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	Chapter 1: Introduction


The statement that the news media industry is facing one of its most difficult times can hardly be considered an exaggeration. Obviously, the news media industry has gone through troublesome periods before, but these were often related to a lack of trust. Providing a truthful account of events is the very foundation of journalism, and scandals in the news media have often had a deteriorating effect on this core value. If people cannot assume that the reports on recent events are truthful, it is believed that a news media outlet will vanish quickly. However, even in circumstances when this trust is still present, the future of the industry and many news ventures currently looks rather gloomy. 
	The rise of the internet and the availability of free content have led to an economic crisis of unprecedented scale within the news media industry. Traditional news media outlets, most notably print media, radio and television, struggle to make profit. There is a general trend of declining readership of newspapers and magazines, as well as declining viewership of television (Pew Research Center, 2013). This, in turn, has led to fewer advertisers. 
	What makes the current state so idiosyncratic from a historical perspective is that old business models are not replaced by new ones. Illustrative for his situation is the struggle of The New York Times to attract readership for their digital platforms. An internal report of the newspaper on digital innovation was leaked and received much attention amongst journalists. It revealed that one of the largest and most respectable newspapers in the world struggled with the changed news media environment and admitted that it still does not know how it should respond to a platform that already has matured (The New York Times, 2014a). So while newspaper circulation decreases, the news media outlet has no clear strategy on how it could attract enough digital readership or market its product digitally. Furthermore the report also mentions that in the six month in which the report was written an astonishing amount of new digital news media outlets were founded. This indicates that the industry is at drift and that it does not (yet) know what a successful and sustainable business model.
	The economic crisis in the news media industry has made some journalists and commentators express their concerns about the future of journalism and the consequences for democracy (McChesney, 2012). The line of argument is that less revenue is not only bad for business, but that it also has a deteriorating effect on the quality of journalism. Due to the crisis, a large number of news media ventures have seized to exist, and more were forced to seriously cut the size of their staff. Increasingly fewer journalists have to do their job for less money. The idea is that this situation leads to two major problems that negatively affect democracy. First, it is thought that decisions on what news stories are produced are not based on what society needs to know, but are made on economic grounds. Thus a news media outlet could decide to produce a very trivial story that generate much attention, but that does not contain any information that adds to people’s knowledge about important issues in their society or the world. The economic crisis in the news media industry therefore has an effect on what content is produced.
	A second problem is that the news media become less able to give a true account of events. Such a truth- and trustful account is becoming increasingly important, because the sheer amount of information that is directed towards us massively exceeds our ability to comprehend it all. The vast amount of information that is shared on a daily basis is not always reliable and citizens are not always in a position to make a sound judgement regarding the information they receive. The need for a truthful account of events adds relevance to the news media, but there is fundamental debate on whether the current news media are able to provide such an account. The question is whether journalistic practices can inform the public adequately in a time when information is abundant, while at the same time PR-departments of governments, large corporations and other institution are becoming better able to deny access to relevant information and in trying to influence public opinion. These latter conditions make it increasingly more difficult to know what is actually true and what not. When journalism is able to provide an truthful account of events, a subsequent question is how it can do so. A new stream of critique holds that current journalistic practices often do not lead to truthful accounts.
	
	1.1: Goal of the thesis	
Most things we know about what is going on in the world and society is largely the result of our news consumption. With the aforementioned problems in the news media industry, the fear has arisen that the amount of factual, accurate and critical news products about issues that influence the lives of citizens decreases, while the amount of more trivial stories and dependence on stories of news agencies and window-dressed press releases increase. Apparently, democracy can either be supported by the news media (for example, by holding power accountable), but also threaten it because the media might misinform people or function as lapdogs instead of watchdogs.
	The current developments within the news media and the influence of the news media on politics and democracy motivated me to write this thesis. Accepting the premise that the media, at least to some extent, influence the way we perceive the world, I have been interested in how media outlets make decisions about which stories they report and how they report them. As mentioned above, the economic problems can influence such journalistic decisions on what stories are produced and how those stories be a truthful account of what it reports. Problems regarding question such as ‘what? and ‘how? are raised every day in journalism and I want to illustrate this by giving two examples.
	The current problems surrounding the first question can be illustrated by CNN’s coverage of the Malaysian Airlines airplane that went missing in April of this year. CNN was heavily criticized for the fact that it brought round-the-clock coverage of the missing plane for days without bringing any new facts to the table. At some point, speculation took precedence over a discussion of the established facts, with even the possibility of the plane being sucked into a black hole being seriously discussed (The Independent, 2014). Interestingly, CNN defended its coverage by pointing to the results of a poll conducted by an independent research company, which revealed that 60 percent of the public stated that the amount of coverage was just enough, or even too little. Viewer ratings of the news channel also went up during that period (The New York Times, 2014b).
	I myself was confronted with the relevance of how a story is reported during my internship at the NOS. One day I wrote a small explanatory internet article about Marine Le Pen, the party leader of the Front National (FN). I stated that she had distanced herself from her father, who was the former party leader and was convicted for downplaying the Holocaust and who has been accused of anti-Semitism and xenophobia on multiple occasions. Given that various respectable and reliable sources had come to the same conclusion, I felt confident to do the same. However, in a Twitter reaction on the article, a journalist of a national newspaper questioned the statement, given that father Jean-Marie was still a member of the European Parliament for the FN. The question whether the current leader of the FN had actually distanced herself from her father is an important one because it would reveal a lot about her and the present state of the party. Although it was a small issue and arguments could be made in favour of either position, I questioned myself and thought I made a rookie mistake by falling for a frame that was favourable to the FN. The statement influenced the narrative of the article and could have influenced people in how they judged the cooperation between Wilders’ PVV and FN.
	These two examples indicate how the news media can affect public opinion and how the problems of the news media can have consequences for democracy. They correspond with the two problems mentioned above. The first example shows that economic incentives influence the decisions on what content is produced. CNN’s coverage may have been advantageous from an economic perspective, but it is questionable from a normative perspective on journalism. The second example is an illustration of the complexity of providing a truthful account of the current events. These complexities relate to issues like whether there is a truth that can be told and if so, how that can be done.
	Considering that the economic problems with which news media need to cope and the consequences they have for journalism and subsequently for democracy, several questions come to the fore. For instance, what are actually the fundamental problems of the news media and what is the current role of the news media within democracy? Traditionally, questions such as these are primarily answered from the perspective of democratic theory. However, I contend that these issues can also be approached from a perspective of justice. This viewpoint has been largely absent in the normative debates on the news media and journalism. I argue that this perspective can add valuable new insights.
The goal of this thesis is twofold. First, I want to make clear why normative debates on journalism and the news media are relevant for theories of justice. Few justice theorists have given an account of the (news) media in their contributions, and what they have claimed does not fully grasp the complexity of the news media. Discussing the complex working of the news media, along with their fundamental problems, shows that the news media have an important role to play in (parts of) theories of justice, especially when it comes to just or fair decision-making procedures. The second part of this thesis’ goal is to show that a perspective of justice can be valuable in the normative debates on journalism and the news media. Although this perspective as been absent, I hold that it can provide new ideas regarding the problems of the modern news media and offer new solutions. So the goal of this thesis is, on the one hand, to problematize the views on the news media as postulated by justice theorists, and on the other hand, to expand the normative debates on the news media by adding insights from theories of justices.

	1.2: Approach and central question
The debates about journalism, the condition of the news media industry and justice are not only very broad and diverse, they are also very distinct. In order to make a meaningful contribution to these debates, this thesis should have clear conceptual boundaries. These will be established by connecting these various debates through the notion of neutrality.
	There are multiple reasons why the concept of neutrality should take a central position in the analysis of the position of the news media in theories of justice. First of all, neutrality is a central concept in the debate on how journalism should be practiced. In this context neutrality is, together with the closely related concept of objectivity, often regarded as the most important professional values in journalism. However, new views on what is considered good journalism represent a different opinion on whether neutrality should be a journalistic value at all.
	Secondly, neutrality also is a value in the news media industry as a whole. In this context neutrality entails that a full range of existing voices can be heard in the news media. Whereas the debate on neutrality as a journalistic value concentrates on the question whether neutrality should be a value at all, the point of discussion on neutrality as a value for the news media industry is how it could be established. In this thesis, the market mechanism as a way to establish this type of neutrality is discussed. The question is whether the market can actually uphold neutrality on this level, given that market incentives also influence substantive choices about which content is produced and how journalism is practiced. The concept of neutrality therefore enables to explicate different problems and the complexity of the news media. 
	A third reason for making use of the concept of neutrality is that it is also a pivotal concept in two very influential traditions in the debate on justice. The concept is primarily important in liberal theories of justice, such as Rawls’ theory of Justice as Fairness. This has been one of the most prominent theories in contemporary political theory. Critics of liberal theories of justice deny primarily the assumed neutrality of liberal justice theories. Neutrality therefore not only makes visible the problems of the news media, but it also explicates the central point of discussion in the debate on liberal theories of justice. However, neutrality is not only central in liberal theories of justice. To indicate that neutrality is not exclusively a key concept in liberalism, this thesis also discusses the role of neutrality in a contrasting doctrine, in the form of republicanism. Neutrality also has an important role in this other prominent doctrine of contemporary political theory, although it is differently understood by its proponents. By highlighting these different and influential traditions, it will be made clear that neutrality can have very different consequences if it is applied in different contexts.
	Given that neutrality is such a central concept in various theories of justice and in the news media, it enables us to connect the two subject matters. The fact that the problems and complexity of the news media could have serious implications for democracy makes the news media relevant for theories of justice. As the news media influence democracy, theories of justice need to give an account of how the news media should function in order to establish justice or a just decision-making procedure (which can be a specific type of democracy). Because neutrality explicates the problems of the news media, it enables theories of justice to engage with these complexities.  
	In order to make a substantial contribution to the debate, this thesis discusses two theories of justice (which will both also be incorporated in the research question, see below); one liberal and one republican. Brian Barry’s Justice as Impartiality is a prominent example of a neutral theory of justice in the liberal tradition. He thoroughly defends neutrality as a central concept in his theory and engages extensively with critics of neutral liberal theories of justice. Although he consequently speaks of impartiality, he does sometimes call his theory a neutral one, and others have done so as well (Kelly, 1998a). The role of the news media in republican justice is analysed by engaging with Philip Pettit’s account of republican justice. The reason to discuss this theory is that Pettit also emphasizes the centrality of neutrality in his theory in particular and in republicanism in general. Besides that they are exemplary for the traditions to which they belong, another chief reason to focus on these two theories of justice is that they give a normative account of what the role of the news media should be. However, I will argue that the theories do not fully grasp the complexities or the problems of the news media and that this could be a problem for (parts of) these theories of justice. 
	Given the goal of this thesis and the chosen approach in order to achieve it, the central question of this thesis is the following:  

What is the role of the news media in Justice as Impartiality and Pettit’s republican theory of justice and how do these theories deal with the complexities of the modern news media?

The central question fits the goal of this thesis, because in discussing and determining the role of the news media in theories of justice, the relevance of the news media for theories of justice will become clear. Asking how these theories deal with the problems and complexity of the news media leads to a new perspective on these problems and possible to new solutions. Hence, the relevance of theories of justice becomes clear for the normative debates on the news media and journalism. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The central question will be answered on the basis of the following chapters. Chapter 2 discusses the concept of neutrality in the context of justice and particularly in Justice as Impartiality and Pettit’s republican justice. Barry’s and Pettit’s theories of justice will be discussed quite extensively, because they form the basis on which an account can be given on the role of the news media in these theories. Furthermore a preliminary account will be given of the role of the news media in Justice as Impartiality and Pettit’s theory of republican justice. It will be argued that these views do not fully grasp the complexity of the news media and that their solutions are therefore insufficient. In order to understand the complexity of the news media and the fundamental problems of journalism and the news media, Chapter 3 examines these issues through the concept of neutrality. As will be made clear, neutrality is a central concept in the two problems that were mentioned above and therefore it enables to identify and explain these fundamental problems of the news media. It will be argued that neutrality can be applied on different levels in the context of the news media. Although the problems on these levels are related, the specific role of neutrality on these levels is quite different. 
	Chapter 2 and 3 discuss very distinct and seemingly unrelated topics. Chapter 4 tries to connect them by focussing on the relationship between the news media and democracy. In this context, it becomes clear why the news media are relevant for theories of justice and why these theories need to take the issues regarding the news media into account. Furthermore the chapter discusses the position of democracy in theories of justice and the particular takes on just political decision-making procedures by Barry and Pettit. It will be showed that the news media have an important role to fulfil in these fair decision-making procedures (i.e. in the favoured forms of democracy). Furthermore, the argument is made that theories of justice can make an important contribution to the normative debates on the news media. Most normative accounts are given from a democratic perspective; however, these accounts also do not take the complexity of the news media and their problems into account. Theories of justice are in a position to formulate possible solutions for these problems. Secondly, justice is often considered as a more important objective than democracy. A particular normative view on the news media from the perspective of justice could therefore have more value. In Chapter 5, an answer to the central question is formulated on the basis of the insights presented in the foregoing chapters and a conclusion is drawn. 


Chapter 2: Neutral Justice


	As it is used differently in a wide variety of contexts, the concept of neutrality is rather difficult to define. Although shared characteristics can be identified in each of the definitions that are more or less commonly accepted in different settings, the widespread deployment of the word has made the notion quite opaque. For instance, in international relations, neutrality refers to a country refraining from involvement in an international conflict (Jones, 1989). When applying the concept to the positions of a judge or referee, neutrality gets a different meaning. In this context, neutrality is regarded as a necessary requirement in practicing a position that stands above the parties involved and which is constrained by pre-given rules (i.e. law and rules of a game). Neutrality requires that judges and referees should not treat the involved parties arbitrarily or be personally linked to one of them, as this obviously would distort their objective judgement. This connection between neutrality and objectivity is largely absent in the context of international relations. However, in the context of news media, neutrality is again closely related to objectivity, although the relation is more complicated.
Against the background of these divergent meanings of neutrality, difficulties also arise when the concept is considered from the theoretical perspective of social justice. Due to the broadness of the notion, a wide variety of theories of justice have, in some way, been called neutral. This holds for theories ranging from (classic) utilitarianism to Kantian conceptions of justice (as we will see later) and from libertarianism to strict egalitarianism. The generous deployment of neutrality in the context of justice is not surprising at first sight, because neutrality seems to have a strong connection with equality and non-arbitrariness. An instinctively understanding of being neutral holds that one is treating parties ceteris paribus equally or at least not arbitrarily. 
Non-arbitrariness, however, can be established in many different ways. Plato’s ideas of justice set forth in The Republic could be called non-arbitrary, but are certainly not based on equality and also cannot be called neutral. Neutral justice entails more than non-arbitrariness. Adding equal treatment to the equation still leaves a great deal of room for all kinds of theories of justice that can be marked as neutral. The understandable, but problematic connotations between neutrality, equality and non-arbitrariness made that proponents and critics of a more narrow understanding of neutral social justice have often discussed different aspects. Both sides have defended or criticized standpoints that the other did not really attacked or advocated. A subsequent difficulty in discussing neutrality within the context of justice is that neutrality is not only interpreted differently, it is also a multi-level concept. This means that neutrality can be applied at different levels. The question then becomes not only whether neutrality should be upheld, but also in which situations. Different answers to these questions can lead to very different understandings of justice as will be clear in later sections.  
In order to better apprehend the meaning of neutrality in the context of justice this chapter reconstructs the main lines along which the debate on neutrality in justice has taken place in contemporary political theory. Two distinct theories of justice in which neutrality holds a prominent position will be discussed: Brian Barry’s Justice as Impartiality and Philip Pettit’s account of republican justice. By highlighting these specific theories I do not intend to give a comprehensive overview of the theoretical possibilities of neutrality in the context of justice. Although Justice as Impartiality and republican justice are very different conceptions of justice, it cannot be argued that they form two ends of a continuum. These theories merely indicate to what different conceptions of justice neutrality can lead. As will be argued, these two distinct conceptions of justice also imply different understandings of the role of the news media in justice and a preliminary analysis of the implications for the news media will be conducted. 
Given the fact that Barry engages quite thoroughly with critics of impartial justice, Barry’s contribution to the subject also takes an important role in the reconstruction of the debate. His comments help to create a clearer picture of what should be understood under neutrality and why it is an attractive goal to pursue.
	The debate on neutrality in social justice has focused predominately on liberal theories of social justice (Kelly, 1998a). This is due to the liberal emphasis on the individual and with the subscribed role of the state in society. Given that most criticism on neutrality is directed to liberal theories of justice, I limit my account of the debate on neutrality to the liberal conception of the term. In the latter sections of this chapter the attention is shifted to neutrality in the republican tradition. Although both views may have overlapping elements, they are not compatible with each other. The republican conception does not fulfil critical conditions that liberal theories set in order to call principles of justice neutral. Nevertheless, it is not my goal to prove whether one conception is better. My aim is to make clear which implications these two influential conceptions of (neutral) justice have for the news media.

2.1: Liberal neutrality
The debate on liberal theories of justice in which neutrality takes a central place has not only concentrated on the meaning of neutrality, but also on the desirability of employing neutrality as the main constructing principle. However, determining the desirability of neutrality is an endeavour that is directly related to the meaning that is given to the concept. Defining neutrality differently will lead to different consequences in terms of its desirability and applicability. In order to determine whether neutrality should be upheld and on what basis it can be justified, it is necessary to identify the constitutive elements of the concept of neutrality in liberal theories of justice. Distinguishing core elements also makes the discussion of the most disputed points of neutrality easier. Furthermore, identifying difference elements enables to judge whether conceptions of justice are actually neutral. Theories that may prima facie seem neutral, could, after evaluation be regarded as not neutral at all, or only to a limited extent. 
	In order to define the constitutive elements of neutrality in the context of liberal justice, it is helpful to know first what purpose neutrality serves. In this way, we can better understand what the controversy on neutrality is about. 
	Neutrality is an essential concept through which the goal of liberal theories of justice is achieved. This goal can be summarized as defining how people with different and incompatible conceptions of the good should live together and not how they should live (Barry, 1995, p.77). The concept of ‘conception of the good’ is important here. The position that all people should be able to pursue their own conception of the good to the extent that someone’s pursuit limits the pursuit of another can be regarded as the quintessence of liberal justice. Neutrality is a determinative element in fulfilling this goal, because it prescribes that the state acts neutral toward people with different conceptions of the good. This guarantees that people can pursuit their conception of the good to the furthest possible extent, without others having to fear that their pursuit is thereby limited. 
	Although we now know the purpose of neutrality with a liberal theory of justice, it is still not clear what the concept actually entails. On the basis of different explanations of the term in the context of social justice, I contend that neutrality can be understood in two different ways. However, only one of them is valid.
	Several definitions have been formulated, which show great overlap, but there are some important differences. According to Peter Jones (1989, p.9) a state acts neutral when: ‘[it] deals impartially with its citizens and [...] remains neutral on the issues of what sort of lives they should lead. [It] is not the function of the state to impose the pursuit of any particular set of ends upon its citizens’. Similarly, the state itself should not pursue a conception of the good, but only establish and uphold a framework that provides citizens to follow their own good. (Jones, 1989). Will Kymlicka (1989, p.883) defends a similar position when defining neutrality. He considers neutrality as ‘the view that the state should not reward or penalize particular conceptions of the good life but, rather, should provide a neutral framework within which different and potentially conflicting conceptions of the good can be pursued’. These definitions of neutrality emphasize primarily the restrains which the state should respect when it acts. However, other theorists envision a more active role for the neutral state. For instance, Montefiore (1975, p.5) postulates: ‘To be neutral […] is to do one’s best to help or to hinder the various parties concerned in an equal degree’. Although this definition was not directly applied to neutral justice or the neutral state, Joseph Raz (1986) has used this depiction of neutrality in his criticism of neutral justice. The requirement that a state should help various parties to an equal degree indicates a more proactive attitude of the state. Although not offering a straightforward definition, Barry (1995) holds that a neutral theory of justice must at least fulfil two conditions: it must not rest on a particular conception of the good and it should treat all conceptions of the good equally. 
I have limited the overview of the notion of neutrality in the context of justice to the descriptions above. Obviously, this is not because there are no others available, but I do not consider mentioning more definitions would add very much to our understanding of the concept of neutral justice. The mentioned definitions of neutrality to a large extent already overlap each other. However, as already indicated, there is an important distinction between on the one hand the definitions of Jones and Kymlicka and on the other Montefiore’s one. Although all (implicitly) argue that the state itself should not pursue a particular conception of the good and that it should treat all conception of the good equal, there is a major difference in what is considered as desired state action. The former two emphasize a more restrained role of the state by arguing for a framework that safeguards people’s ability to follow their own conception of the good. Montefiore’s definition, however, seems to call for a proactive role when he holds that a neutral state should promote or hinder parties in an equal degree. 
I contend that the different perspective on appropriate state action leads to two different understandings of neutrality in the context of liberal social justice. I will call these two different understandings of neutrality respectively framework neutrality and proactive neutrality.
 
Table 1
	Framework neutrality
	Proactive neutrality

	
Neutrality requires that the state upholds a set of principles that safeguards people’s ability to follow their own conception of the good.
	
Neutrality requires that the state helps or hinders different conceptions of the good in an equal degree. 



The names for these two understanding of neutrality may seem a bit misleading, because framework neutrality can demand far-reaching state intervention in society; it absolutely does not require a night-watchman state attitude. Framework neutrality can even require more action than proactive neutrality, since the intensity of help and hindrance can be gradually. Nevertheless, naming these two different conceptions in this way makes clear how the state should act in order to uphold neutrality. Note furthermore that Barry’s account of neutrality could fit in either category, given that he only demands the absence of a state pursued conception of the good and the equal treatment of people’s conception of the good. However, after considering Barry’s Justice as Impartiality in a later section, it has to be concluded that Barry is a proponent of framework neutrality. 
 	On the basis of overlapping characteristics of both types of neutrality, it is possible to identify two necessary elements that need to be fulfilled in order to qualify principles of justice as neutral. When it turns out that this set is too limited or too extended, it is possible to make adjustments. Engaging in reflective equilibrium can help to establish adequate conditions for neutral liberal justice. The first important condition is that the state itself should not pursue a particular conception of the good. Consequently, principles of justice should not be based on a particular conception of the good. Secondly, the state should treat all conceptions of the good equally.
	The point of discussion between two types has to do with the way in which these conditions should be fulfilled. Framework neutrality holds that the state should construct a certain framework that enables citizens to pursue their own conception of the good. Proactive neutrality, however, demands that the state should actively help or hinder all kinds of conceptions of the good that people have in an equal way. This latter type thus seems to have a tight connection the consequentialism, because it can only determine whether conceptions of the good are helped or hindered in a similar degree by referring to the outcome. The next two sections show that when neutrality is regarded as a consequentialist concept, it has difficulties to fulfil the two core elements of neutrality in a liberal theory of justice.  

2.2: How neutral is neutral justice?: Absence of any conception of the good
The first important condition of neutrality in the context of liberal justice is that principles of justice should not be based on a particular conception of the good and, subsequently, that the state should not promote or hinder a particular conception of the good more than others. This point has been taken up by a number of theorists who argue that neutral theories of justice contain an individualistic bias. If this is indeed the case, neutral justice is inconsistent, since it can never comply with the standards it sets itself. Critics such as MacIntyre and Nagel have argued that neutral theories of justice promote a liberal individualist conception of the good and that, by implication, the condition that principles of justice are not to be based on a particular conception of the good fails to uphold (MacIntyre, 1981; Nagel, 1991). They postulate this view because neutral theories of justice take individuals as the central entities on which justice is focused. This is for example the case for the Rawls’ prominent neutral theory of justice, but also for others, including Barry’s theory of Justice as Impartiality.
Rawls and other liberal theorists ascribe rights and primary goods to individuals, with the justification that each person has the capacity to define his or her own conception of the good and also possesses the capability to change this (Rawls, 1999). Especially communitarians have criticized this emphasis on the individual, as it allegedly disadvantages non-individual conceptions of the good and only promotes individualistic ones. This claim, however, cannot be sustained. The fact that theorists of neutral justice attach great importance to the equal distribution of individual rights and access to primary goods does not automatically lead to the conclusion that the non-individualistic conceptions of the good are obtainable in a lesser degree than individualistic ones. For instance, the fact that a monk is entitled to primary goods does not make him less able to live a life in abstinent, nor does it hinder him in any way (Kymlicka, 1989). The same holds for other communitarian conceptions of ‘the good life’. Although not all such conceptions can thrive in society, there is no disadvantage compared to other conceptions on the basis of the mere fact that they are non-individualistic. 
	Dismissing the possibility that principles of (neutral) justice can be based on some conception of the good does, however, have the consequence that two major conceptions of justice cannot be defined as neutral; although they may be considered as neutral at first glance.  First, the Kantian doctrine which upholds the position that people should be self-determinant and define their own conception of the good autonomously, seems to be problematic. Similarly, the utilitarian doctrine that considers want-satisfaction as the basis of principles of justice also does not meet the first condition of neutrality. Although both doctrines leave people free to define their own conception of the good, they are still based on an overarching conception of the good, and therefore are not neutral.
	Let me start by addressing the Kantian doctrine which entails the view that the state should enhance people’s ability to autonomously determine their own conception of the good. The state does not seek to prescribe a certain conception of the good and thus leaves great discretionary room for defining the values that make life worth living. We can therefore state that justice based on liberal autonomy is not a substantial conception of the good. Still, it demands that state actions are aimed at enabling people to autonomously form their conceptions of the good. As a consequence, the state values conceptions of the good which originate from a situation in which a person is autonomous. Barry (1995) qualifies this Kantian doctrine as a ‘second-order’ conception of the good. A second-order conception of the good does not prescribe how to live (in contrast to a first-order conception of the good), but it does favour some conceptions and thus is non-neutral. The fact that such a Kantian doctrine is biased against conceptions that do not have a proper origin, could lead to a situation in which resources are distributed in a way that takes the origin of people’s actual conception of the good into account. So when Kymlicka is defending neutral justice against criticism from Nagel and others, he defends a position that is not through and through neutral, as he argues that liberal neutrality wants ‘to improve the range of options from which people make their autonomous choices’ (Kymlicka, 1989, p.895). 
A similar objection can be made against the utilitarian doctrine that takes want-satisfaction as the basis for justice. Like liberal autonomy, want-satisfaction does not prescribe a substantial conception of the good, but it is equally a second-order conception of the good (Barry, 1995). The reason why it is a second-order conception of the good is that it transforms all substantive conceptions into a language of preferences. Furthermore, not every conception of the good can be translated equally well in this language and therefore it can be biased (Larmore, 1989). 
Given that want-satisfaction is consequentialist doctrine, one can already see the difficulty that arises for proactive neutrality regarding the requirement that principles of justice should not be based on any conception of the good. Although promotion or hindrance of all kinds of conceptions of the good can be done on the terms of these conceptions of the good, it seems impossible to do that without translating that into something that enables comparing the degree of help and hindrance. Proactive neutrality is thus not in the position to fulfil the first condition it sets itself. However, this is not the only troublesome feature of proactive neutrality. Its understanding of treating conceptions of the good in an equal matter potentially leads to state actions that are morally problematic as we will see below.

2.3: How neutral is neutral justice?: Equal treatment	
The second condition of neutral liberal justice entails that principles of justice should treat all conception of the good equally. The main difference between framework neutrality and proactive neutrality come to the foreground when engaging in this second condition. The two types of neutrality have a complete different understanding of equal treatment. This can be illustrated by referring to something that was mentioned in the discussion on the individualistic bias of liberal theories of justice. It was stated that although people have the freedom to follow their conceptions of the good, liberal justice does not require that all conceptions of the good can thrive equally well in society. Equal thriving is also not desirable, because certain conceptions are based on racism, violence or other condemnable principles. The question is then how the requirement of equal treatment is compatible with excluding morally dismissible conceptions of the good. Joseph Raz (1986) holds that it is not compatible and dismisses neutral justice by arguing that neutrality does not differentiate between valuable and non-valuable conceptions of the good. Instead, he favours a perfectionistic doctrine. Raz follows the proactive understanding of neutrality. He holds that ‘one is neutral only if one can affect the fortunes of the parties and if one helps or hinders them to an equal degree and one does so because one believes that there are reasons for so acting has an equal effect on the fortunes of the parties’ (Raz, 1986, p.113.) Here it becomes evident again that the requirement of equal help and hindrance leads to consequentialism. In the previous section it was argued that this position has major practical obstacles, because helping or hindering in an equal degree is extremely difficult, since it can hardly be determined when equal levels of satisfaction have been obtained. Secondly, some conceptions of the good may be intrinsically less satisfying than others. 
A second problem is another common known weakness of consequentialism: it does not dismiss detrimental conceptions of the good a priori. Utilitarians have countered the criticism of giving way to detrimental conceptions of the good by arguing that the consequentialist doctrine does invariably lead to a situation in which such conceptions do not thrive and thus are dismissed (Kelly, 1998b). However, this cannot be said when considering proactive neutrality on its own, since it only requires that people’s conceptions of the good are promoted or hindered equally. In order to dismiss detrimental conception, this type of neutrality has to appeal to other ideas and mechanisms that inherently lay outside itself. 	
 
2.4: Framework neutrality	
How, then, can the problems that are connected with proactive neutrality be circumvented? In order to uphold a neutral conception of liberal justice that satisfies the two conditions, it becomes clear that one has to steer away from a consequential doctrine. One possible solution is to look at the level at which neutral principles of justice can work. By distinguishing different levels on which principles of justice can be applied, it becomes possible to determine when and where neutrality should be the constructing principle and at what particular level one might be able to accommodate the problems that Raz and others have brought to the fore.  
Proactive neutrality looks at the outcomes of state actions in the determining the equal treatment of conceptions of the good. To circumvent the problems of this type of neutrality, the logical step to take is to uphold neutrality at a level that is not preoccupied with the substantial outcome, but rather on the context in which certain outcomes can materialize. Framework neutrality does this by applying neutrality on the (hypothetical) procedure through which principles of justice are chosen. Although a procedure may be designed to establish a certain outcome, it does not a priori take the outcome as the basis on which (neutral) principles of justice should hold. This difference between framework neutrality and proactive neutrality can also be understood by arguing the prior has a top-down approach, whereas the latter has a bottom-up approach. In proactive neutrality, state action is determined by the most concrete expressions of conceptions of the good. Differences at this level determine whether the state should help or hinder. Framework neutrality works the other way around by setting restraints for state action on a more abstract level. The primary concern of framework neutrality is that the formulated framework or procedure in which principles of justice are chosen and upheld is not based on any conception of the good and treat conceptions of the good equally. When we are asked to (hypothetically) follow this procedure and subsequently to accept the principles of justice that result from this neutral procedure, we are free to follow our conceptions of the good as far as the principles led us.  
Taking up neutrality at the level of procedural justice has many benefits and can be justified more easily than a position in which neutrality is seen as a substantial conception of the good or one in which the state is trying to be neutral by hindering or promoting each conception of the good in an equal way. Singling out the procedural level at which the principle of neutrality should be applied has the advantage that the good can be separated from the right (Jones, 1989). Hence, framework neutrality is a political ideal and not a moral one. This type of neutrality does not argue that a certain conception of the good (neither a substantial nor a second-level one) should be pursued. It merely seeks to find principles of justice that can mediate between conflicting conceptions of the good that are present in a society and, with that, establish an effective and efficient civil peace (Barry, 1995). Framework neutrality lets us determine how we can live together in society, while leaving open how to live. 
Nevertheless, upholding neutrality at the procedural level is still in need of a justification: why should we accept such a neutral procedure that establishes our principles of justice? Before taking up this point, however, I want to illustrate what such a neutral theory of justice might look like. This will reveal how the conditions of liberal neutrality can be satisfied and it can take away some ambiguities related to the working of neutrality in the context of justice and its consequences. Not only will it indicate how neutral theory of justice can be unbiased regarding conceptions of the good, but also how it can discharge detrimental conceptions of the good, while at the same time maintain the claim that it treats all conceptions equally. This will be done by setting out Brian Barry’s theory of Justice as Impartiality. 

2.5: Justice as Impartiality
The theory of Justice as Impartiality is Barry’s answer to the anti-universalist atmosphere that held sway in political theory at the time he made his contribution to the debate on justice. According to many political theorists representing this school of thought, a universally valid doctrine that is based on liberal egalitarian principles was neither possible nor desirable (Barry, 1995, p.3). With his theory, Barry sought to prove otherwise. In order to indicate a possibility for a universally valid theory of justice, Barry first dismisses the premises on which an anti-universalist view of the world is based. Barry disclaims that different societies all have ‘a distinct, homogenous, and a coherent set of beliefs’ (Barry, 1995, p.4). Not only in the society at large there is conflict about what is good, but even the individual is often confronted with moments in which conflicting values are competing, and it depends on the context which one triumphs. With this, the search for a single set of culturally determined principles of justice forms no more than a fruitless exercise (Barry. 1995, p.4). Secondly, he argues that the anti-universalists overstate the incommensurability of the dominant ideas in a society and reminds us that these ideas can change over time (Barry, 1995, p.6). Instead, he looks for a justification of social and political institutions that every reasonable person can accept. 
	The condition of reasonable agreement is pivotal in order for a theory of justice to be called impartial: ‘Principles of justice that satisfy [the conditions of reasonable agreement] are impartial because they capture a certain kind of equality: all those affected have to be able to feel that they have done as well as they could reasonable hope to’ (Barry, 1995, p.7). When this view is upheld, it is already clear that rules of justice that provide special privileges to people are excluded, because people could reasonably object to that. The reason to put such an explicit emphasis on looking for everyone’s agreement by reasonable people to define the principles of justice is based on the fundamentally liberal idea that all human beings are equal (Barry, 1995, p.8).
	If Barry sees reasonable agreement as the only way to formulate principles of justice that do not originate from any conception of the good, how should such an agreement come about? One way to construct reasonable agreement is to make use of Rawls’ original position in which the veil of ignorance is deployed to eliminate non-essential knowledge that can lead to biased principles of justice. Although Barry is sympathetic to Rawls’ goals and to a large extent acclaims his theory, he does not agree with the author of A Theory of Justice. The reason for this is that Barry believes that the veil of ignorance is a devious mechanism in order to achieve its set goal and even doubts whether it can actually achieve that goal. 
	For Barry (1995, p.67), the fundamental question that Rawls asks is whether or not a principle of justice can be rejected by a reasonable person that is in a position to know the effect of that principle on him. To answer this question, a better alternative to Rawls’ original position is formulated by T.M. Scanlon. Scanlon puts forward a test that gives a decisive answer to the question whether an act is morally wrong. He states: ‘An act is wrong if its performance under the circumstances would be disallowed by any system of rules for the general regulation of behaviour which no one could reasonably reject as a basis of informed, unforced general agreement’ (Scanlon in Barry, 1995, p. 67). Applying this position on the formulation of principles of justice, Barry holds that these principles are just when nobody who is affected by them could reasonably reject them (i.e. everybody could reasonable accept them), with the provisions that this is done unforced and that those who are affected are well-informed. This so-called Scanlonian original position differs from the one presented by Rawls in two ways. First, people are not ignorant about most facts of their lives and society. On the contrary: they are well-informed. Secondly, people in this original position are not motivated by improving their own position, but rather by the desire for reasonable agreement. 
	When we take the previous section of this chapter into account, a few conclusions can already be drawn. First, Justice as Impartiality can be considered as an example of framework neutrality. The Scanlonian original position is a mechanism that tries to establish rules of justice that, to a large extent, decide how people with different and incompatible conceptions of the good should live together and not how they should live (Barry, 1995, p.77). It is also clear that Justice as Impartiality does not rest on any conception of the good. If this were the case, people with different conceptions of the good could reasonably reject this particular conception and that would make the theory self-defeating. It is now also evident how neutral justice can still be committed to equality while, at the same time, it denies that it must help or hinder conceptions of the good to an equal extent. Take, by way of example, a group of people who have a racist conception of the good. This group will probably argue that it has certain rights, while dismissing those same rights for people with a different skin colour. This latter group of people could of course reasonably reject the claim by the former group. This simple example makes clear that the state is not required to accommodate conceptions of the good that deny rights or access to primary goods for other people with a different conception. Neutrality is thus committed to equality between people and not to equality with regard to helping or hindering conceptions of the good (Jones, 1989).

2.6: Justifying Justice as Impartiality
Justice as Impartiality is an attractive theory of justice, because it enables people to follow their own conception of the good life to a maximum extent. Furthermore it is strongly committed to the appealing idea that all human being are of equal worth and should be regarded in this way. Still, just as every other theory of justice, Justice as Impartiality is in need of a justification. The theory may seem as a worthwhile idea; however, without a valid justification it would be hard to uphold. So the question is why, for example, should a (large) majority give equal rights to a minority and therefore settled with less than it could have in a situation when does not so. According to Barry (1995, p.46), it is essential for a theory of justice that the formulated principles of justice appeal to a motivation that could be consider just and that is consistent with the principles itself. One is able to see the importance of this requirement when Barry dismisses the validity of justice as mutual advantage as well justice as reciprocity. 
In short, justice as mutual advantage holds that people would formulate principles of justice that advance the interests of all those affected in comparison to a situation in which everybody would try to pursue their own good without constraints. This theory of justice, however, does not prevent people from breaking the rules when it they feel that they could do better in situations when they would not comply. Furthermore it does not take the bargaining power of parties into consideration; a minority is forced to accept the slightest improvement of their situation in comparison to a situation without constraints. Justice as mutual advantage gives way to these situations because people are not motivated to behave fairly. If this condition is added, the principles of justice would not be based on the notion that these would be to everyone’s advantage, but would lead to justice as reciprocity (Barry, 1995, p.39). However, justice as reciprocity calls on a source of motivation that is independent from mutual advantage. It is therefore hard to see how a commitment to act fairly would lead to principles that should be adventurous to everyone in all situations. These examples show that justifying the underlying motivation of a theory of justice is necessary, because failing a proper justification has great consequences for the validity of the theory.
The task, then, is to show why people should accept the Scanlonian original position and its outcomes. According to Barry (1995, p.165), the motivation to act according to the Scanlonian original position is stemming from ‘the desire to find conditions in order to live together’. The reason for this motivation according to Scanlon, is that people have the desire to justify one’s action to others. ‘People are willing to go to considerable lengths, involving quite heavy sacrifices, in order to avoid admitting the unjustifiability of their actions and institutions’ (Scanlon in Barry, 1995, p.165). Scanlon, and subsequently Barry, are not the only ones that adhere to this ‘agreement principle’. 
Charles Larmore (1989) also tries to present a neutral justification of political neutrality in his Patterns of Moral Complexity. Such a neutral justification is essential in order to uphold the whole project of neutrality in the context of justice according to Larmore. His position is quite similar to Scanlon’s idea when he states that ‘the neutral justification of political neutrality is based upon what I believe is a universal norm of rational dialogue’ (Larmore, 1989, p.51). Neutrality gives people the possibility to move forward in a discussion when this is locked in stalemate by enabling them to move to neutral ground. Neutrality is therefore a response to disagreement if persons want to continue the conversation which tries to solve problems through reasonable agreement. Although rational conversation and retreat to neutral ground by abstracting from the topic at hand will not solve deep-dividing disputes, it is, however, important in justifying state action: 

[Political] principles will have to be justifiable neutrally with the respect to controversial views of the good life. In this way the norm of rational conversation would serve to shape a political culture in which the public could continue to discuss disputed views about the good life with the hope of expanding the scope of agreement, but in which it would also agree that the state’s decisions cannot be justified by an appeal to the intrinsic superiority of an such view that remains disputed. (Larmore, 1989, p.54)

Although people may adhere to this agreement motive, it is still not clear why they would want to continue the conversation. Similarly the desire to justify ones action seems too weak to accept the outcomes of the Scanlonian original position, especially when this leads to consequences that one hardly could agree to from the perspective of one’s conception of the good. Hence, there needs to be another element to justify neutral justice. Where Barry and Larmore to an important extent have a similar view on the agreement motive, they quite strongly disagree on the principle that supports it. Barry introduces the need for ‘moderate scepticism’ and tries to show why this, in combination with the agreement motive is sufficient to justify Justice as Impartiality. The required degree of scepticism is moderate, because it does not reduce all normative statements to personal preferences, but rather emphasizes the inherent uncertainty of all conceptions of the good (Barry, 1995, p.169). Consequently, it is untenable for people to uphold the opinion that it is unreasonable for others to adhere to a different conception of the good. In order to come to reasonable agreement, people need to accept that other can reasonable reject certain proposals, just as the other way around.
Barry’s understanding of scepticism seems to be in accordance with Larmore’s view of retreating to neutral ground. Both are ways to overcome deep-dividing conflicts in context of politics. However, Larmore does not think scepticism is a neutral concept that can justify neutral principles of justice (Larmore, 1989, p.52). He defends another concept as more fruitful basis on which a neutral justification of political neutrality can rest and that is equal respect. What needs to be respected is that every person has the capacity to develop an own conception of the good. Even when this conception seems unreasonable from his or her own perspective, let alone ours, the person needs to be respected. From the obligation to show equal respect one can see how the conversation can continue. 

Whatever we do that affects another is something with which he must deal from his own perspective. When he demands that we justify our own actions to him, he recognizes that we, too, have a perspective on the world in which presumably our action makes sense and indicating his willingness to discuss it rationally with us. (Larmore, 1989, p.64) 

Equal respect is a neutral concept, because it is an attitude that can always be upheld, how deep the disagreement may be. Barry, however, dismisses the central role of equal respect in justifying the agreement motive and thereby neutral justice. Although equal respect is an idea to which he can relate to, it is not a sufficient justification. To discuss rationally with each other, one can put forward arguments that seems rational from one’s own conception of the good, while others may dismiss that. Therefore, to uphold equal respect moderate scepticism is required. Equal respect only strengthens the agreement motive, but it does not justify it.  

2.7: Justice as Impartiality and the news media
We now understand how neutral justice works and how it can be justified, however, it is still unclear which implications neutral justice has for the news media.	This section does not to give a full explanation of the consequences of Justice as Impartiality for the news media, but merely sets forth Barry’s view on it. In the Chapter 4, a more elaborate justification will be given about why Barry’s neutral theory of justice should have any consequences at all for the news media and vice versa. Still, Barry’s problems with the media and his solutions are embedded in his theory of justice. Therefore, his views on the news media are not set out here without any context. 
	As mentioned above, a liberal theory of justice tries to define principles of justice that enables people to follow their conception to a maximum extent, without dismissing others from doing the same. The fact that Rawls limits his principles of justice to the basic structure of society is therefore exemplary for liberal theories of justice. However, the scope to which a theory of justice has a constructing force should be broader than just constitutional rights. Although Justice as Impartiality, is not a consequentialist doctrine, Barry holds that social justice is not only established through the constitutional framework that results from the Scanlonian original position. Social justice is to an important extent also secured by just substantive rules. In order to determine whether such rules are just, he again appeals to the Scanlonian original position. Just as the Scanlonian original position is the best possible procedure for determining the principles of justice, it is equally considered as the fairest possible procedure to come to substantial rules. 
 	That the Scanlonian original position should also be used to determine concrete policies entails that all those concerned are well-informed and that all should have equal possibilities to set forth their own interests, stemming from their conception of the good, with equal force and effectiveness. This places a quite heavy burden on institutions that are normally not regarded as an object to which principles of justice are directly applied. I think this holds especially for news media. News media receive little attention from political theorists when they speak about justice, although they do play an important role in establishing and upholding justice in real-life. Even when they are explicitly mentioned, it is only briefly and there lacks a thorough account of what role they play and how their functioning can be improved. This is illustrated when Barry mentions the distorting influence of the news media on a (just) society. However, as a response on this he comes up with a questionable solution that lacks a thorough argumentation. (I quote at some considerable length because these are important statements to which will be referred in later chapters).

Constitutional provisions have a part to play [in fulfilling the condition of being well-informed] by guaranteeing freedom of speech and requiring the government to provide adequate information about its activities to enable citizens to form an intelligent view of them. All this is, however, compatible with a grossly biased system of opinion-formation in which the wealthy and privileged are able to, both in their individual capacities and even more by using their positions as owners and directors of companies, to set the political agenda by […]  controlling the editorial policies of newspaper and magazines. Under these conditions, the circumstances of impartiality are very seriously violated, since views that represent the interests of the wealthiest and most powerful members of the society are given a massively disproportionate amount of influence. (Barry, 1995, p.108) 

To counter this problem regarding news media he argues: 
Subsidies to maintain political diversity in the press (as in Scandinavia) would go some way towards the remaining problem. However, in countries where systematic bias has gone furthest (as in Britain) I believe that nothing short of making newspapers licenced public corporations (on the model of British television) can meet the case (Barry, 1995, p.108).

Barry makes a valid and very important point here. However I claim that his problem-analysis and his solutions are incomplete and short-sighted. Arguing that newspapers and magazines are biased is a very serious matter, because the news media are part of the circumstances that determine the actual establishment of justice in society. Therefore the role of the news media in this theory of justice is in need of a better and more thorough account. Furthermore, the solution Barry sets forth does not do much good, not only in what it tries to does but also in its scope. Since the publication of Justice as Impartiality, the (news) media industry has changed enormously due to technological developments. The next chapter discusses the problems of the news media. It shows that the problems of the news media are more complex than Barry wants us to believe. 

2.8: Republicanism and liberalism
Up to this point, the emphasis has been on liberal theories of justice in which the concept of neutrality is a constitutive principle. The contemporary liberal tradition is expressed here at hand of Brian Barry’s theory of Justice as Impartiality, but it is not hard to see how Rawls theory of justice can be analysed along the same lines that are set out in the previous sections. Neutrality has largely been an implicit notion despite its centrality in influential liberal theories of justice; Rawls barely mentions the concept in his work. Barry on the other hand has been the most explicit about the centrality of neutrality. But, as mentioned in the introduction, neutrality is not only an important concept in liberalism, but also in the republican tradition.
	The renewed attention for republicanism and subsequently the contemporary translation of this old tradition has been a direct reaction to liberalism and its allegedly atomistic ontology and the preoccupation with individual rights (Dagger, 1995). Although republican and liberal theorists are involved in a quite heated debate, they, however, do not share a common language when it comes to the formulation of principles of justice or the mechanism through which they come about. In order to make a meaningful contribution on republicanism in its relation to the liberal theories of justice and to neutrality, a few steps have to be made. Philip Pettit’s account of republican justice is primarily concerned with the concept of freedom. Freedom, although an important concept, it is not directly a constituent one in (liberal) theories of justice. Therefore the debate on the concept of freedom has to be transformed in order to make a substantial contribution about the relationship between republicanism and neutrality. 
	Despite the need of a translation, Pettit’s contribution is a very insightful and clear criticism on liberalism and addresses republican alternative view on neutrality. Furthermore, like Barry, Pettit identifies certain problems with today’s news media and postulates a republican view of how the news media should be organized. 

	2.9: Republicanism vs. liberalism: a different understanding of freedom
Pettit considers republicanism a neutral doctrine, but before taking up that argument, it has to be clear what republicanism actually entails. What makes republicanism a very different to liberalism, according to Pettit, is a fundamental different interpretation of the notion of freedom. This difference is reflected in the way freedom is defined. Freedom in the liberal tradition holds that persons are free from interference and thus any interference, no matter how beneficial that evenly may be for a person, is a limitation on someone’s freedom. Republicans, however, hold that freedom is greatest when domination is absent (Pettit, 1997). The different consequences that stem from this distinct interpretation of freedom can be understood by using an analogy that classic republicans already used in the zenith of republicanism in the 17th and 18th century: the relationship between a master and a slave. 
	A slave may experience interference by his master, for example, by doing hard labor for him and this is of course dismissed by liberals and republicans; the slave is obviously not free. The slave, however, may experience freedom in the liberal understanding of the concept when the master renounces any form of interference. This non-interference can have divergent sources; the master may find the slave likable and grants him freedom by refraining from interference, or the slave is capable to evade the master or pleasures him in such a way that the master has no intention in interfering. This absence of interference is, however, far from the way how freedom has to be understood according to republicans. Since the master-slave relationship still exists, the master has always the disposition to revise his refrainment of interference. The republican, although may enjoy non-interference, does not hold that interference in itself limits freedom, but sees the master-slave relationship as detrimental to freedom; even when the slave does not experience any interference (Pettit, 1997). The situation in which there is still a master-slave relation present, there is domination and this needs to be abolished. When domination is absent, interference is justified according to republicans, while liberals would disagree.
	The analogy of the relationship between the master and the slave is useful to make clear the distinction between liberalism and republicanism, but since this relation is largely absent in most parts of the world today, there is a need for a more contemporary interpretation. What needs to be established is what domination entails and how a state can limit domination in society without itself becoming a source domination (i.e. how to abolish dominium without introducing imperium) (Pettit, 1997, p.36). According to Pettit a relationship is distorted by domination when three elements are present. First there needs to be a person that has the capacity to interfere. This also includes institutions or groups of persons, but eventually it are people that interfere (Pettit, 1997, p.52). Secondly, this interference has in arbitrary basis. An act is arbitrarily when a person has the power to act at his or her pleasure. An interfering act is considered non-arbitrary when: ‘the person is forced to track the interests and the ideas of the person suffering the interference, or […] at least forced to track the relevance ones (Pettit, 1997, p.55). It is important to notice that under this depiction of arbitrariness no relevant difference exists between the power to act arbitrarily and actually acting arbitrarily. In both cases the dominator is not restrained by the requirement of tracking the interests and ideas of the persons subjected to interference. When this requirement is taken up to the level of the state, a state acts non-arbitrarily if it tracks: ‘the shared interests of those affected under the interpretation of what those interests require that is shared, at least at the procedural level, by those affected (Pettit, 1997, p.56). The third and last element that defines a relationship as a dominated one, is that the arbitrary interference affects (the range of) choices that the dominated person is in a position to make. 
	The republican understanding of freedom (i.e. freedom of non-domination), is aimed at reducing the capacities of persons to interfere arbitrarily in another person’s life. This differs from the liberal interpretation of freedom, which is freedom of non-interference. The liberal understanding of freedom tries to minimize the expectation of actual interference. Critics ask the question what difference it makes: ‘when I enjoy actual non-interference, what is left of domination?’ (Carter, 2008; Kramer, 2008). When domination materializes in interference, this makes me less free and thus it would be equally condemnable by the liberal doctrine. Republicans counter that domination without interference constrains freedom for a number of reason. Firstly, people suffering domination need to alter their behavior to one of which they think would please the dominating party. Domination without interference can come with fear and anxiety for actual interference, how improbable that even may be (Pettit, 1997, p.86). Secondly, persons face high uncertainty regarding interference and this affects the choices they make. In this way, a dominator already interferes, even when he does not actually act, by altering the potential pay-offs of those choices (Pettit, 1997, p.85). Thirdly, enjoying non-domination becomes common knowledge. This requirement of common knowledge takes a central place in republicanism:

The point of common knowledge is of the greatest importance, because it connects non-domination with subjective self-image and intersubjective status. It means that the enjoyment of non-domination in relation to another agent –at least when the agent is a person– goes with being able to look the other in the eye, confident in the shared knowledge that is it not by their leave that you pursue your innocent, non-interfering choices; you pursue those choices, as of the public recognized right. (Pettit, 1997, p.70)

The requirement that non-domination is common knowledge because it leads to an intersubjective understanding that every citizen stands on an equal footing with each other, indicates another difference between republicanism and liberalism. Republicanism acknowledges that enjoying freedom can only be done in the presence of other people. This view is differs from the liberal perspective, which finds it origins in the writing of Hobbes and Locke, who speak of natural rights, thereby implicating that freedom can be enjoyed in isolation from society. 
The divergent views on how freedom is won also mark a very different perspective on law. The republican doctrine does not, like the liberal one, say that a properly constructed law limits people’s freedom to some extent, but that this limitation is compensated by preventing more interference than in a situation where the law is absent. Republicans hold that just laws are constitutive of freedom and therefore any reference to compensation is a false one (Pettit, 1997, p.35). Pettit (1997, p.36) argues that: ‘[Freedom] is seen in the republican tradition as a status that exists only under a suitable legal regime. As the law create the authority that rulers enjoy, so the laws create freedom that citizens share’.  This position clearly deviates from Rawls’ view, since Rawls holds that limiting a basic right is only justifies when a greater limitation of another basic right is thereby prevent; an obvious example of the compensation discourse. 

2.10: How neutral is republicanism?
The previous sections examined what republicanism entails and what the basis republican principles of justice have. Determining whether Pettit’s account of republicanism is neutral depends to an important extent on what he considers as just state action. Pettit’s account of this issue would be problematic for many liberals. However, there are a few reasons why his account of republican justice could be regarded as neutral. 
	Whereas Barry’s goal is to formulated principle of justice that determines people how they should live together, without telling them how they should live, Pettit’s goal is to maximize freedom as non-domination. He therefore considers republican justice as a consequentialist doctrine. For Pettit, freedom of non-domination is a primary good such as described by Rawls; it is a good that every reasonable person wants, no matter what particular conception of the good one may pursue and therefore it has to be maximized. This seems problematic in the liberal understanding of neutrality, given that a state pursues a particular conception of the good. The goal of freedom as non-domination stands therefore closely resembles the consequentialist doctrine of want-satisfaction, though there could be some significant differences. Unlike satisfaction of wants, the absence of domination is a value on its own; it does not have to be derived from something else. For Pettit, even other universal values as equality are enclosed in the concept of non-domination, unlike freedom as non-interference whose proponents needs do incorporate such values when they hold that the effects of these values are necessary to establish justice (Pettit, 1997, p.8). Therefore, the risk that something valuable gets lost in translation when conceptions of the good are transformed in the language of wants is largely absent. Furthermore non-domination does not run into the same difficulty that problematizes wants-satisfaction, which is that it gives room for the possible fulfilment of detrimental conceptions of the good. Any dominating relationship is detrimental, no matter how great the want for it is.  
Freedom as non-domination is something that most, if not all reasonable people would like to have. Furthermore, it does not fall in all the pitfalls of consequentialism. Nevertheless, I do believe that the requirement to maximize it is problematic, because the state is obliged to minimize any dominating relationship in society. However, it is not unthinkable that people would reasonable prefer a lesser degree of protection against domination if that would leave other things that they value intact, certainly when the probabilities of detrimental consequences are almost negligible. Because everything is measured along the degree of domination, the value of practicing one’s religion could become distorted. All major religions have different kinds of possible dominating relationships, although the intensity in which domination is experienced may be small. However, since it is the goal to maximize non-domination, the state interference is justified in these relationships, as long as the state itself does not become a source of domination. This latter requirement can be fulfilled but it would probably distort the traditional relationships. Therefore intervention may have more negative than positive consequences, but state would be blind those effects because it only tries to maximize freedom. 
The goal of establishing non-domination cannot be considered neutral when it is judged against the liberal understanding of neutrality. The reason for this is that the state pursues a particular conception of the good. Does this refute the claim that republicanism as it is understood here a neutral doctrine? Pettit would argue not:

It may ultimately prove impossible to identify a neutral political ideal, such as I believe freedom of non-domination to be, which is capable of commanding the allegiance of people in different subcultures; it may transpire that no such ideal can sustain the demands that people are likely to entertain in relation to the policy. But let that prove impossible, after the effort has been made; don’t let the proclamation of impossibility inhibit the making of the effort. I see the argument in this book as an effort along precisely the path that these critics would block. (Pettit, 1997, p.97)

Pettit, although doubting whether it is possible to formulate a neutral political ideal, holds that a doctrine could be considered neutral when it is a universal one. However, he does not elaborate why this is so and why he holds republicanism as one. This may seem to be a rather broad understanding of neutrality and a liberal would surely object to it. Still, there could be one reason why even a liberal may consider the possibility that republican justice is also neutral. Republican justice shares one fundamental element with Justice as Impartiality. This fundamental element is to an important respect responsible for Barry’s claim that his theory is neutral. 
	Like Barry’s theory of justice, freedom of non-domination puts a great emphasis on the contestability of laws. In order to determine whether interference is arbitrary or not, there has to be the possibility to contest it. This guarantees that the relevant interest of whose involved are actually tracked. This position is very similar to Barry’s idea that principles of justice are just when nobody can reasonable reject them. Sharing this fundamental feature, saves to some extent the claim that republicanism is a neutral doctrine. Although stemming for a totally different context, the consequences of on the one hand reasonable agreement and contestability on the other could be quite similar. Freedom as non-domination can also safeguard that people are free to follow their conception of the good without others having to fear that they are unable to do the same. 

    2.11: Republicanism and the news media
Just as my account of Barry’s views on the news media, this section does not present an in-depth analysis of the relationship between republican justice and the news media. My purpose is only to express Pettit’s perspective on the news media in relation to his account of republicanism. Chapters 4 and 5 will give a more elaborate analysis of how the news media are embedded in both theories of justice.
	In a previous section it was claimed that republicanism highly values the common knowledge of non-domination. This common knowledge is a key feature of republican justice, because republicans hold the idea that freedom can only be established in the presence of others. If people do not have a shared understanding of freedom, people will not uphold freedom as non-domination, nor expect that other will do so. This would make freedom as non-domination very fragile and unstable. 
	The public life or public sphere is the place where common knowledge is produced and where this knowledge is reaffirmed. The public life encompasses distinctive aspects; it can be civil society, but also tangible public spaces in cities (e.g. the increase of gated communities is a looming scenario for republicans). The news media have in important role in the establishment of common knowledge. However, Pettit does not speak highly of the news media on the moment he made his contribution. He argues that like living in separate neighborhoods, which reduced the knowledge people have from others in their society, the information people get about their environment is highly biased. He states:

Newspaper and television reporting in contemporary democracies is driven by the search for sales and, relying on the appeal of the sensational, concentrates more and more on inducing the horror that produces voyeuristic outrage and the terror that guarantees voyeuristic thrills. Undoubtedly, and unhappily, the image presented of the surrounding society is well enough grounded in the way things are not to attract refutation and rejection. But the image is so one-sided that it often borders on a nightmare fantasy. (Pettit, 1997, p.167) 

Not only is the information that people receive biased, the way the media represent, or better said, construct public opinion has detrimental effects. The way public opinion is depicted by the news media is highly speculative, especially by the increasing use of opinion polling which is often conducted or interpreted wrongly (Pettit, 1997, p.167). This influences policy and state actions in an increasingly negative way, given that the role and influence of the media in society is becoming more important. In order to repair some of these problems Pettit postulates a few solutions. First of all, it is important that many different voices in the media. Secondly, media ownership should not be concentrated in a handful of media tycoons. Thirdly the state should have the obligation to subsidize media outlets which are not able to survive in a purely commercial environment and it should encourage as far as possible the increase of media that are community-based (Pettit, 1997, p.168).
	The account Pettit gives of the problems regarding the news media and its role in society and subsequently his addressed solutions may seems quite similar to the one Barry gives. However, as will become clear in the following chapters, the different starting points that lead to the problem analysis and possible solution leads to different consequences and different views on what the role of the news media should be in society and how the state should intervene. Like Barry’s, Pettit’s critique on the news media makes sense, but it equally lacks depth and cuts corners. A better understanding of the problems in the news media is necessary in order to take the critique of liberal and republicans to a more useful and better argued perspective on the news media.  


Chapter 3: The News Media and Neutrality



In the previous chapters I claimed that Justice as Impartiality and Pettit’s republican justice do not fully grasp the complex circumstances that influence the functioning of the modern news media. This could be problematic, because when their limited account of the news media is inadequate, it could have negative consequences for (parts) of these theories. In order to explicate the most prominent difficulties in the media I make use of the concept of neutrality. As mentioned in the introduction, the concept of neutrality is very suited to make clear the problems of the news media, because it a central element in multiple problems of the news media. Furthermore, discussing the complexities of the media along the lines of neutrality makes a structured understanding of the complexities possible.

3.1: Levels of neutrality in the news media	
What are the problems of the news media and how can they be structured? To answer the last part of the question first, I contend that the problems of the news media are present on two different levels and that the concept of neutrality is a central concept on both of them. However, the meaning and desirability of neutrality is very different on the two levels. It is thus possible to reject the application of neutrality on one level while endorsing it on another. Similarly, it could also be the case that neutrality should (not) be applied on any level; however, this should then be established on different sets of arguments. 
The first level, on which the concept of neutrality can be applied, refers to the regular professional activities of journalists. On this level, neutrality, together with the closely related concept of objectivity, are regarded as pillars of modern journalism. Failing to uphold these professional standards would have serious consequences for the reputation of journalists and their news media outlets because they would be regarded as less truthful. This is because neutrality, in a common understanding, prescribes that a journalist is not biased in his report on some event. Given that people to an important extent rely on the news media in their understanding of current events, they normally expect that they get a full account of the available facts. When a journalist is prepossessed, this expectation is not met and people could rightfully feel misled. Hence the professional value of neutrality is a way to make sure that news stories are reflecting the truth and thus trustworthy.
The concept of neutrality on this level can be understood in various ways. Different dispositions on epistemological issues have led to different visions on neutrality as a value in journalism. Neutrality in the context of journalism can be understood as the necessity to report without any prepossession or prejudice in order to give a truthful account of events; a journalist needs to report from a ‘view from nowhere’ (Rosen, 2003). This later term is used often in the context of the news media, but it was coined by Thomas Nagel (1986). Nagel argues that we can obtain a more objective understanding of the world when we abstract from our more subjective conceptions. A succession of objective advances ultimately leads to a view from nowhere (Nagel, 1986). However, postmodernism denies the there is a view from nowhere, let alone that we can obtain it. This position holds that we are all culturally determined creatures and that there is no ultimate truth. A postmodern-influenced meaning of neutral reporting entails that journalists need to be balanced between different views on an issue. 
It is important to notice that the quite opposing epistemological positions lead to very similar practical consequences for journalism, as we will see in the next section. Furthermore, neutrality can be considered an indispensable value for journalism in both views. However, in recent years, both understandings of neutrality have received some substantial critique and it fuelled the debate on what good journalism entails. Critics argue that neutrality should not be practiced at all in journalism. This debate is the first problem that complicates the formulation of a thorough account of the normative role of the news media in society according to a theory of justice.
The requirement of upholding neutrality in journalism is comparable to Barry’s understanding of a first-order or substantial conception of the good. Neutrality on this level dictates how journalists and news media outlets should produce their stories. Similarly, neutrality on the second level in the context of the news media does not prescribe how a particular journalist or news media venture should practice journalism; it is more comparable with a second-order conception of the good. Neutrality on this level entails that a broad range of voices can be heard in the media and that news media outlets are bound to the same circumstances (Newton, 1989). Hence, neutrality on the second level applies to the news media industry as a totality. 
The problem on this second level is an overall bias in the news media industry, for example that the media as whole has a leftist or rightist bias. Furthermore, neutrality on this level is violated when there is a bias towards a certain type of content or narrative (Entman, 2007). Difficulties related to neutrality on this second level constitute the second problem with which theories of justice have to deal in order to give an account of the normative role(s) of the news media.  
Whereas the focus of the debate on first-level neutrality is primarily on the desirability of the concept, the debate on second-level neutrality is concentrated on how it could be established. There are roughly two ways to establish second-level neutrality: through the market or the state. For a couple of reasons, this thesis focuses primarily in the problematic aspects of the first mechanism. First of all, there is a common idea that the market is a good mechanism to establish neutrality. The large majority of the news media industry is regulated by the market, with just relatively a few outlets being publicly owned. Furthermore it could be argued that even these public owned television and radio outlets function to an important extent according to market mechanisms, because success of programs and stories is primarily based with viewer and listener ratings. Thirdly, there is some convincing ground for the common idea that the market is an ideal way to regulate the news media, because it works autonomously and it has some democratic appeal (i.e. people are free to spend their money on the news outlet they prefer). Nevertheless, I argue that market has some serious flaws, especially when it comes to neutrality in respect to certain content. The market has a similar problem as Barry’s second-order conception of the good. Although the market mechanism does not prescribe how journalist should do their job, it can be biased in a more abstract way, by favouring certain voices or content.  
The violating of neutrality on the second level indicates that the two levels influence each other in different ways. First of all, if all journalists and media outlets are biased in the same way on the first level, this automatically means that neutrality is violated on the second level. However, when journalists are biased in very different directions, second-level neutrality is not necessarily violated. Secondly, the example of CNN’s coverage of the missing airplane, mentioned in the introduction, show how economic (i.e. market) incentives influence substantive journalistic choices. This interaction makes the news media even more complex. 

3.2: First-level neutrality
Neutrality and objectivity are considered as universal standard professional values in modern journalism (Schudson, 2001). However, they are not inherent to journalism. The way the news media industry is organized has important implications for the practices and values of individual journalists and particular news outlets. This can be observed by looking at how the standard of objectivity in journalism emerged. In earlier times, all important roles of a media outlet were primarily embodied in one person; a person was editor, printer and publisher at the same time (Williams, 2010). Technological and social changes changed the way newspapers and subsequently other media outlets operated. At the time when news became regular available through the establishment of newspapers, printers were regarded as the most important persons in the process of the press (Schudson, 1981). This was at the time Benjamin Franklin wrote his Apology for Printers (1731), arguing in favour of the freedom to print. Newspapers in those days did not have a strong ideological basis; printers depended on contributions that others supplied and they themselves felt free to publish their views on current matters (Williams, 2010).
Ideology became a regulative principle of the news media landscape only with the emergence of the class-struggles of the 19th century (Williams, 2010). The consequence of this social change was that editors now held the most important position. At this point the editor decided what was printed and what not. Here it becomes clear that a change in the second level can lead to a significant change on the first level. The circumstances in which the news media as a whole operated, had a great effect on the practices of particular media and journalists. Society became more class-conscious and newspaper needed to adapt to these changes. When the market economy became more prominent and affected more aspects of society by the end of the 19th century and the beginning of the 20th, the importance of the editor declined again and shifted to the publisher (Williams, 2010). Until then, owning and publishing a newspaper was mostly an exclusive privilege for the well-off, since most papers were writing red numbers. When the market economy also affected the news business and made it profitable; the editor became increasingly separated from the publisher or owner and the latter had great influence over the content. 
The goal of profit-making affected the news that was printed and simultaneously the importance of advertisers increased. Publishers, as entrepreneurs, were primarily concerned with the business side of news and this goal justified a wide range of means. The news became increasingly unreliable with the rise of ‘yellow journalism’: news reports became more or less indistinguishable from advertisements while at the same time an increasing amount of attention was being paid to more popular topics such as crime and celebrities (Schudson, 1981). Media tycoon Randolph Hearst (on whom the vicious protagonist in Citizen Kane was based) summarized the Zeitgeist of the early decades of the 20th century by stating: ‘The modern editor of the popular journal does not care for facts. The editor wants novelty. The editor has no objections to facts if they are also novel. But he would prefer novelty that is not fact, to a fact that is not a novelty’ (Patterson, 2013). 
The growing discontent about yellow journalism eventually led to the professionalization of journalism in which neutrality and objectivity took a central place (Schudson, 2001). Introducing objectivity as the prime professional norm enabled journalists not only to set themselves apart from other professions, but it also provided them a tool to hold colleagues in line; those who were not following the standard would lose status (Schudson, 2001). Objectivity as a professional norm therefore was not just a professional ideal, it also served the practical goal of making a distinguishable profession out of journalism by setting the journalist apart from other professions. 
	Although it is now clear how the neutrality and objectivity came to the stage at the beginning of the 20th century, it is still not exactly clear what the concepts entails and what the difference between them is. The connection between the two concepts is clearly distinguishable by looking at different definitions of objectivity. Most scholars have defined objectivity by breaking the notion into constitutive parts and not by identifying some kind of essence (Hellmüller, Vos, Poepsel, 2013).  Looking at the contributions of different scholars, these parts include non-partisanship, non-bias, balance, impartiality, dispassionate separation from facts and comments, fairness, facticity, factual accurate information, truth and relevance (Hellmüller et al., 2013). On the basis of these elements the constitutive parts of objectivity can be grouped together around two larger concepts which are neutrality and factuality. Objectivity is thus a more encompassing notion than neutrality. Neutrality consists of impartiality, non-bias and balance. 
	As mentioned in the previous section, first-level neutrality can be understood differently depending on the epistemological position one takes. Still, in practical terms, it does not really matter whether the position is held that a truthful account can be given by taking a view from nowhere, or whether a more postmodern perspective is taken. Both prescribe that a journalist is neutral, i.e. balance or impartial, although different justifications are given by these conceptions of first-level neutrality. Neutral reporting is desired if a view from nowhere is taken because such a view requires that a journalist abstracts from his or her own personal (and thus subjective) point of view. A postmodernist would argue that we cannot know what truth is and therefore the best we can do is to be balanced and impartial between different truth claims. Therefore, they ultimately lead to the same journalistic practices. Furthermore it requires that journalists avoid commenting or judging these claims (Schudson, 2001). In recent years, neutrality as a value for journalism has faced some fundamental criticism. This critique was not only instigated by wrong or lazy implementation of neutrality in the news media, but (implicitly) also by a different view on truth and how a truthful account of events can be given.

	3.3: How desirable is first-level neutrality?
In October 2013, an interesting email conversation was published on the website of The New York Times between former executive editor of The New York Times, Bill Keller, and Glenn Greenwald, the journalist who has exclusive access to all of the NSA documents Edward Snowden leaked. Greenwald broke one of the most salient stories of the last decade and thereby became one of the most prominent proponents of a more activist type of journalism. This view on journalism regards neutrality, as it is put in practice today, as having a detrimental effect on good journalism. In the email conversation, Greenwald accuses established news media venues of lazy journalism, which, in his view, is caused by the requirement of neutral reporting. Journalists, he says, are so preoccupied with preventing any expressions of opinion that they often use phrases that put a veil over the truth (Keller, 2013). 
	What journalists do, according to Greenwald, is report both sides of the story uncritically, because they do not want to judge. However, this ‘she-said-X-and-he-said-Y’ type of journalism, as Greenwald calls it, allows press officers of government, major corporations and other institutions to make all kinds of truth claims that poison public opinion. It gives them the opportunity to uncritically set forward a window-dressed account of the truth that is favourable to them (Keller, 2013). This becomes increasingly problematic, given that the ratio of PR-employees against journalists is 4-to-1, a number that is still increasing (McChesney, 2012). While large institutions are investing in public relations in order to be better able to postulate their views and influence their image in the public opinion, a shrinking group of journalists is given less and less time and resources to investigate. As a consequence it makes them more dependable on comments from PR-departments.
	According to Greenwald and other journalists, the goal of neutrality leads not only to a misled the public, it is also extremely biased towards incumbent power. This point is illustrated by a Dutch journalist who worked for major domestic newspapers and The Guardian, Joris Luyendijk, who argued in an interview regarding the coverage of the financial and economic crises:
 
‘It is like standing at Chernobyl and you see that the reactor is put on again by the old management. You see that nothing substantial has changed. Is it than nuanced to say: “According to the management it is safe, so it should be alright.”? I think that the mainstream media is just as coloured as its radical counterpart. But that color is so familiar to us that we do not recognize it anymore as a colour. Neutrality works beautifully in a neutral or equal world. However, neutrality in an unequal world means that you are an extension of the status quo’ (Tiekstra, 2013). 

The detrimental effect of neutrality in journalism can be clearly observed in the coverage global warming according to critics. Despite the fact that there is a broad consensus in the scientific world on the human effect on global warming, neutral reporting has given governments an excuse to limit their action in fighting global warming (Boykoff & Boykoff, 2004). Neutral reporting has a negative effect because it requires that journalists present the views of opposing sides and give them roughly the same degree of attention (Entman, 1989). However, ‘neutrality causes problems when it is applied to issues of science. It seems to demand that journalists present competing points of views on a scientific question as though they had equal scientific weight, when actually they do not’ (Gelbspan, 1998). Because of the goal of balanced reporting, a small portion of the scientific world and other opponents of the idea that global warming is caused by humans receive equal attention and are able to spread doubt on the matter. This has made action on global warming much less urgent.

	3.4: Neutrality, objectivity and truth 
Although the view that ‘the mainstream media is just as coloured as its radical counterpart’ has a quite strong post-modern connotation, I contend that the criticism on the value of neutrality in journalism also criticizes a post-modernist view on truth. The debate about what good journalism entails is essentially a debate on how truth can be obtained. However, this raises automatically the question what truth is. 
	Bill Kovach and Tom Rosenstiel give an insightful account of the relationship between neutrality, objectivity and truth. This account makes clear why neutrality has taken such a prominent position in journalism and how it relates to truth. The authors argue that the first and most important principle of all is that ‘journalism’s first obligation is to the truth’ (Kovach & Rosenstiel, 2014, p. 49). This is an important point because it determines the purposes of journalists and the news media in general in their every-day activities. The next step is to define what truth is. According to them, philosophical insights do not give a satisfactory answer. A philosophical perspective gives too little tools that can be used in every-day journalistic activities. Instead, a more practical variant of truth is needed that serves the practical and reactive nature of journalism. Their formulation of truth therefore holds that journalists should ‘make what we know less false’ (Kovach & Rosenstiel, 2014, p.58). 
	Now a practical understanding of truth is established, we need to know how we can make our knowledge less false. According to the authors, this is done by obtaining facts that can be verified. This objective is capture by another fundamental principle, which claims that ‘the essence of journalism is [that it is] a discipline of verification’ (Kovach & Rosenstiel, 2014, p.98). It is this point that objectivity and neutrality come into the picture. The authors regard these concepts as means to obtain the truth rather than as ends in themselves. Neutrality and objectivity are a required standpoint or means in order to verify facts. This is an important observation because often objectivity and neutrality are seen as ends, primarily because of a rather simplistic understanding a post-modern idea that there is no single truth. On the basis of this idea, it is thought that the best we can do is to be balanced and impartial. However, given mentioned criticism this is not a goal worth pursuing.	
	The view that truth, understood in the context of the news media, entails that we should make our knowledge less false, fits neatly with critics of the neutrality on the first level. Greenwald, for example, states that the traditional news media often do not give a truthful account of events and that the goal of neutrality ‘puts a veil over the truth’ (Kelly, 2013). Greenwald certainly does not practice neutral journalism, however he is just as committed to finding the truth than any other journalist; he would probably contend that he is even more committed. According to him, neutrality gives too much room for false truth claims and does not differentiate enough to between truthful and untruthful accounts of events. However, this view does not entail that there is one objective and single truth. What is the main problem of neutrality is that is not a good means to verify truth claims.

	3.5: An alternative for neutrality
If neutrality is considered as an inadequate means to obtain truth, how, then, can we verify facts in a way to leads us to the truth? One alternative that receives increasingly more attention is the notion of transparency. Transparency in the context of the news media can be expressed in two related but distinct ways. First, it entails that journalists are open about the choices they make in producing stories and which sources they use for what reasons. They should also explain why they make stories, while having dismissed others. This kind of transparency is called disclosure transparency (Karlsson, 2010). The other type of transparency is called participatory transparency and entails that users or consumers are able to participate in the different stages of the production of news stories (Karlsson, 2010).
	Transparency is considered as a better means of finding truth than neutrality by its proponents, because it makes journalists and media outlets accountable for their choices. Transparency requires that news media outlets are open about which sources they use and why, and they need to be equally open for input from their public (Hellmüller et al., 2012). Furthermore they need to be open about the facts they use in their stories, how these facts are obtained, why these facts should be considered as facts, and why they are relevant for the story. Kovach and Rosenstiel are also proponents of transparency in order to verify facts. Together with other principles (such as not adding things that are not there), transparency is a central practice that should be upheld at all times: ‘[Transparency] is the same principle that governs the scientific method: explain how you learned something and why you believe it, so the audience can do the same […] This is what is meant by objectivity of method in science, or in journalism’ (Kovach & Rosenstiel, 2014, p. 118).
	It is not surprising that younger generations of journalists who publish primarily on the internet have been the most outspoken promoters of transparency in the news media. The internet environment is extremely facilitative to this new ideal, because it changes the way news stories are being produced. The production of news stories can be separated into backstage performances and frontstage performances (Karlsson, 2011). Backstage performances are concealed form the public while frontstage performances are visible. Transparency requires that journalistic activities are visible or at least traceable and the internet has an advantage in this. The activities of traditional media of newspapers and television, primarily consist of backstage performances. This includes the gathering and processing of news and their choices in doing this. Furthermore their frontstage performances, such as distributing and presenting news are static. This limits the possibility to engage with the public. The internet, however, has made it possible to make backstage performances visible. Processing and presenting news can be done transparent because the internet makes it possible to update and alter news stories constantly. It is thus possible to change a story while it is published (for example because readers’ feedback) . Even in gathering information for a story, the internet enables journalists to be open about why they make certain choices and lets them engage with the public. Furthermore, websites can be more transparent about their sources and make clear on what choices stories are made, while they are also able to develop connections with their audiences (Karlsson, 2011). The internet is thus better able than traditional media to be transparent and therefore to verify facts. 
	The question that now rises is whether transparency is an independent idea about good journalism in general or whether it merely is the result of the rise and maturity of digital natives. Such a question is not easy to answer. If the latter were the case it could be doubted how valid and solid the idea of transparency is. This position, however, would dismiss the fact that the discussion about objectivity and neutrality was never settled and that the concepts already received criticism in the period before internet-based outlets emerged. The notion of neutrality has certain weak points that are independent of the internet. Furthermore, traditional media are not excluded from being transparent; they just have to find ways to realize transparency that suits their platforms. This is certainly not impossible as has already been shown by multiple newspapers and broadcasting companies. Still, it should not be denied that the environment in which the news media operate influences the practices and values of individual journalists and news outlets.
	One reason why transparency caught prominence in recent years was the belief that politicians, corporations and pressure groups (through spin-doctors and PR-departments) were increasingly better able to put forward a version of the truth that is favourable to them. Critics of neutrality claimed that neutrality has facilitated this development, because it requires that these views are not commented on in reports. (Such views are of course commented, but primarily on op-ed sections in newspapers and on television. These sections are clearly separated from the ones in which factual news is presented). Transparency may not solve all problems in journalistic truth-finding once and for all, but it can cope better with the world that journalists have to report on. In this sense transparency could be regarded as a more valuable concept and is not just the result of the rise of the internet. 
	Does the value of transparency settle the matter on what good journalism entails and how truth can be obtained? I contend that it does not. Although transparency requires that journalists are open about why certain choices are made and why certain facts are used, it says nothing about the basis on which these choices are made or why these facts are used. Transparency cannot provide a justification for these choices. Therefore, something else needs be invoked in order to justify the basis on why stories are made and which narrative they have.
  
3.6: Justifying journalistic choices	
One of the problems in modern journalism is its inability to justify ex ante the choices about which stories are produced and how these stories are framed. A news story always has a frame and the concept can be defined as follows: ‘A frame operates to select and highlight some features of reality and obscure others in a way that tells a consistent story about problems, their causes, moral implications and remedies’ (Entman in Street, 2011, p. 50; italics in the original). A frame has certain power because it presents the world in a particular way (Entman, 2007). It determines which facts are used and which not, because it is impossible to present all facts all the time. For example, it determines whether it is relevant to mention a person’s skin colour or not, or whether someone is depicted as a terrorist or as a freedom fighter. Transparency requires that journalists justify the frame or narrative of their stories, however, it cannot provide that justification.
 The issue of framing has received a lot of attention in recent years by journalists and scholars, and the idea that framing has power is often acknowledged (Street, 2011). However, the problem of most contributions is that they do not transcend this acknowledgement and always point out to (the problems of) framing in retrospect. Practical techniques are necessary for journalists to justify ex ante the underlying set of values that is constitutive to the narrative in which facts are presented and the choices that are made. 
A possible alternative that could provide these practical tools can, again, be found in scientific methods. Although not connected in any way to journalism or the news media, Bent Flyvbjerg’s Making Social Science Matter Again can provide a practice tools for justifying journalistic choices. In order to illustrate how his view on social science can help justify journalistic choices, I will give a very limited account of his idea’s. Flyvbjerg (2001) argues that social science is about a forgotten type knowledge, which is very different form the knowledge that is obtained in the natural sciences. Social sciences are concentrated on a type of knowledge that is practical and that emphasizes context and experience. Flyvbjerg argues that this type of knowledge was already conceived by Aristotle, who called it phronesis. Translating this to the domain of social science, Flyvbjerg (2001, p.60) states: ‘The principle objective for social science with a phronetic approach is to carry out analyses and interpretations of the status of values and interests in society aimed at social commentary and social action, i.e. praxis’. Central questions in phronetic research are: ‘Where are we going?’; ‘Is this desirable?’ and ‘What should be done?’. 
Importantly, Flyvbjerg adds a Foucauldian understanding of power to the concept of phronesis, because answering these questions cannot be done without taking power into account, according to him. The set of questions to be asked is therefore complemented with ‘Who gains and who loses, by which mechanisms of power?’. The knowledge that is produced by this type of research does not consist of ‘ultimate unequivocally verified knowledge’, but of input for social dialogue and praxis in a society (Flyvbjerg, 2001, p.139). 
How does this view on conducting social science, help journalists to justify their choices? To answer this question it is helpful to see first how similar phronetic research is to journalism. Flyvbjerg’s own example of a typical phronetic study shows this. Flyvbjerg conducted a research on the decision-making process of a big infrastructural project in a municipality. His method consisted primarily of conducting interviews and intense document research. The topic of inquiry also reflected the goal of phronetic research because he focused on a particular issue and the results are limited to that case only. Although he states that the conclusions could be helpful for other studies on decision-making processes, he is wary to make generalizations. 
These characteristics of phronetic research show many close similarities with journalism. First of all, both focus on issues that are of societal interest and their outcomes can have profane effects on society. Phronetic research and journalism share the same choices of topic and goals. Secondly, they have a similar scope, meaning that they are interested in the particular. Phronetic research is not about theory building, but is focused on the context and the particular in order to understand and possibly change a specific situation. Thirdly, they share research techniques such as interviewing and document research. Although Flyvbjerg employed these instruments with scientific rigor, his work could easily be regarded as investigative journalism as well, especially when taking the other two points into account. 
	What makes phronetic research so suitable to explicate and justify journalistic choices is that the questions put forward by Flyvbjerg are practical tools that can be used in the early stages of producing news stories. The questions can be easily incorporated in journalistic practices, but more importantly, they demand that journalists are conscious and honest about the choices they make in telling their stories. As stated above, a frame has certain power because it depicts the world in a particular way. Therefore, especially incorporating a question or notion of power in journalistic activities helps to understand and justify one’s own dispositions and the narrative that one employs. A particular view on power is also very present in Greenwald’s reporting on the NSA. A clear set of values forms a point of departure for his reporting on the leaked NSA-files and he is very open about that (Greenwald, 2014). Furthermore he is very transparent about his views on government power and how it functions. However, this does not mean that he denies that others can look from another perspective the subject matter.  
	Fyvbjerg’s view on social science and its methods serve here as an example of a possibility to justify journalistic choices. His perspective should not be regarded as the best or only alternative. My intention with setting forth this approach of social science was to indicate that journalism could learn from academic insights on truth and how it can be obtained. Although (social) science and journalism share some important similarities and both are preoccupied with of truth finding, journalism is not actively engaged in an epistemological debate. When speaking about truth, it is not surprising that Kovach and Rosenstiel (2014, p.54) state: ‘The serious literature by journalists thinking through such issues is not rich, and what little there is most journalists have not read’. This absence of an epistemological debate makes a debate on good journalism futile. Furthermore I want to emphasize that I do not consider Greenwald’s take on journalism as the best or only one. I brought him up multiple times because he has some valid points regarding the weakness of the value of neutrality in reporting and how this has a determining influence on quality journalism. 

	3.7: Second-level neutrality
I argued that, as is the case with justice, neutrality in the context of the news media can be applied at two levels. As explained in an earlier section, neutrality on the first level entails a form of reporting. Using the language of neutrality in the context of justice, neutral reporting is a substantial conception of the good that dictates how the news media should produce their stories. Subsequently, second-level neutrality in the context of the news media does not prescribe how a particular journalist or a news media venture should undertake their activities, but relates to the environment in which the news media as a whole operates. Second level neutrality means that the circumstances in the news media operate, enable all kinds of different voices to be heard. Neutrality on the second level can be understood as follows: 

	It would be unrealistic to expect anything like a complete range of opinions to 	appear in each and every organ of the media –every newspaper, journal, or radio or 	TV station. Given the wide range of views on almost all important matters, as well 	as the complexity of many issues and interpretations of them, we must expect 	something different – namely that the media as a whole should present the public 	with a full range of news and commentary. In this sense the neutrality of the media 	does not mean the elimination of all forms of ideological basis, but on the 	contrary, the presentation of all forms of ideological bias. (Newton, 1989, 	p.132)

The aim of neutrality on the second level is not to have monotonous uniformity, but variety and diversity, as this enables citizens to choose for themselves which opinion they form on a particular issue. This requires that the news media as a whole should be inclusive to all sorts of views and prohibits that there is a systematic bias towards certain views in a positive or negative way, i.e. that it is easier or more difficult for certain views or a coherent system of values to obtain access to the news media. Furthermore, neutrality on this level also requires diversity in content, because different goups also value different content.
	In elaborating on neutrality in the context of justice and in the news media on the first level, I gave an extensive account of the desirability or justification of neutrality in these different contexts. For a number of reasons, I will refrain from doing this in the context of second level neutrality in the news media. First of all, my focus is on the ongoing debate about the application of neutrality on this second level. This debate is not primarily concentrated on the justification of neutrality, but is mainly on how neutrality can be realized on this level. Secondly, neutrality on this level is not regarded as problematic as on the first level (or as in the context of justice); this also explains why the debate is not concentrated on justifying it. Of course, neutrality on this level is not without any justification. However, this is not an issue for journalism, but rather one that should be discussed in the context of democracy and, as I contend, justice. In the subsequent chapters, I show how neutrality on this second level can be justified from these perspectives.   
	The main point of discussion is therefore how neutrality on the second level can be realized. The market is usually regarded as the best mechanism to achieve diversity in the media. The tendency to consider the media communications as another commodity has traditionally always been stronger in the United States than anywhere else. From its humble beginnings, television was a market-regulated medium: whereas public television in Western Europe was in public hands before privatization eventually started in the (late) 1980s. In the United States public television was not introduced until the 1960s (Engelman, 1996). However, since that moment the production of news has increasingly been regarded as a private business and budgets of public television have been cut. Furthermore public broadcasters are equally preoccupied with viewer and listener ratings as their commercial counterparts in evaluating their success. This indicates that market mechanisms also affect public owned media to a very important extent.
	As a former chairman of the American Federal Communications Commission (FCC) summarized the position of television in recent decades: ‘Television is just another appliance… a toaster with pictures’ (Claassen, 2011). There is a certain merit in the view that the market forms the best mechanism for regulating the news media and making sure there are possibilities for a wide range of groups to present their views. Under normal economic conditions, competition leads to the incentive to produce the best news product that people want to buy (‘every audience gets what it wants’). Furthermore, at first sight, the market enables equal opportunities for different voices to be heard and to produce a variety of content. When a particular stance is shared by enough people there is an economic incentive to represent that voice in the media. Another reason why the market is considered as the most neutral in this context is that, already since the 17th century, the state has been seen as the greatest danger for the freedom of the press (Keane, 1991; Williams, 2010). Therefore it is not surprising that the market, as its main counterpart, is considered as the institution that guarantees this freedom.
	Nevertheless, many scholars have questioned whether the market safeguards neutrality on the second level (Claassen, 2011; Sunstein, 2000; Warf, 2007). They claim that market regulation of the media leads to a systematic bias in favour of some content while dismissing others. In order to make clear that the market mechanism has certain flaws, I will highlight one particular set of arguments, formulated by C. Edwin Baker (2004). His contribution makes clear why the market fails to truly establish neutrality on this level. According to Baker, there are distinct economic reasons why the market is unable to guarantee that different kinds of voices have an equal opportunity to be heard and why it is biased towards certain content. 

3.8: How neutral is the market?
Baker (2004) argues that media products have four distinct features that make second-level neutrality hard to obtain through the market. He argues to these features of news media products lead to a significantly different media demand than the one that is determined by what people would like to pay for. Therefore the market fails to uphold its underlying assumption that voices of view have equal opportunities to be heard.
	First of all, media products are partly public goods, because they are to some extent non-excludable and non-rivalrous. Given this characteristic, operating in a standard economic environment leads to underproduction or non-production. A defining feature of a public good is that people who consume it do not pay for their consumption. Because of this, news media producers fail to collect the value of this consumption. A particular problem that that emerges from this is when a certain media outlet extensively investigates an issue and breaks a story. The problem is the especially in the internet era, the story is taken over by other (freely accessible) outlets from the moment it is published. This has the consequence that the outlet who made costs for the investigation, does not receive all the profit of the consumption of the story. There is a huge leak to other outlets.
	The public goods character of news media products makes that a certain group receives the product without paying for them. However, there is another group that is not served, although it wants to pay a price that is higher than the cost of distributing the product to them. This problem is particularly prominent in the news media because it has to do with first-copy costs. These are the costs for gathering, writing and producing news stories. First-copy costs remain the same, whether or not a marginal costumer is added. An example might be of use here. Let’s assume that the first-copy costs are 10 while the cost of reproducing and distributing a media product is just 1. Additionally, assume that persons A and B value the product differently; A is willing to pay 9 while B only 6. The price is therefore set at 6 because only then it becomes profitable; without B buying the product, production is unprofitable (6+6=12, while the costs are 10+1=11). If we add a third person C, who values the product at 3, it could have two consequences. In the first situation C will not receive the good, although he values it more than the cost (1) of distributing it to him. This entails that the product is underproduced. The alternative is that C would be served, but that means that the product is not produced at all. To serve C the prize needs to be set at 3. However, does not cover the costs of the first-copy costs and thus leads to non-production (Baker, 2004, p.21). The only solution for this problem is price discrimination, but this is difficult given the public good character of the news media. 
	What does this say about establishing second-level-neutrality? The problems relating to these public good features show that certain voices are not heard or not heard loud enough. Due to underproduction or non-production, the market (partly) excludes the production of certain news stories. This exclusion does probably not affect different voices in society or different types of content in an equal degree. For example, intensive investigative research has high first-copy costs, but because the news media lack opportunities to implement prize discrimination, such content is underproduced. The digital age has put the production of such content even more under pressure, because people can free-ride on the consumption of others. News that is the result of journalistic investigation is taken over by free-accessible digital outlets. 
	The second characteristic of the news media that makes neutrality through the market difficult to obtain, is that the (news) media need to serve two groups. Media outlets serve their public, but they also have to serve their advertisers. This has great influence on the content that is produced, because the latter group prefers different content than readers and viewers (Baker, 2004, p.24). The claim that advertisers do not influence the content of newspapers and television programs can hardly be upheld when considering that advertisement revenues are the single most important source of income for the vast majority of the newspapers and of all privately held television companies (Williams, 2010). 
	The importance of advertisers leads to the production of media content that is targeted at certain consumers groups. Furthermore the content should be favourable to marketable products and services (Baker, 2004, p.26). This element is clearly observable when looking at the magazine industry, where a high percentage of women’s magazines target high-educated women between twenty and forty who have considerable purchasing power. Although the group of low-income (single) mothers may be more substantial, this is not considered an interesting target group for advertisers because it is difficult to market products for this segment of the population. Consequently, the media overlook all kinds of groups because they are not interesting to advertisers. The news media are thus greatly influenced by the necessity to serve two very different audiences and this substantially affects groups that are less interesting for advertisers. Because of this, the market is not capable of establish second-level neutrality. 
	Another remarkable impact of advertisers on the news media is that they enhance first-order neutrality. This is because (the appearance of) neutrality offends few people and thus the potential audience for advertisers grows. Furthermore, connecting a brand with a trustworthy outlet has a positive influence on the brand’s image (Baker, 2004). This indicates again that the two levels are interconnected.
	A third problem with market regulation of the news media is that news products have all kinds of positive externalities. This means that people receive the benefits their or other’s news consumers, without paying for it. Although this also has to do with the public goods character of the media, the issue of externalities is separate from the first problem. The problem with under- or non-production has to do with direct exchange. The problem of externalities is that they are not captured by this exchange. Baker mentions ten of such externalities, but I will limit myself to the most prominent ones or combine them. 
	The first benefit of the news media is that it improves the quality of the public opinion (Baker, 2004, p.44). Exposure to news leads to better-informed people and people who consume news are participating in politics more often than those who do not. This has a spill-over effect to people who do consume no or less news. Furthermore, most people value a well-functioning democracy and ‘those who hold this value should have an interest in the quality of media content for reasons beyond their own consumption and their desire for a press to inform their own opinions’ (Baker, 2004, p.45).	A second positive externality is that the news consumption of others informs people who do not consume news or consume different news. Although newspapers and magazines are sold per copy, their content can be regarded as non-excludable because the information gets shared. A third positive externality of news media is arguably one of the most important ones. News media’s ability to expose power abuse and other severe wrongdoings in all parts of society, has major positive effects on people’s lives. Amartya Sen (1999) has illustrated this point by highlighting that there never has been a major famine in a democratic country that has a free press. 
	All these externalities have particular consequences for the content that is produced. Although the news media have great benefits for society, media outlets are not financially rewarded for these benefits. For this reason, the news media are not encouraged to invest and produce those stories that have high benefits for society, because the financial rewards are too small. From a financial perspective, it is much better to produce content that is not labor-intensive and that generates a big audience. These circumstances can be considered as one of the causes for the much criticized ‘dumping-down’ of the media (Street, 2011). A clear example of this problem is CNN’s coverage of the missing airplane that was mentioned in the introduction. Economic reasons formed the basis for the news network to spend so much attention to a story that did not have many new developments. Viewers rating went up and a survey showed that people did not think that the amount of coverage was too much or concluded that some people even wanted more coverage.  
The public goods character of media products together with the positive externalities makes that some content is under-produced not produced at all. However, proponents of a market regulated media industry would argue that the news media merely provide what people want to see or read. If people prefer more investigative journalism that has benefits for the whole of society than the market would answer this preference. However, apparently people rather watch commentators speculate on whether an airplane could have been disappeared into a black hole. Although such an argument can be used for many market products, arguing the market provides the news content that people want is more problematic. Baker argues that media products are often consumed in order to get informed about and to be exposed to new topics and opinions. He states: 

	Even if a market can properly allocate resources to fulfil preferences or 	preference formation activities, a market for [news media] products will have 	unusual features. When a person wants to develop “better” preferences, 	values, or outlooks, she puts her present outlook or preferences in question 	without a clearly formulated alternative to put in place. Thus, her own 	preferences do not give her a complete standard 	by which to measure whether her 	purchases provide the right thing (Baker, 2004, p.12).
 
Research reveals that people tend to consume the media that confirms their own views (Jonas, Schulz-Hardt, Frey, Thelen, 2001). However, when people question their beliefs or when they want to develop better taste, market preferences do not seem to be the adequate mechanism to capture what these people want. Kovach and Rosenstiel (2014) formulate a similar criticism on market research aimed at determining the preferences of people with regard to the media. They argue that regular market research may be helpful when it comes to a new pair of running shoes or a car, but that news preferences cannot be captured in this way. When people are asked whether they prefer one story or another, their choice is necessarily based upon and restricted by the stories that are known to them. People cannot be asked whether they prefer a report on story they do not know about or that did not even happen yet. Research that employed different techniques, such as in-depth interviews, show very different results on questions like why people consume news and what they want from the news media than classic market research. This fourth feature of news media products therefore problematizes the assumption that the market is an ideal mechanism to achieve second-level neutrality because it gives people exactly what they want. 
	 Much more can be said on the issue of second-level neutrality or the establishment of it. However, I think it is important to point out that the market is not a perfect instrument of institute to obtain second-level neutrality, because it this is often regarded as the most suitable way to achieve the goal of neutrality. As Baker makes clear, the market can lead to underproduction or non-production of certain content. Another important objection is that serving two different agencies has the consequence that some groups or types of people are not represented in the media. Often this will be groups who are in a weak or minority position in society in an economic, social or cultural respect. There might be content about these people, but only to a limit extent for them. 
	Although the problems regarding the market as way to establish second-level neutrality are serious, a better alternative is not present. A fully state-regulated news media industry obviously also has numerous problems. A mix could be a possible solution, but it very hard to determine what an optimal ratio is. Furthermore, it does not tackle the inherent problems of the market or those of state-owned (news) media. The problems relating to second-level neutrality is thus a second problem that theories of justice need to deal with.   


	Chapter 4: Democracy, the News Media and Justice



In the previous chapter, the main problems of the contemporary news media industry have been analysed trough the concept of neutrality. It is showed that the industry faces fundamental and complex issues, ranging from what truth is and how truth can be obtained to economic problems and problems about representation in and access to the news media.  However, the question that might have been raised is why these problems are relevant for theories of justice. Moreover, even when they are relevant, why do theories of justice need to answer these problems? 
	The reason why problems in and of the news media need to be taken up by theories of justice is that they have an influence on democracy. In the first chapter, I argued that the news media have a decisive influence on what we know about the world and how we see it. Furthermore it is often contented that we, as the developed world, live in a mediatized society in which politics is driven by the laws of the media (Van Os, 2013). The news media have an enormous power on what issues are on the social and political agendas, but they also influence how these issues are regarded or interpreted. Again, an example of Greenwald’s reporting on the NSA-activities can illustrate this. Snowden deliberately chose to hand over the files to Greenwald because he believed that Greenwald was better able to keep the issue on the social and political agenda for a long period of time than any other journalist or news media outlet (Greenwald, 2014). Furthermore, because Greenwald took on a more activist approach on journalism he was able to shape the debate better than when he took a neutral disposition. (Note that acting according different journalistic values has direct consequences for democracy by influencing the social and political agenda). This influence of the media on democracy and society is also acknowledged by the Barry and Pettit, because their accounts on the problematic influence of the (news) media on society.
	Given that the news media to some extent influence democracy, it is not surprising that normative accounts of the news media are primarily set forward from a perspective of democratic theory. In these accounts, the news media are often regarded as an important supportive element in a particular theory of democracy (e.g. participatory democracy requires that the news media should facilitate participation in a democratic decision-making process). However, there are multiple reasons why a perspective of justice also needs to be involved in the debate about the normative role of the news media in society. First of all, the existing normative views on the media often lack an account of the problems that are identified in the previous chapter. Secondly, the news media also affect the ideal decision-making procedure of a theory, something that is acknowledged by Barry and Pettit. Thirdly, because the goal of upholding justice is often regarded as more important than upholding democracy, a vision on the news media from the perspective of justice could overrule a vision that stems from a democratic theory perspective. I will take up this issue in section 4.3.
	Because the news media influence democracy, this chapter examines normative accounts on the role of the news media from a perspective of democratic theory. Secondly, in order to defend the claim that the theories of justice should be involved in this debate, the tension between justice and democracy is examined. Thirdly, because the news media are primarily related to democracy or political decision-making procedures, an elaborate account is given of the decision-making procedures in Justice as Impartiality and republican justice. From these decision-making procedures, a normative account of the news media can be derived. Before taking up these issues, the next section focuses on another aspect in the relation between the news media and democracy. 
	Historically, the proponents of democracy emphasized the importance of news media independence, rather than arguing how the news media should act or what they should do in a well-functioning democracy. This tendency to be preoccupied with press independence is still present today and it makes any account of the normative role of the news media hard to establish, given that any interference is considered a violation of press freedom. State interference is problematic because media independence is often considered as an important indicator of the level of democracy in a country. However, there is a clear discrepancy between normative accounts of the news media and how the news media industry actually functions. It is therefore important to consider that the original call for the press independence was particular preoccupied with state interference, while neglecting other sources that could put press independence in danger. Furthermore, the current state of the news media is problematic from a perspective of democratic theory and thus the argument that outside non-interference is essential for democracy becomes less valid.       

	4.1: The news media vs. the state
Thomas Jefferson ones stated: ‘Were it left to me to decide whether we should have a government without newspapers, or newspapers without a government, I should not hesitate a moment to prefer the latter’ (Keane, 1991). Although it was the same Jefferson who argued that the person who does not read newspapers is better educated than the one who does, this quote reveals much about how the call for press freedom was particularly motivated by the desire to be free from government interference and how negatively the government as such was viewed. John Keane (1991) mentions four different historical streams of arguments that all defend freedom of press. 
	A first argument entails that individuals have a God-given capacity to reason and therefore governments should not decide how people should live and what they should read. Furthermore, censors are neither infallible nor incorruptible and therefore they should not be considered at having a better ability to judge than individuals. A second argument is based on a Lockean understanding of natural rights, arguing that censoring is an unnatural act and that people are entitled to exercise their natural given rights without government interference (Keane, 1991). Additionally, there is also a utilitarian defence of press freedom, entailing that limiting this freedom would be against the principle of maximizing pleasure and that it would give way to despotism. A final line of argument that Keane identifies is most notably put forward by John Stuart Mill in his On Liberty, which connects freedom of the press to attaining truth. Mill argued that we never know whether something that is considered as false could be true instead. Suppressing an opinion or view could therefore mean that the truth would be suppressed. Secondly, even a false statement could have some truth in it; and what is considered the truth often contains not the whole truth. Providing room for all kinds of statements and views could bring what is currently regarded as truth closer to the actual truth. But even when that truth is attained, it is necessary to be open to new views and opinions, since, according to Mill, this will keep the truth alive instead of turning it into a dead dogma which nobody notices anymore (Keane, 1991). 
	All the four lines of argument differ from each other, but they share a particular distaste for state censorship. According to all these defences of press freedom the greatest danger for this freedom is state interference; a sentiment that is still present today. Although this defence against interference in the news media is still invoked, the question is whether it is still as valid as it was before. Someone who has deny this (and probably still does given his recent contribution on the news media) is Jürgen Habermas. He made an influential contribution on the discussion on the relationship between the state and the media. He explains how the news media transformed from being a facilitative institute towards democracy and civil society, to an institute that has a detrimental effect on them.
	In his The Structural Change of the Public Sphere, Habermas explains how the public sphere originated in the 18th century and argues that the upcoming news media had an important role in that emergence. The public sphere can be understood as the sphere in which private persons come together as a public that is engaged in a critical-rational debate on rules set by political institutions that govern relations in the privatized, but publicly relevant sphere of commodity exchange and social labour (Habermas, 1991). Taxation and interventions from public authorities in the private sphere took a central place in the public domain and that debate could spread by changing the function of an instrument that the state already applied to turn society into a public affair, namely the press. 
	The public sphere took on a physical character in the form of coffeehouses in England, salons in France and, to a lesser extent, Tischgeselschaften in Germany. The debates taking place in such settings could transcend their physical limitations by the emergence of periodicals and newspapers. Not only did the press fuel critical-rational debate, it also transformed the state: 

	[The] press was for the first time established as a genuinely critical organ of a 	public 	engaged in critical political debate: as the fourth estate. Thus raised to the 	status of an	institution, the ongoing commentary on and criticism of the Crown's 	actions and Parliament's decisions transformed a public authority now being 	called 	before the forum  of the public. This authority thereby became "public" in a 	double sense. From now on, the degree of the public sphere's development was 	measured by the state of the confrontation between government and press, as it 	drew out over the entire century (Habermas, 1991, p.60).

Habermas made his contribution in 1960 while still a member of the Frankfurter School. Nevertheless, there are certainly elements discernable that resemble his later work on deliberative democracy and his emphasis on a vital public sphere. Furthermore, The Structural Change of the Public Sphere gained influence in a much more recent period than the 1960s. The book was only translated in English in 1991 and received much attention in the field of media studies. Although the Frankfurter School lost most of its prominence, Habermas’ contribution remains a much cited work in studies on the relationship between the media and the state.    
	Given that Habermas was as member of the Frankfurter School when he wrote his book, it is not surprising that he was highly critical on the mass media that emerged after the Second World War. The public sphere of the 17th and 18th slowly ceased to exist and was replaced by a public sphere that was only created for special issues (pressure groups) or occasions (elections). Instead of amplifying a critical-rational debate that existed among private men, the mass media was now the initiator of the debate; a new type of power that easily could be abused. Furthermore, mass media helped to transform politics by making it function according to the laws of advertising, in which public policy is regarded something that needs to be sold. 
	Habermas feared that public opinion was not the result of a critical-rational debate among citizens anymore, but that it was constructed and could be manipulated for all kinds of factional interests: ‘The public sphere becomes the court before whose public prestige can be displayed rather than in which public critical debate is carried on’ (Habermas, 1991, p.200; italics in the original). Simultaneously the people’s private lives became much more public, because the new mediatized ‘public sphere’ was increasingly preoccupied with private needs. As a consequence that one’s previously independent private sphere became more susceptible to other’s private needs that (again through the mass media) were presented as public ones. The rapid growth of the advertisement industry after the Second World War could be considered as a result from this development. 
	Habermas made an important and interesting analysis of the relationship between of the news media and the state, although there are some doubts about his depiction of the origin of the public sphere (Williams, 2010). Furthermore, similar doubts can be placed by the very pessimistic conclusions he makes about the public and political spheres and the mass media of the days when he was a member of the Frankfurter School. Nevertheless, his account makes clear that the news media can have positive, but also negative effects on the public sphere and thereby on the well-functioning of democracy. It also shows that media independence is only considered in relation to the state, but not vis-à-vis other entities. However, it could be seriously questioned to what extent the press is truly independent from all kinds of other influences. Those who call upon the value of freedom of the press should not only look to the state as a possible enemy to this freedom, but also consider other possible sources that threat it.   

	4.2: Tasks of the news media in democracy
In the introduction to this chapter I argued that normative accounts of the role of the news media in society are primarily formulated from the perspective of democratic theory. I also claimed that the normative roles and tasks of the news media depend primarily on the particular type of democracy and what its normative basis is. In order to defend these claims, this section concentrates on four types of democracy and the way in which the news media should function. Of course this does not exhaust the variation in democracy; however, the four provide a good indication of the range of possibilities of how democracy can be conceived. Not only are they very distinct traditions of democracy, but also very broad. For example, participatory democracy is one of the forms of democracy discussed in this chapter. One reason for this is that it encompasses various other forms of democracy, such as deliberative and direct democracy Although these latter forms have different visions on how the news media should function, these differences are rather small vis-à-vis other broad traditions of democracy. Therefore the four discussed traditions give a comprehensive overview of different versions of democracy.
	Given the goal of this thesis, explaining the role of the news media in the different types of democracy is primarily limited to those contributions that give an elaborate account of the role of the news media. Therefore literature that is primarily focused on types of democracy, instead of the normative roles of the media in these types, is excluded. Such literature is useful to understand the different types of democracy better, but it would be speculative to given an elaborate account of the role of the news media in democracy on the basis of this literature. Such accounts have given too little attention to the role of the news media.  
A first conception of democracy is administrative (Christians, Glasser, McQuall, Nordenstreng and White, 2009) or elitist democracy (Baker, 2004). This type of democracy is most prominently put forward by Schumpeter and can be considered as a technocratic variant of democracy. It assumes that ordinary people lack the interest and the capacity to understand public policy and therefore legislative and executive powers need to be in the hands of competent and trained persons. Democracy legitimizes these powers because it enables citizens to replace incompetent or corrupt elites by better or non-corrupt elite (Baker, 2004). The governing elites therefore need to show the people that they can solve problems that are present in a given society, because otherwise they will lose their power in the next elections. Democracy is thus primarily limited to elections; ‘throwing the rascals out’ is the most people can do. 
A type of democracy that is fundamentally different from administrative democracy is participatory democracy. Proponents of this latter form would argue that the prior has a major democratic deficit and argue for a total different understanding of ‘rule by the people’. Although there are many branches of participatory democracy, a fundamental element that they share is that people need to participate (directly or indirectly) in the political decision-making process. 
Administrative and participatory democracy differ primarily when it comes to the envisioned level of participation. The degree of plurality is a second important element that divides types of democracy. One side of the plurality continuum consists of a pluralist (Christians et al., 2009) or liberal pluralist (Baker, 2004) model of democracy, while on the other side civic (Christians et al., 2009) or republican (Baker, 2004) democracy can be found. Pluralists assume that a society is divided in numerous groups that have different, incompatible conceptions of the good. A democratic decision-making procedure is necessary in order to make political decisions acceptable to all. Pluralist democracy entails that all different groups in society can bring their views forward and, similar to administrative democracy, in that it aggregates people’s opinions and interests. This aggregative understanding of democracy is highly problematic in the eyes of civic democrats and republicans. A central notion in their conception of democracy is the common good. Although republicans acknowledge that there are numerous differences in society, republicans argue that people are not narrowly self-interested and do actually care for the public well-being. 
	Although there are many nuances and additional important elements to be mentioned regarding these four variants of democracy, it is not the purpose of this thesis to critically analyse theories of democracy. This brief discussion on democracy provides a framework in which the roles and tasks of the media can be incorporated. These tasks could be required in every type of democracy. However, their justification, the way they should be fulfilled and their importance differ greatly. 
A first important and general task is the provision of information. In every type of democracy the media are required to give a truthful account of the important events in society and the world. As noted in the previous chapter, Kovach and Rosenstiel (2014) argue that the news media’s raison d’être is the provision of information to citizens that is needed to make them free and self-ruling. However, the four types of democracy value this task differently. Providing information is necessary in an administrative democracy because people need to know what the government is doing. What is at least as important is that the people in power are informed about the public’s opinion on particular issues (Baker, 2004). The task of informing is therefore twofold. A difference between administrative and participatory democracy is the level of information. Participatory democracy requires a level of information that people enables to be involved in political decision-making, whereas administrative democracy would accept a lower level of information, which would merely let people know what incumbent powers decide any how that affect people’s life.
Whereas administrative and participatory democracy primarily differ on the level of information, (liberal) pluralist and republican or civic democracy have a quite different view on which information the news media should be concentrated. The information that is provided by the news media in (liberal) plural democracy should emphasize the differences that are present in society and should enable people to understand the problems, values and points of view of other groups. This type of information is important to establish mutual understanding and to find ways in order to overcome incompatible differences. Republican or civic democracy on the other hand, demands that the news media are concentrated on information that strengthens the common good. Although differences in society should be made clear, the shared elements need to be emphasized. Furthermore, the news media should actively support an informed public opinion; not by conduction opinion polls that shows aggregative interests, but rather though informed debate. 
A second central role of the media is the identification of new or undiscovered problems in society. This monitoring role has a total different justification in the different forms of democracy. In participatory democracy, information about such problems is needed to enable people to participate. People need to have a good understanding of the problems of society in order to make a meaningful contribution in the decision-making procedure. Just as with the task of providing information, the monitoring role is equally important for political elites according to administrative or elitist democracy. These elites need to be informed about new problems in society in order to tackle them. This is monitoring role is important, because incumbent power is to an important extent judge on whether it reacted adequately on new problems. Another important element of the monitoring role is that it lets people know when their interests are at stake. This aspect is primarily essential in the (liberal) pluralist conception of democracy. If people’s interests are threatened, they can undertake action or they are aware of how their interests are affected by events or policies. Similarly, in republican democracy, the monitoring role needs to be upheld in order to know when the common good is endangered.
	Another task that has an equal important status is the watchdog role. Although this is considered an important task in all conceptions of democracy, it has particular value in the administrative and republican variants of democracy. Keeping a close eye on the government is important in administrative democracy because it is one of the few control instruments that keep the government in line. Corruption and incompetence need to be exposed because it endangers the legitimization of power of the elites. Furthermore, people need to be able to judge whether those in power are trustworthy and competent. Without properly fulfilling the watchdog role a democracy could be in danger. A similar fear of corruption is notable in a republican theory of democracy. Not only does corruption endanger the legitimization of power and subsequently democracy, a republican would also argue that it poisons the common good. Corruption in the republican sense therefore also entails that certain factions in society are favoured, or that factional interests unjustly influence the decision-making process. 
Whereas the watchdog role is emphasized in the administrative and republican versions of democracy, the media’s task of being a forum to all kinds of voices is particular valuable in the participatory and plural conceptions of democracy. Being a forum encompasses different aspects: the media must give attention to the public opinion; it must give chances to all kinds of voices so that they can be heard; it should help people to formulate their own opinions and it should make debate possible Christians et al., 2009). For an individual news media outlet this is a difficult task to fulfil and therefore it is often considered as a task for the media as a whole. The pluralist values the media as a public forum because it enables all kinds of groups to put forward their conception of the good, not only to secure coherence internally but also to engage in a debate about societal and political issues (Baker, 2004). A proponent of participatory democracy advocates a similar position, although he would not see the interests as fixed (as a pluralist would). 
Whereas public debate in a pluralist democracy would reveal the difference between diverging interests and the best that can be achieved is a compromise, in a participatory democracy (especially in a deliberative one) the role of a forum is more ambitious. Here the debate does not try to come to a compromise that everyone can accept, but actually to come to a decision that is supported by everyone. Although this does not need to be the objective of the media, this perspective on what a debate needs to be in society may influence the way the media as a whole should be shaped. 
	The described tasks and roles of the media are not exhaustive. The news media could, for example, also play a paternalistic role, telling people what is good and bad. It could also take a radical role, arguing aggressively in favour of social change, or play a facilitative role for government agencies to inform the public on particular issues or in crisis situations. These roles, however, determine primarily how the described roles should be exercised. An activist approach, for example, can be upheld in the roles of monitoring or of being a watchdog. 
	A prominent problem of the mentioned contributions on the normative roles of the news media in democracy is that they do not consider the problems that were explicated in the previous chapter. This makes these accounts quite superficial, although they still are relevant and can provide input for a normative account of the role of the media in the discussed theories of justice.

	4.3: Democracy and justice
Given that the news media have consequences for the well-functioning of democracy, justice theorists also should make a normative contribution from the perspective of democracy. However, an important reason why these theorists should be involved in the debate about the normative roles of the news media is the inherent tension between justice and democracy. When the relationship between the two is discussed, it is often concluded that both are extremely important, but also that justice should triumph. When a particular fair decision-making process should prevail according to some theory of justice, the role of the news media in that fair procedure should therefore also be considered.
Although many theorists prefer some variant of democracy, the connection between democracy and justice is not as straightforward as one may believe. The debate about democracy and justice focusses primarily on the fact that democracy is a particular way to make (political) decisions, whereas justice is occupied with the outcomes of these decisions. It is this fact that makes both concepts clash since democracy, as a form of decision-making, can lead to unjust outcomes. Given this problem, democracy is often regarded in its minimalist form, concentrating on the essential elements: a formal procedure to capture citizens’ views, with the majority principle being decisive (Held, 2006). For this reason, a consensus exist that democracy, in its essence, is not inherently just. 
The relationship between democracy and justice can be regarded in different ways. It could be contended that, although there is a tension between democracy and justice, there is no major conflict between the two concepts because they govern different spheres (Downing, Goodin and Pateman, 2004). When this perspective is adopted, the central question is what the scopes of democracy and justice are. What needs to be determined is when something falls in the sphere of democracy and when justice should apply. A second view on the relation between democracy and justice entails that democracy and justice do not actually conflict, because there is an underlying value that can transcend the assumed tension (Downing et al., 2004). This position denies that there is a genuine conflict between the two and that any tension can be overcome by adhering to a shared value that is constitutive to both. However, this argument is rather problematic, because such a value has not been found. 
The most adopted view is therefore that there is a genuine conflict between democracy and justice as well as that they are preoccupied with similar issues. When this view is adopted, it needs to be established which one should prevail. Although not decisive, to a certain extent the answer is determined by whether one regards democracy as something that has intrinsic value or whether it is purely instrumental. Richard Arneson (2004) clearly holds the latter position when he argues that democracy is not intrinsically just. He contends that forms of governments should be assessed by their consequences and denies that there is any non-instrumental argument in favour of democracy. Additionally, he argues against the right to a democratic say because, in his view, people do not possess a basic moral right to exercise power over others to say how they should live their lives. Arneson counters the contractualist argument that reasonable people who are free and equal will reject principles that divide basic political rights unequally. He argues that fully reasonable people would deny equal political right to less rational persons if that leads to morally optimal results. 
	Others have tried to lessen the tension by arguing that both concepts function by the same logic (Dowding, 2004). Just as democracy, just institutions cannot guarantee that outcomes will always be just. Although principles of justice need to have an element that motives people to uphold these principles, we cannot expect that everyone always does the right thing. In this sense justice is equally procedural. Another element that justice and democracy share is that arguments to change just or democratic institutions will be based on the idea that an institution leads to injustice (Dowding, 2004). In the end both will be judged on the basis of the results that they bring about. However, when this notion is accepted, it entails that justice should be regarded as more important than democracy. Although one still could contend that democracy has intrinsic values, this position implies that democracy is always subjected to justice. 

	4.4: Democracy in justice as impartiality
Because the news media are primarily important in democracy, I hold that the news media are also important in a fair decision-making procedure or variant of democracy that is defend by a particular conception of justice. In order to establish the role of the news media in Justice as Impartiality, this section therefore examines the fair decision-making procedure in Justice As Impartiality.
Justice as Impartiality shares an important element with democracy, because both are essentiality decision-making procedures that are not primarily preoccupied with a particular outcome. Barry (1995, p.82) claims that: ‘[the] outcome of a rule is simply the outcome. People may evaluate it, each from the point of view of their own conception of the good, but the theory of justice as impartiality has nothing to say about the outcome’. However, when speaking on the design of the constitution, Barry denies that his theory of justice is never concerned with outcomes. He concedes that a fair procedure necessarily must lead to substantial rules such as the freedom of religious worship and that it should set limits on what permissible legislation is. It is therefore clear that Barry’s objective is to determine how social justice could be established and that justice comes prior to democracy. 
	According to Barry, justice is not only established in a constitution that provides all kinds of rights, but also through just substantial laws and policies. Furthermore, Justice as Impartiality requires that, even when a particular political issue is not relevant for justice, a just or fair political decision-making procedure needs to be in place. For instance, the question whether a pension scheme should be more or less generous is not a question of justice. Although any alternative must function according principles of justice, these principles do not determine which particular alternative should be adopted. Still, the procedure to decide which scheme should be adopted needs to be in accordance with the circumstances of impartiality. He states: 
	
	From a properly constituted original position, nobody could reasonable object to 	this proposition: that, in cases where justice is not determinative, the constitutional 	rules, plus the relevant educational institutions, the organization of the mass media 	of communication and so on, should provide for the decision to be made in 	conditions that instantiate the circumstances of impartiality (Barry 1995, p.110).

Barry considers the Scanlonian original position as the best way to establish a fair political decision-making procedure that also takes the circumstances of impartiality into account. This original position thus serves three purposes: determining what justice is; establishing justice though a fair procedure and designing a fair procedure for political decision-making in general. This latter objective could be seen as Barry’s ideal version of democracy in which the media take an important place. So although the goal to establish justice puts restrictions on the degree to which a majority can decide, Justice as Impartiality, given its emphasis on fair procedures, not only determines what justice is, but also provide us with a conception of how democracy should work. How this view on democracy relates to the news media and which consequences both have for each other is a subject for the next chapter.  

	4.5: Republican democracy
Whereas Justice as Impartiality has a very distinct conception of a political decision-making procedure, republicanism has a much broader and richer tradition when it comes to democracy. Many contributions have been made on republican democracy, but given the limited space I will focus exclusively on Pettit’s account. Although important points by other theorists will certainly be overlooked, Pettit (1997) give an extensive and standard account of republican democracy that suits the purpose of the thesis.
	 Pettit has similar goals like Barry because after determining what justice entails he tries to give an account of how justice could be established. In the context of republican justice he asks himself the question: ‘How can the state be organized so that state inference involves little or no arbitrariness?’ (Pettit, 1997, p.171). The first part of his answer consists of the idea that power should be non-manipulable. Power is non-manipulable if at least three conditions are present. First, he argues that the political system should be an ‘empire of laws and not men’. This means not only that laws should have certain elements such as being general and applicable to every citizen, it also entails that government action should primarily be based on law-like decisions instead of ad hoc ones. The idea is that particularistic decisions can spring from the arbitrary will of those in power, whereas general laws cannot be so easily manipulated. 
A second condition that needs to be fulfilled in order to make political power non-manipulable is that power has to be dispersed. Montesquieu’s trias politica is a republican idea par excellence because it limits the arbitrary use of power in a quite straightforward fashion. For instance, it prohibits that those with executive power judge their own work. By the same logic, the dispersion of power can be extended further by arguing for bicameralism and decentralization of power. 
A third condition that Pettit postulates is that the law should be made resistant to the will of the majority. Although there should be a possibility to amend laws, a republican would contend that laws that are most important from a perspective of non-domination should not be changed easily through the majority principle. Republicanism is apprehensive about the tyranny of the majority because when a majority can unrestrictedly seize power it is likely to dominate minorities in society. Given these conditions, Pettit clearly places great faith in constitutional restrains on democracy in order to obtain justice; the tension between justice and democracy is quite obvious here. However, Pettit agrees with Barry that not everything can be laid down in the constitution and therefore the political decision-making procedure itself must be designed in a way that limits arbitrariness.
	In Chapter 2 it was remarked that, according to republicanism, an interfering act is considered non-arbitrary if it tracks the interest and the ideas of the person suffering the interference. In order to make the public decision-making process insensitive to arbitrariness it is therefore necessary that citizens’ interests are furthered and beliefs are respected (Pettit, 1997). This goal forms the basis of Pettit’s favoured form of democracy. How can these citizens’ interests be furthered and beliefs respected? Pettit dismisses consent as a possible strategy, but postulates a concept that is familiar to Scanlon’s or Barry’s idea of reasonable objection. Explicit consent is an infeasible idea while implicit consent justifies too much; the absence of protest will be considered as approval. A better way to guarantee a non-arbitrary decision-making procedure is to incorporate the possibility to contest a decision if we are convinced that our interests are not tracked. 
	In order to track our interests, the decision-making procedure should at least be democratic. In this light, democracy needs to meet three further requirements. First, there has to be a basis for contestation, which requires that there is deliberation that identifies the relevant considerations for a decision to be made. Secondly, this deliberation should be inclusive. Every group or person that can speak with credibility on their interests and ideas should have the opportunity to develop their own views and voices. A third requirement is that citizens and groups can not only develop their own voice, but also that there is a forum in which these voices can be brought forward. The polity thus not only needs to be deliberative and inclusive but also responsive (Pettit, 1997). 
	Although reasoning from a very different perspective, Pettit’s line of argumentation is quite similar to that of Barry’s. In establishing justice, both theorists rely heavily on democracy, although they both set serious limits on what can be democratically altered. With regard to content, there are similarities discernable as well, such as the requirements of reasonable objection and contestability. A difference that could be noted is that both seem to emphasize another role of the media in democracy. Whereas Barry primarily points at the importance of information (that is necessary to understand political policies and the way that these policies affect people), Pettit is mainly focuses on the role of the media as a forum. 


	Chapter 5: The News Media and Neutral Justice



The previous three chapters discussed three very distinct and seemingly quite unrelated topics. Nevertheless, these three topics form key parts in answering the central question and in reaching the general goal of this thesis. The central question that will be answered in this chapter is: What is the role of the news media in Justice as Impartiality and Pettit’s republican theory of justice and how do these theories deal with the complexities of the modern news media? The general goal of this thesis is to connect the distinct debates on justice and the news media and show that both debates are relevant for each other.
	How do these previous chapters help to answer the central question? Chapter 2 discussed what neutral justice is and gave a preliminary analysis of what the role of the news media should be in Justice as Impartiality and Pettit’s theory of republican justice. It also argued that the account of Barry and Pettit on the role of the news media in their theories is too limited and do not consider some fundamental problems of the news media industry. Chapter 3 showed what these fundamental problems are. It discussed two important problems that are not considered (enough) in normative account of the news media. Furthermore, the chapter also indicates why the problems and the complex functioning of the news media need to be taken into account. Chapter 4 took this latter point a step further and showed why the news media are important for a well-functioning democracy. It thereby it indicated in which context theories of justice should make a contribution to the debate about the roles of the news media. I also argued that the validity of the historic claim that state interference in the news media is a violation of the independence of the press and therefore harmful for democracy, is weakened. This assumed causal relationship between press independence and the well-functioning of democracy is still often put forward today. However, the contemporary defence of press independence is a two-front war, of which one side has been neglected. Chapter 3 showed how the market can undermine important roles of the media in democracy that were identified in Chapter 4. The latter chapter also argued that the existing normative contributions on role of the news media do not take the problems and complexities of the news media into account.
	Two conclusions can already be drawn on the basis of the previous chapters. First of all, justice theorists should give an account of the roles of the news media in their theory of justice, because the news media affect political decision-making procedures (i.e. democracy) and thereby whether and how justice is actually established. Another reason why a perspective of justice is necessary in this debate is that justice is often regarded as more important than democracy and therefore an account from the perspective of justice could have more value. A second conclusion is that a normative account of the news media of a theory of justice is only meaningful when it considers the fundamental problems of the news media that were discusses in Chapter 3. These problems on their turn affect the functioning of the news media, and thereby affect the ability to fulfil the normative roles that the news media have in a theory of justice. Subsequently, the way whether these roles are fulfilled and how that is done has an important effect on the political decision-making procedure and thus on whether justice is actually established. This causal chain is the central point of this thesis. It is important to consider it chain fully, because otherwise a normative account of the news media becomes less meaningful and robust.
	The two conclusions form the starting points for answering the central question. Section 5.1 tries to determine what the role of the news media is in Justice as Impartiality, while section 5.2 considers how this theory of justice can cope with the problems and complexity of the news media. Sections 5.3 and 5.4 do the same; only then Pettit’s theory of republican justice is the subject matter. 
  
	5.1: The role of the news media in Justice as Impartiality
According to Barry, the news media have an important role to play in the fair decision-making procedure, as was made clear in Chapters 2 and 4. These chapters showed that the Scanlonian original position formed the basis of the fair political decision-making process and this was justified by the view that nobody can reasonable reject this proposition (Barry, 1995, p. 110). Because a fair decision-making procedure is important in establishing justice, and also has a value on its own according to Barry, this procedure is an essential part of Barry’s theory. Not only are the news media important because they affect the fair decision-making procedure, but also because they have a tight link with a constitutive part of the Scanlonian original position; the requirement that people are well-informed. I consider that enabling people to be well-informed is the most important role that the news media has to fulfil in Justice as Impartiality.
	Being well-informed entails a couple of things according to Barry. First, it holds that people know the most basic facts about society. Secondly, it entails the knowledge that people in other society do things different. Third, being well-informed means that we can understand how different proposals affect us and that we can assess the claims of others on how they are affected (Barry, 1995, p.107). If this last requirement is translated to a situation of liberal democracy, it entails that citizens can comprehend alternative policies which are postulated by various political parties, and are able to assess how they and others could be affected in case such policies were effectuated (Barry, 1995, p.108).
	As was indicates in the second chapter, Barry’s criticism on the news media was primarily pointed at the ‘grossly biased system of opinion-formation’ (Barry, 1995, p.108). He argues that constitutional rules can safeguard to some extent the requirement that the government provides adequate information about the activities it undertakes, so that people can come to an intelligent opinion on them. However, he claims that this biased system of opinion-formation has a detrimental effect on establishing an intelligent view on government actions. Barry holds the view that the wealthy and privileged are able to set the political agenda by ‘controlling the editorial policies of the newspapers and magazines’ (Barry, p.1995, p.108). It is clear that Barry is primarily focused on what I have called second-level neutrality in the context of the news media. He claims that not all persons or groups can express their interest and views with equal force and effectiveness; an essential feature in a fair decision-making procedure (Barry, p. 110). This can, therefore be seen as a clear justification for second-level neutrality in the context of the news media.
	On the one hand we now have a pretty clear picture of what the role of the news media is in Justice as Impartiality. The three elements that make up the requirement of being well-informed give quite detailed directions to what the news media should do. Furthermore the news media have a role to play in ensuring that all persons or groups can express their interest and views with equal force and effectiveness. On the other hand we have Barry’s critique on the news media. How do these two points relate to each other? I hold that Barry’s critique only focusses on one element of the role of the news media in Justice as Impartiality, which is the requirement that all persons or groups can express their interest and views with equal force and effectiveness. The critique does not directly apply to the problems of first-level neutrality, which can hugely affect the level of being well-informed. Although a one-sided view in the op-ed pages of newspapers does influence the level of being well-informed to some extent, Chapter 3 showed that there are more fundamental problems regarding being well-informed. 
	As mentioned above, being well-informed consists of three parts, according to Barry. The first problem with his account of this requirement is that he does not elaborate on these parts and why they are constituent elements. For example, he does not explicate what the bare facts of society are, nor does he mentions when somebody understand how a government action affects him let alone another. A second problem is that Barry does not state when someone is actually well-informed; he does not mention a distinct level. Still even with this indistinctness, the conclusion can be made that the problems regarding first-level neutrality affect the three elements of being well-informed. The debate on truth and how journalism can provide a truthful account of events clearly have consequences for the requirement of being well-informed. What information should be provided and how that information can represents the truth are important journalistic choices that affect people’s ability to assess how government policies have an effect on one’s one life or on the one of others. Furthermore, forming an intelligent view of government’s actions is hard when news stories on these actions do not represent their true nature.  Therefore, the debate on what truth is in the context of journalism and how journalist can (best) capture the truth is therefore extremely relevant for Justice as Impartiality.  
	Although Barry’s account of the news media is not complete, the critique he does formulate is very important, because it is a direct defence and justification for second-level neutrality. The requirement that all persons or groups can express their interest and views with equal force and effectiveness is violated by the fact that the wealthy and privileged are able to influence the social and political agenda through the news media, according to Barry. Therefore it has to be concluded that Barry is a strong proponent of second-level neutrality in the news media.  

	5.2: Justice as Impartiality and the problems of the news media	
The previous section showed that the problems regarding fist-level neutrality are relevant for Justice as Impartiality. The question now is whether this theory can adequately respond to these problems. If it can do so, the next question is how it can do it. However, if Justice as Impartiality cannot give an adequate response to these problems, it should be assessed what the consequences are for the requirement of being well-informed and subsequently for the whole theory. A similar approach needs to be used with regard establishing second-level neutrality. Can Justice as Impartiality establish second-level neutrality and, if so, how? If not, how does this affect the theory? This section tries to give an answer to all these questions.
	Chapter 3 showed that there are some fundamental problems in modern journalism and the primary objective of journalism (telling the truth) is very complex. Given that being well-informed depends to a large extent on truthful information, Justice as Impartiality needs to take these problems and complexities into account. However, I hold that Justice as Impartiality is not in a position to get involved in journalistic debates, because of its underlying understanding of neutrality. The debates to which I refer to deal on the one hand with very theoretical and epistemological issues, while on the other the practical consequences of this debate are discussed. So even if we have a conclusive outcome on the theoretical debate, it is still to be seen if we can translate it in actual practices. Justice theorists cannot and probably do not aspire to get directly involved (deeply) in these debates, nevertheless they can give input to these debates as we will see in section 5.4. However, proponents of Justice as Impartiality should be very reluctant to even give such possible input. This is because input to the debates on what truth entails and how it can be obtained in journalism would seriously undermine the neutrality of the theory.  
	Justice as Impartiality should not give a substantive account of the problems and complexities of the modern news media. Even it were in a position to do so, it is hard to see what particular conception of good journalism Justice as Impartiality would endorse, let alone, how it could justify that particular conception. So while the problems of first-order neutrality affect the level of being well-informed, Justice as Impartiality cannot solve these problems. However, I consider that this does not pose a major problem for a fair decision-making procedure and subsequently for the validity of Justice as Impartiality. Although Barry does not identify a critical level that needs be reached in order to call society well-informed, I do not hold that the current state of journalism makes people unable to be well-informed. The rich and lively debate (notwithstanding the lack of depth) amongst professional journalists shows that the industry critically reflects on its fundamental problems. Furthermore, there are many outlets that practice various forms of journalism, so there is diversity in this regard. Nevertheless, much improvement can be made. Spin-doctors and PR-departments negatively affect the ability to truly understand the effects of government actions on one’s own life or that of other’s. Furthermore, outlets that provide free content exclusively rely on advertisers, which can be a concern in regard to their independence. Hence, strengthening the ability of journalists to provide a truthful account of events is also important from the perspective of Justice as Impartiality.    
	The general goal of this thesis was also to show that the distinct debates on the news media and justice are relevant for each other. And albeit Justice as Impartiality cannot solve the problems regarding first-level neutrality, it does not mean that the theory cannot make a meaningful contribution to the debates on the news media. Approaching the debate on how a truthful account of events can be given from a perspective of justice shows that fundamental issues of journalism are not only relevant for the media industry, but also for society as a whole. This places the debates in a more important context, because the debates are not only relevant for finding new business models or in practicing journalism, but also for (partly) establishing justice. 
	As argued above, Barry is in favour of second-level neutrality because Justice as Impartiality requires that all persons or groups can express their interest and views with equal force and effectiveness. It is, however, debatable whether Barry’s solution to establish second-level neutrality would do much good. Because the wealthy and privileged dominate the op-ed pages of the newspaper, Barry postulates the solution that all newspapers should be made licensed public corporations. This would not do much good, given that the newspaper industry forms only a portion of the news media industry. But a more fundamental objection also can be made against this solution. Guaranteeing that all persons or groups can express their interest and views with equal force and effectiveness requires much more than giving all groups equal access to the opinion pages. 
	An adequate solution to the problem of establishing second-level neutrality is not easy to find, because, as was showed in Chapter 3, the market undermines second-order neutrality in subtle ways. However, abolishing the market regulated media industry would do more harm than the delivering the assumed benefits. What needs to be done is truly compensate those groups that are not served (well enough) by the market by providing platforms on which these groups’ interests and views can be heard. Public funded platforms are therefore necessary, but not sufficient. As argued in Chapter 3, there is an overall tendency to evaluate success in the news media on the basis of audience size, also in the public owned media. It is therefore necessary that success is evaluated on different criteria. Approaching the problem of second-level neutrality from the perspective of justice proves its value in this regard, because it shows that the news media play an important part in establishing justice. Explicating this aspect could make people in the news media conscious that viewership or readership should not be the only or most important criteria in evaluating whether certain content should be produced. 

	5.3: The role of the news media in republican justice	
The role of the news media in Justice as Impartiality is quite straightforward, given that it is primarily derived from a distinct and concrete element of the theory (being well-informed. Identifying the role of the news media in Pettit’s theory of republican justice is more difficult, because the news media have a role to play in very distinct contexts. Because Pettit point his critique on the news media on this aspect, the first role or goal of the media is establishing common knowledge. The requirement of common knowledge entails that there is a shared idea that freedom as non-domination is present in society and that everyone knows that they have a right to be free from domination. Therefore common knowledge is a primary element in making freedom as non-domination stable and sustainable; its absence would make freedom invisible, according to Pettit. As section 2.11 made clear, Pettit argued that the news media undermine common knowledge, due to the focus on political scandals, conflicts and crime which cause distrust in society. Market incentives are the reason why new media outlets give so much attention such stories, according to Pettit, because these stories generate large audiences.	 
	Although Pettit and Barry both have problems with a market regulated news media industry, Pettit focusses on an aspect that is harder to solve. Whereas Barry has a problem with a market regulated news media industry, given his requirement that all persons should have equal possibilities to set forth their own interests with equal force and effectiveness, Pettit has problems with the market because it is biased towards certain content. Barry’s problem could be solved by compensating people or groups, but such a solution is not adequate for Pettit’s difficulties. The complicating factor is common knowledge, since it is indivisible; it is present or not. Even when certain media outlets do contribute to common knowledge, those outlets that still undermine it cause distrust in society. The whole is thus large than the sum of its parts. Only when the portion of these undermining outlets is so small that is lacks influence, it could be argued that common knowledge is present in society. Therefore, I hold that Pettit’s republican justice has a more fundamental problem with a market regulated news media industry.
	The news media also have a role to play according to republican justice in the context of a fair decision-making procedure (i.e. republican democracy). As argued in Chapter 4, the most important aspect of a fair political decision-making entails that decisions can be contested. This guarantees that the interests of those affected are tracked; the single most important requirement that prevents someone from having domination power. Chapter 4 also showed that the practical implementation of contestability consists of several parts. Enabling people to contest a decision entails, for example, that people and groups are able to develop their own views, but also that they can bring these views forward. This requirement very much resembles Barry’s argument that all people needs to be able to put forward their interest with equal force and effectiveness. This role of the media is therefore similar to the one that was mentioned in section 5.1.
	The third role of the news media in republican justice is derived from Pettit’s general goal to maximize freedom as non-domination. Given that Pettit holds that his theory is a consequentialist one, the news media, quite naturally, have a role to fulfil in this regard. Although Pettit does not elaborate on this, I hold that a monitoring role would be the most obvious one for the news media to play in order to minimize relationships of domination. Searching for this type of relationships and bringing attention to them should therefore be a key task for the news media. Subsequently, the news media should act as a watch dog and be very aware of (political) corruption and pay close attention to political processes where checks and balances are weak. It is in these circumstances that the risks of dominating relationship are high and harmful. Albeit maximizing freedom as non-domination is the most important goal, according to Pettit, it is not so obvious that the monitoring role is also the most important role of the news media. The other roles are equally of great importance in the whole constellation of republican justice that secures freedom as non-domination. Failing to uphold one of the roles could have serious negative consequences for maximizing freedom as non-domination. Therefore, I hold that there is no hierarchy between the three mentioned roles of the news media in Pettit’s theory of republican justice.  

	5.4: Republican justice and the problems of the news media
In discussing the role of the news media in Pettit’s theory of republican justice, the problems regarding first-order neutrality were not as obvious as in section 5.1, which discussed the role of the news media in Justice as Impartiality. Nevertheless, I hold that these problems do affect the roles of the news media in republican justice. The problems regarding what truth is and how that can be captured in a journalistic product is especially relevant for the monitoring role. However, it is more important to notice that republican justice can make a very important contribution to the debate regarding first-order neutrality. Whereas Justice as Impartiality cannot give an account of what good journalism entails and how journalism should be practice, I hold that republican justice can give input to this debate. Because Pettit’s republican justice tries to maximize freedom as non-domination, the goal to minimize dominating relationships a particular conception of good journalism can be derived from it. 
	Taking republican values as a starting point, the questions that Flyvbjerg asks can be answered quite easily (see section 3.6 for the question). Thereby it can be justified why certain stories are made and which frame is used. Take again Greenwald’s approach as an example to illustrate this point. Greenwald approaches the story on the NSA-files from a particular perspective (arguably a republican one) and emphasizes that the NSA clearly does not track the interests of those who are affected by the actions of the NSA. He passionately argues why a lack of control on the intelligence agency is dangerous for society and tries to change this situation by reporting on it.  Republicanism thus can give clear guidance to journalistic choices on what stories are produces and how they are produced. Stories on domination relationships need to be produced and in such a way that helps to abolish these relationships.
	Where Pettit’s republican justice is better able to deal with the problems of first-order neutrality than Justice as Impartiality, it has more trouble with establishing an adequate level of second-level neutrality. In the previous section it was already remarked that republicanism has a more fundamental problem with the effects of a market regulated news media industry than Justice as Impartiality. The latter theory requires that people and groups in society that are not served (well enough) by the market are compensated so that they too can put forward their interest with equal force and effectiveness than groups which are properly served by commercial news media outlets. Republican justice requires more than this, because of it requires common knowledge. However, it is doubtful whether republican justice can come up with an adequate alternative in order to establish second-level neutrality. 
	The theory has a problem with a market regulated media industry, because it inherently undermines common knowledge, according to Pettit. Therefore a rigorous change has to be made to a situation in which the market does not have a regulative power. This is, however, hard to see how this could be done. The news media industry has anarchistic character (in the sense that it does not have a hierarchy, nor a centre) and this fits well with being regulated with the market, an institute that has a similar anarchistic character. When speaking on the problems of the news media in regard to common knowledge, Pettit also mentions multiple possible solutions. Although the postulated policies worthwhile, they do not solve problem of undermining common knowledge. Pettit argues that news media outlet ownership should be dispersed, instead of being in the hands of a few media tycoons. Furthermore, many voices need to have the opportunity to be heard and subsidies need to be given to those media outlets that do not survive in a pure market regulated environment. Pettit also requires that community-based media should be encouraged. These possible solutions would help to limit the problems of the market, but from a theoretical perspective, they do not solve the actual problem, which is the market itself.  
	Establishing second-order neutrality is almost impossible if we follow Pettit’s critique on the market. How problematic is this for republican justice? I hold that Pettit’s account of republican justice expect too much of the news media. Having the knowledge that one has a right not to be dominated may not be so hard to obtain, but making it a shared idea implies many things. Not only has common knowledge be established, but it also needs to be maintained and reaffirmed, because new dominating relationships will always come up. When Pettit argues that common knowledge is undermined because the news media disperses distrust due to the emphasis on scandals, conflict and crime, it is hard to imagine how a situation can be created in which stories on these issues are not present. Therefore, the requirement of second-level neutrality is more problematic for republican justice, than the issue of first-order neutrality for Justice as Impartiality. 

5.5: Conclusion
The general goal of this thesis was to show that the problems of the modern news media are relevant for theories of justice, and that these theories can make an important contribution to the debates on the news media. I have hoped to make clear that the position of the news media needs to be considered more thoroughly in theories of justice, because it affects important parts of these theories. The issue deserves more than just a few paragraphs that discusses superficially the detrimental influence of the news media on society, as often is done. Blaming the news media for all kinds of wrong-doings, without considering actually analysing the problems is easy, but also is not very meaningful or helpful. It denies the complexity of the news media industry and its anarchistic character. Referring to ‘the’ news media as a single entity is problematic in regard to first-level neutrality. Although neutral or objective journalism is still the most prominent form of journalism, there are numerous journalists and news media outlets that practice another form of journalism. Furthermore, due to the economic crisis in the industry, new news outlets are formed that make different journalistic choices than more traditional outlets. Although they remain small, it diversifies the industry even more. It is thus practically impossible to impose a particular way of practising journalism, without harming precisely those goals that such a particular conception of good journalism wants to achieve. 
	Although it cannot be expected that theories of justice determine how the news media industry should practice journalism, these theories can make an important contribution to the debate on good journalism. As argued in section 5.4, especially a republican perspective can be a valuable addition to the debate. Furthermore, incorporating a perspective of justice can deepen the debate, because it shows that journalism and the news media are not only relevant topics for journalists, but also for society as a whole. The news media have a distinct role to play in establishing justice in society and thus debates on journalism and whether the news media should provide certain content deserves much broader attention.
	On the basis of the previous chapters, I come to the conclusion that goal of this thesis is achieved. It has become clear that discussed theories of justices on the one hand and debates on journalism and the news media are relevant for each other and that they can provide new insights. Of course, much more can be said on the role of the news media in theories of justice (even those that were discussed in this thesis), but this thesis provides a good starting point for further discussion on this issue. 
	Further research can be conducted in different directions. One example of an issue that deserves a closer look is how the state or the public sphere can be a counterweight to the market. As we have seen, a pure market regulated news media industry is problematic from the perspectives of Justice as Impartiality and republican justice. New journalistic initiatives such as De Correspondent in The Netherlands and Krautreporter in Germany are therefore very interesting from these perspectives. These new outlets are exclusively funded by memberships and are therefore not influenced by advertisers. Also in the goals and way of practicing journalism these initiatives can be an example. Nevertheless, both target primarily a well-educated audience that can afford a membership. Forming media outlets for less privileged groups and that also have an influence on the large society is still very difficult. New ways of thinking need to be employed to overcome this problem. Other issues that deserves attention are what the role of the news media are in non-neutral theories of justice and how these theories deal with the problems of the complex news media industry; and how values of justice can have a determining influence on the way journalism is practised.  
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