where experts disagree, they must provide a 
forum for debate that gives fair coverage to all opinions. 

2.5 Conclusion 
Each of these four classes of democracy models contains an element of truth, 

despite their shortcomings. I will regard the four classes of models as supplements 
rather than as alternatives to each other. 

All the democracy models that we have explored require an information 
system that keeps voters well informed about political matters and also functions as a 
forum for public debate. A democracy can only work according to its purpose if a 
public information system exists to fulfill these roles. Any information system that a 
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democracy designates for the purposes of informing voters and providing a forum for 
political debate has a far-reaching power to steer the democratic process in almost any 
direction and therefore also a high responsibility. It is therefore necessary to define a 
set of performance criteria for such an information system.  

The criteria for democratic media performance that Gurevitch and Blumler 
have proposed are well in accordance with all the democracy models that we have 
considered. However, the list of criteria may need to be amended or made more 
specific: 

• Political information must be free and easily accessible because individual 
voters have little economic incentive to pay for it (derived from rational choice 
model). 

• The information system must provide detailed expert analysis of relevant 
social problems and predictions of the likely consequences of proposed policies 
because voters have neither the resources nor sufficient incentive to do this 
analysis themselves (derived from rational choice, deliberative and 
evolutionary models). 

• The information system must give fair coverage of alternative points of view  
(derived from rational choice and deliberative models). 

• The information system must give a voice to minority groups (derived from 
deliberative model). 

• The information system must give a voice to new ideas (derived from 
evolutionary model). 

• The information system must provide a forum for debate between citizens, 
politicians and experts (derived from deliberative model). 

• The agenda should be prioritized according to generally agreed criteria of 
social and ethical importance (derived from deliberative model). 
 
It is clear that personal contacts and political meetings are insufficient for 

satisfying these criteria. In the next section we will explore whether a free and 
unregulated mass media market can satisfy the requirements for a democratic 
information system. 

 

3. THE MASS MEDIA MARKET 

3.1 Economic market forces 
A mass media outlet that allows advertising is operating in a dual market. 

There is a market for audience (readers, listeners, viewers) and a market for 
advertisers25. Media owners that get most or all of their income from advertising and 
sponsoring have characterized their business as selling eyeballs to advertisers26. They 
will publish whatever attracts the largest audience and brings them into a buying 
mood or whatever their sponsors will pay them to publish27. The more competitive the 
market, the less can media owners afford to let principles of journalism ethics and 
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professionalism guide their publication principles if they want their business to 
survive. 

Policy makers have often assumed that free competition on the media market 
leads to diversity, but the practical and theoretical support for this assumption is 
ambiguous at best28. Many investigators have found that increased competition leads 
to less diversity29. The negative effect of competition on diversity is most evident in 
the TV market. This can be explained by the following simple example. Assume that 
a country has two commercial TV stations with one channel each. In this case, the two 
stations will most likely both produce the same kind of programs that appeal to the 
broadest possible audience. But if the two TV channels are operated by the same TV 
station then the owner will avoid competition between the two channels by sending 
different kinds of programs on the two channels30. A more detailed analysis leads to 
the conclusion that moderate competition may lead to increased diversity, but a higher 
level of competition leads to decreased diversity31. 

The diversity that is measured is a diversity of form, not a diversity of 
informational contents32. Some media economists prefer to measure quality rather 
than diversity33, while others are reluctant to do so because of the absence of objective 
criteria for measuring quality34. Those economists that do allow themselves to 
measure media quality all conclude that high degrees of competition leads to 
decreased quality35. Indeed, John Zaller concludes, "for every set of cases in which I 
am able to make plausible comparisons, higher levels of market competition are 
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associated with lower levels of news quality"36. This observation can be explained by 
the general theory that free competition and free entry into a market favors products 
with low fixed costs over products with high fixed costs37. In the case of the media 
market, this principle can be illustrated with the following example. If many TV 
stations share the market for political news, and if advertising money are limited, then 
each station will get a low share of the total advertising pie. As a consequence, no 
station will be able to afford to do anything better than uncritically relaying press 
releases and messages from news agencies. But if there are few stations, then each 
station will have more money to spend on investigative journalism. Detailed 
theoretical models confirm that increased competition can lead to decreased quality 
under realistic conditions38. 

Commercial mass media need to catch the attention of potential consumers in 
order to maximize their audience. It is well known that topics such as violence, 
disaster, sex, and gossip are among the most powerful attention-magnets39. Topics 
that relate to such attention-catchers and stories that provide good photo opportunities 
figure very prominently in commercial mass media, regardless of their societal 
relevance. This tendency strongly influences the political agenda. The most 
competitive media markets are likely to prioritize political issues on the agenda 
according to their audience appeal and attention-catching potential rather than by any 
criteria of societal importance40. This influences the cognitive processing of the media 
messages in the audience. Media effects studies show that media consumers tend to 
estimate the importance of social problems from the frequency and prominence of 
media coverage of each problem41. The unavoidable political consequence is that the 
democratic process will allocate a more than optimal amount of resources to purposes 
that range high on the media agenda for reasons of attention catching, and a less than 
optimal amount of resources to purposes with little media appeal. 

Competition also influences the framing42 of political news. The competitive 
media prefer to present social problems in the form of personal stories. A story about 
a person who is affected by a particular problem can attract a larger audience than 
thematic, statistical and causal analysis because the personal story is emotionally 
touching, easy to identify with, and easy to understand43. The personalized framing 
has an unintended effect on the causal attribution of the problem at hand. The 
audience members are likely to blame the problem on individual persons rather than 
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on deeper social causes. The political consequence is that the proposed political 
responses to the problem are more likely to replace the persons that get the blame than 
to target the underlying social, political, economic or other structures that have caused 
the problem44. 

The tendency to personalized framing also affects political debates and 
elections. Disagreements over political ideologies are presented as clashes between 
politicians as persons, and elections are presented as horse races. This kind of framing 
tends to suppress a deeper understanding of the political issues at stake. The focus on 
procedures and strategies rather than on political ideologies makes the audience 
perceive politicians as egoists seeking power rather than as idealists seeking to 
improve society. The consequence is a widespread cynicism and disinterest in 
politics45. 

The effects of agenda setting and framing have been explained theoretically 
from the observation that media consumers economize the cognitive processing of 
incoming information46. These theories of cognitive psychology can also explain the 
well-known phenomenon that people prefer to hear arguments that they agree with 
rather than arguments they disagree with47. Competitive news media may explore this 
effect by presenting partisan views that are in accordance with the views of a majority 
of their audience, by avoiding controversy, or by avoiding the ideological arguments 
behind a controversy48. Ericson and coworkers have observed that once the news 
media have applied a particular interpretation to an ambiguous issue, they will be 
likely to stick to this interpretation or suppress the issue rather than change their 
interpretation even in the face of new evidence that strongly favors the opposite 
interpretation49. 

3.2 Satisfaction of democratic requirements 
Journalists may be honestly motivated to uphold the highest standards of 

professional journalism that they have been taught in their education, but they are 
often forced by the inescapable logic of a competitive market to depart from these 
standards. Media that set quality standards higher than competitive considerations 
have often been forced out of business50. 

It is therefore necessary to identify possible conflicts between the democratic 
performance requirements and the market forces. We will combine the requirements 
proposed by Gurevitch and Blumler with the amendments and modifications listed in 
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section 2.5. This allows us to evaluate the likely performance of competitive news 
media for each requirement as follows. 

 
Surveillance of sociopolitical environment 

Competitive media are likely to do so, though selectively. 
Agenda setting 

The media are likely give more weight to criteria of attention catching, 
emotional appeal, and entertainment than to any criteria of societal relevance 
in the prioritizing of the political agenda.  

Provide a platform for advocacy 
Yes, but selective. 

Provide a forum for debate and dialogue with fair coverage of alternative views 
It may be more profitable to provide one-sided coverage or to avoid 
controversy51. 

Holding officials to account for how they exercise power 
The media have been observed to do so, sometimes even excessively, but they 
may be more interested in uncovering wrongdoings in the private lives of 
politicians than wrongdoings in their political lives52. 

Give incentives for citizens to learn and become involved in the political process 
The media may occasionally serve political news to their audience after 
attracting them with entertainment. The media provide political news to those 
who desire it, but do little to stimulate an interest in politics for those who are 
not already interested. The media may as well find it more profitable to 
stimulate an interest in sport, music, drama, game shows, or anything else. 

Resist efforts of forces outside the media to subvert their independence 
There is plenty of evidence that mass media can be influenced by advertisers, 
sponsors and owners53. 

Respect audience members as potentially concerned 
Many media show a marked disrespect for the politically concerned audience 
by trivializing, simplifying and dramatizing political news and by focusing on 
the personalities of politicians rather than on their policies and ideologies. 

Free and easily accessible political information 
Some media are financed entirely by advertising, and therefore accessible at 
no cost to the consumer other than the cost of viewing advertisements. 

Detailed expert analysis 
The media tend to simplify matters rather than educate their audience to 
understand complex issues. The media often prefer to use their own 
commentators rather than external experts. 

Give a voice to minority groups 
The media may do so if the problem of a minority group can be framed in a 
personalized and emotional way. Some minorities are consistently neglected. 

Present new ideas 
The media often do so, but the ideas may be selected for their entertainment 
value rather than for societal relevance. 
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The conclusion of this discussion is that few, if any, of the requirements of democracy 
are likely to be fully satisfied by the free market forces. 

3.3 Noncommercial media 
The Western European countries have a tradition of state-owned public service 

radio and television. Cross-national studies show that these media perform 
significantly better than the commercial media with respect to news quality54. A wave 
of deregulation in the 1980'es has led to a much more competitive media market in 
Europe where public service media have to compete with privately owned 
commercial media55. The deregulation was justified ideologically by a reinterpretation 
of the freedom of speech principle from a positively defined right of every citizen to 
have his or her views heard to a negatively defined right of media organizations to be 
free of intervention56. The deregulation aimed at providing more diversity and choice 
to the media consumers, but the result was exactly the opposite57. 

The political support for public service is now so fragile that the public service 
media feel that they have to present high viewer and listener ratings in order to justify 
their subsidies. This has forced them to use the same competitive strategies as the 
commercial media. The consequence of this is that the political news provided by the 
public service media have become more superficial and sensational, but still 
significantly better than the commercial media58. 

3.4 The internet 
The internet has made it possible, for the first time in the history of 

democracy, to publish ones ideas and opinions to a mass audience at a price that 
ordinary people and non-profit organizations can afford. The receiver of information 
is in control here. There are myriads of information to choose between and efficient 
search engines that allows one to find exactly the kind of information than one needs. 
This is likely to improve democratic communication to the extent that voters are 
motivated to seek alternative sources of information. Possible negative consequences 
are discussed by Applbaum59. 

 

4. FREEDOM TO SPEAK VERSUS FREEDOM TO LISTEN 
Freedom of speech has always been regarded as essential for democracy. 

Theorists have paid much less attention to the freedom to seek and receive reliable 
information. Such a right appears to be no less important for democracy, according to 
the theories discussed above. The UN and European declarations of human rights 
include protections of the right to seek and receive information. The first amendment 
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to the US constitution does not explicitly mention such a right, but is usually 
interpreted to imply such a right. 

There is a potential clash between the freedom to speak and the freedom to 
listen when there are more speakers than listeners or when speakers are crowding out 
each other to such a degree that listeners have difficulties finding the messages they 
want to hear. 

The modern society, with all its communication means, is so crowded with 
messages that it is impossible to pay attention to everything that anybody wants you 
to hear60. A plethora of advertisers, political parties, public information campaigners, 
special interest organizations, charity organizations, and many other groups and 
individuals are all competing for the attention of the citizens. Attention has become a 
scarce resource. The fact that the demand for attention by far exceeds the supply has 
made public attention an expensive commodity61. The public attention market is 
largely unregulated if not completely anarchic. The high price for attention has made 
it difficult for non-profit organizations and other organizations with limited resources 
to communicate effectively. The mass media have few, if any, obligations to convey 
such messages, even if these messages are important for the democratic process. 
Some organizations have responded to these difficulties by resorting to illegal means 
of communication, ranging from putting posters on walls without permission to 
dramatic media stunts62 and even terrorism63. 

The fact that the public attention market is largely unregulated is a 
fundamental problem for the democratic process. It may be difficult to find the fairest 
regulation criteria, but allowing those who can pay most to occupy all the 
communication space appears to be the least fair solution64. 

The fact that these are fundamental problems to the freedom of speech has, in 
a few occasions, been recognized in legal decisions. The US Supreme Court and the 
Federal German Constitutional Court have both ruled that a regulation of public 
television broadcasting is needed because broadcasting channels is a limited 
resource65. The ruling of the Federal German Constitutional Court is particularly 
interesting. The court has decided that it is the duty of the lawmakers to secure the 
constitutionally prescribed free opinion formation through material, organizational 
and operational regulation of the radio. The court is skeptical about whether this goal 
is compatible with commercial financing66. 
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5. HOW CAN THE INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS OF DEMOCRACY BE 
MET? 

A democracy must provide an information system that meets the democratic 
requirements to a reasonable degree in order to perform in a satisfactory way and to 
be considered legitimate67. We have found that an unregulated commercial media 
market cannot be expected to meet the requirements for a democratic information 
system68. Albert Camus noted in 1944, "The press is free when it does not depend on 
either the power of government or the power of money"69. Pierre Bourdieu has 
characterized the influence of economic competition on mass media as "invisible 
censorship" and "structural corruption"70. The theoretical and empirical findings 
reviewed above confirm the claims of these two thinkers. Indeed, we can conclude 
that mass media in a competitive market cannot be considered free when they are 
controlled by inescapable market forces. This problem is typically ignored in 
discussions of media freedom. 

We may consider whether regulation can improve the performance of the 
media market with respect to our quality criteria. A regulation that limits the number 
of economically independent TV operators and allows each operator to have several 
TV channels may provide a moderate but insufficient improvement, according to the 
economic theories discussed above. The claim of many media critics that 
concentration of ownership has caused the media malaise71 is not confirmed by these 
economic theories. A regulation of media ownership may be justified, though, in 
order to limit the undesired influence of economic and political forces on the media. 

Public service obligations have been imposed on commercial mass media in 
the USA under the so-called fairness doctrine. The ill fate of this doctrine shows that 
such requirements are difficult to enforce and easy to circumvent72. It appears that the 
commercial media cannot be forced to satisfy the democratic requirements when 
strong market forces are pulling in the opposite direction. The strength of the market 
forces can be reduced by limiting the competition, but such a solution is probably 
insufficient and is likely to have undesired side effects. 

The only workable solution appears to be noncommercial public service 
media. We can expect the democratic requirements to be satisfied much better by 
noncommercial media, provided that journalists and editors are appropriately 
educated and the media are well funded and free of any interfering economic, 
political, religious or other forces73. These media can be owned by the state or by non-
profit organizations, but they must be publicly financed. 
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There is reason to be skeptic about the independence of state-owned media. A 
statistical analysis shows a significant correlation between state ownership of mass 
media and various indicators of poor government74. On the other hand, the experience 
from Western Europe is that state-owned media tend to provide a better quality of 
political information than the commercial media do75. This apparent discrepancy is 
easily explained if we distinguish between states that own media in order to control 
information and states that own media in order to satisfy the requirements of 
democratic communication. 

More research is needed in order to find the organizational structure that best 
isolates the public service media from undue influence from government as well as 
from market forces and special interests. It is also necessary to find a way that secures 
the accountability of the media without introducing new vulnerabilities to partisan 
influence. 
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