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It is often said that business interests and the pressures of the marketplace stand in the way of the media disseminating information which is in the public interest. Drawing from the papers by Jackson and Lichtenberg, critically evaluate their proposals for dealing with this problem. (You can also draw from Chomsky here.)
Introductory Note:
         Commercial pressures and the public interest collectively generate an immense amount of tension in the media. Public interest in the media refers to the adequate representation of information necessary for citizens to make informed decisions in a democratic society. In the commercial industry, the competitiveness of the market is known to obstruct the media’s ability to fully serve the public interest. Authors Pamela Jackson and Judith Lichtenberg both suggest that the methods by which we regulate media output should be re-evaluated, but they believe in separate methods in which this should be adjusted. Another author, Noam Chomsky, brings to light the idea of a propaganda framework that shows conflict of interest in mass media that sways the decisions of the public. While Jackson and Lichtenberg identify crucial issues, their well-intended beliefs may not be sufficient to fully address the systemic nature of the problem, particularly when considering Chomsky's analysis of power structures within media.
The Complication:
         Market pressures and business interests can significantly undermine the dissemination of information in the public interest. As Jackson argues, news is a "contested commodity," a good with inherent social value beyond its market price. This creates conflict with the unethical nature of capitalism, which prioritizes profit maximization. Jackson highlights the tension between journalism's moral agency as its duty to inform and hold power accountable and the relentless drive for profit. This leads to "incomplete commodification," where news is treated as a commodity but its crucial role in a democracy requires some limitations on market forces. Lichtenberg further elaborates on how market forces influence news production. The pursuit of profit incentivizes media outlets to cut costs, often at the expense of investigative journalism and in-depth reporting, which are expensive to produce. The reliance on advertising creates a powerful dependency, as advertisers seek audiences with purchasing power, not necessarily those most in need of information. This pressure to attract wealthy audiences can lead to a focus on entertainment and exaggeration over utilitarian news. Lichtenberg also points out the "market failure" inherent in news production. News is a public good, non-excludable and non-rivalrous, leading to underproduction by the market. Furthermore, news is a "credence good" and consumers often can't easily judge its quality, creating information asymmetry and the potential for low-quality news to increase. This can lead to a "moral failure" where journalists' ethical obligations to inform the public are compromised by market pressures. Chomsky's "propaganda model" provides a broader framework for understanding these issues. He argues that five filters systematically shape media content. First, concentrated media ownership by large corporations prioritizes the interests of the wealthy and powerful. Second, advertising revenue gives corporations leverage over content. Third, reliance on official sources, such as government and corporate press releases, gives these individuals disproportionate influence over the news agenda. Fourth, "flak," or negative responses from powerful actors, discourages critical reporting. Finally, anti-communism, as a historical and ongoing ideology, marginalizes dissenting voices and limits the range of acceptable debate. These filters contribute to a differentiated treatment of news, where some stories and issues are considered "unworthy" of coverage, while those aligned with high-profile agendas are amplified and promoted. This systematic bias undermines the public's ability to access diverse perspectives and hold people accountable.
P. Jackson: Propositions
         As previously stated, Pamela Jackson and Judith Lichtenberg both provide opinions on how to reform the regulations on the subject. Firstly, Jackson aims to implement a “news tax” which would force a news company’s hand as they would be required to reinvest a percentage value of their total annual sales into the creation of additional news sources. She believes the experiment could be beneficial as it would “justify free use of the spectrum” (Jackson, p. 160). Unfortunately, all solutions come with concerns, this strategy is uncertain of course, and could very well have a negative effect where it drives a higher quantity of biased content to the market they are trying to manipulate. This solution is quite basic with minimal thought-out logistics. Still, in theory, it could generate more quantity, but that does not necessarily mean the content or the news outlets' strategies will change. Moving away from financial pressure, legislation could be implemented by the government. The legislation would prevent falsified news and realize withholding valuable news as a crime with applicable fines to enforce the law. The problem that arises is corruption. In the media, we see accusations being made by political leaders that news outlets are biased towards other parties, creating a lack of public interest. How can legislation administered by individuals with their democratic agenda be enforced? Similarly, how can an investigative journalist be protected and by who? The same governing bodies and persons with power and ulterior motives. Perhaps the source of the intel is already compromised, and the journalist is being manipulated unconsciously. It is impossible to remove all bias given the volume of market-driven journalism and individual goals. Jackson comes with good theoretical ideas but lacks some of the inevitable factors that force uncertainty in the process. 
J. Lichtenberg: Propositions
         Lichtenberg's analysis, while insightful in identifying the problems of market-driven journalism, does not explicitly propose solid regulatory solutions in the same way Jackson does. While she does not offer a list of policy recommendations, her work directly suggests a need for involvement that would address the market failures and moral failures she identifies. Her emphasis on the conflict between profit and public interest suggests that policies promoting non-commercial media models like robust public broadcasting or subsidies for independent journalism could be beneficial. However, without specific ideas and proposals, it becomes difficult to fully evaluate their feasibility and potential consequences. Compared to Jackson's more direct approach of suggesting specific regulations, Lichtenberg focuses more on diagnosing the issues. While Jackson's proposals aim to relieve the negative effects of market forces, Lichtenberg's analysis suggests that a more fundamental shift in how we conceptualize, and support journalism might be necessary. Jackson's approach could be seen as an immediate problem-solving method while Lichtenberg's work points towards the need for a deeper reformation of the relationship between the media, markets, and democracy. They work hand-in-hand with each other while Jackson offers potential tools to enact change and Lichtenberg provides the theoretical framework to understand why those changes are necessary. However, both approaches working harmoniously, may still fall short of addressing the deeper power structures identified by Chomsky, which requires understanding the fundamental ownership and control of media institutions.
N. Chomsky: Perspective
Chomsky's "propaganda model" provides a crucial outlook on how to recognize the limitations of Jackson and Lichtenberg's approaches. While both Jackson and Lichtenberg effectively diagnose the tension between market pressures and the public interest in media, Chomsky's model reveals that their proposals, focused primarily on regulation and mitigating market failures may not fully address the deeper structural issues at play. Chomsky's five filters known as ownership, advertising, sourcing, flak, and anti-communism illustrate how power operates within the media system to systematically shape content and limit the range of acceptable dissertations. For example, large quantities of media ownership in the hands of a few large corporations naturally prioritize the interests of those corporations and their owners, making it difficult for regulations alone to fully counter this inherent bias. Similarly, the influence of powerful sources, such as government and corporations, extends beyond simply providing information; they actively "manufacture consent" by controlling the narrative and framing issues in ways that serve their interests. Even well-intended regulations can be undermined or manipulated by individuals in positions of power. The "flak" filter, encompassing negative responses and pressure from powerful entities demonstrates how even independent-minded journalists can be subtly intimidated into self-censorship. Finally, Chomsky's emphasis on the role of ideology, particularly anti-communism, highlights how dominant narratives can be normalized and internalized, further limiting the scope of critical analysis.
Concluding Notes:
In conclusion, the tension between commercial pressures and the public interest in media presents a complex challenge to democratic societies. While Jackson and Lichtenberg offer valuable insights into the nature of the problem and suggest potential possibilities for reforming their proposals, when viewed through the lens of Chomsky's "propaganda model," appear insufficient to fully address the deeply entrenched power structures at play. Jackson's "news tax" and legislative solutions, while aiming to moderate market failures and promote journalistic integrity, face an abundance of challenges in implementation and may not fundamentally alter the dynamics of ownership and control. Lichtenberg's analysis does not include distinct proposals but, highlights the need to reorganize the dynamic between the media and its purpose for social interest. Suggesting we can support and conceptualize journalism and intervene to promote these non-commercial models and empower consumers to assess news quality critically. However, both approaches, even in combination, may ultimately fall short of tackling the systemic biases embedded within the media landscape, as it was enlightened by Chomsky's five filters. Concentrated ownership, advertising influence, reliance on official sources, the chilling effect of "flak," and the enduring power of dominant ideologies all contribute to a system where the public interest is often secondary to the interests of capitalists. Therefore, truly addressing this tension likely requires more thorough solutions that go beyond an ordinary governmental fix, like challenging corporate ownership, strengthening public media, and promoting a more media-literate community capable of critically engaging with the information they consume. Only then can we hope to create a media landscape that genuinely prioritizes the public interest and serves as a foundation of a healthy democracy.
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