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1. Introduction
Mass media play a unique role in transmitting information to voters and in shaping their political
attitudes. The diffusion of free, non-partisan media during the last centuries is regarded as crucial
for the development of functioning democracies. 1 Hence, an extended debate exists on how
media markets should be organized in order for the media to optimally fulfill their public service
mission. Recent work on the political economy of media markets emphasizes the importance of
the media’s independence from government (for a survey, see Prat and Stromberg 2011). Besley
and Prat (2006), for instance, show in an influential theoretical model that independent media
ownership reduces media capture by government. Djankov et al. (2003) provide empirical
evidence on the consequences of independent media ownership and show in a cross-section of 97
countries that state ownership of the media is negatively associated with various beneficial social
and economic outcomes. In addition, Leeson (2008) finds that media consumers react to news
quality affected by political capture. In a cross section of 13 countries, newspaper and radio news
consumption, as well as political knowledge, are lower where media freedom is restricted.
Interestingly, both latter studies present strong results for the case of newspapers (as does Leeson
(2008) for radio) but much weaker or not statistically significant results for the case of television.
Thus, the question arises whether TV markets and TV consumption merely follow different
principles than other media types do, or if general measures of media freedom and state
ownership do not consistently capture the relevant aspects governing television markets and,
therefore, the aspects affecting television consumption choice. In particular, the latter might be
the case when comparing Western democracies to other countries. In Western Europe, media are
generally considered free (Freedom House various years). Yet, regulation of television markets
and state ownership of TV stations in the form of public service broadcasters are rather the rule
than the exception (for a similar argument, see Connolly and Hargreaves Heap 2007). These
interventions in television markets are usually justified by market failures and public good or
merit good aspects of information (see, e.g., Sunstein 2000; Kiefer 2003; Hargreaves Heap 2005)
and should therefore be beneficial for consumers. However, in countries where government
intervention in TV markets is supposedly benevolent, tightly regulated public service
broadcasters - whose finances depend on license fees or other forms of public funding - might be
1

See, e.g., Gentzkow et al. (2006) who relate “the Rise of the Forth Estate” in the US, i.e. the development of the
non-partisan press in the 19th century, to the sharp decline of corruption in that era.
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prone to political influence as well. Ultimately, the question of whether and under what
circumstances public broadcasting is beneficial for consumers is an empirical one. 2
This paper provides an empirical investigation into the effects of state ownership of TV stations
and the regulation and financing of these public broadcasters on media consumers. Thereby, the
amount of media consumption, i.e. the amount of time spent on the different types of media,
serves as an indicator for how consumers assess the quality of media content. The empirical
analysis is restricted to European countries with a similar degree of general media freedom, but
differences in the regulation of television markets. The empirical results reveal that, on average,
television news consumption is lower when the share of state-owned TV stations is higher. This
negative effect of state ownership is larger when regulatory supervision of public broadcasters
lies within a Ministry as opposed to a more independent regulatory body. When public
broadcasters are subject to a regime of self-regulation, television consumption increases with a
higher share of state ownership. The share of commercial income of public broadcasters (as
compared to government funding) has no effect on the relationship between the share of state
ownership and TV consumption. The results are, on one hand, consistent with the theory of
media capture (Besley and Prat 2006) where low transaction costs between government and the
media increase the likelihood of political capture. On the other hand, the empirical results do not
support the theoretical predictions that a larger extent of commercial orientation decreases the
likelihood of media capture. Hence, in the setting of public broadcasting in Europe, formal
regulatory provisions seem to be more relevant than the source of funding for factual
independence. Regulatory approaches that keep public TV stations formally independent (i.e.,
self-regulation) seem to be successful at maintaining an arm's-length relationship between
government and public TV stations. In addition, they are also successful in combining the
positive aspects of public television, i.e. its public service mission, with media independence.
In a robustness analysis I address two possible alternative explanations for the observed
relationship between TV consumption and the prevalence and regulation of public television.
First, it could be the case that public TV stations produce high quality news because they have a
political mandate to do so, but they don't generate a large audience because people are rather
more interested in soft news or entertainment. In such a setting, at least those whose levels of
2

Consumer sovereignty might not be the only criteria when judging a country’s media institutions. Nevertheless, the
knowledge of how consumers react to different regulatory schemes and to state involvement in media markets in
general is relevant for the debate on media market regulation.
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interest in news are greater and whose preferences would not be reflected to the same extent in a
free market setting without public TV should benefit from it. The analysis, however, shows that
the negative relationship between state involvement and news consumption is stronger for people
who exhibit high levels of political interest than for those who show little political interest. The
empirical results do not therefore support a theory in which public broadcasters offer high quality
news at the cost of programs appealing to mass audiences. On the contrary, the results provide
further support for the idea that state involvement leads to lower news quality.
Second, it could be argued that public TV offers unbiased news and is more efficient in the sense
that consumers are not required to spend so long engaging in it order to garner a certain amount
of useful information, i.e. the productivity of TV news consumption is higher. In this scenario,
the negative correlation between TV consumption and state involvement would indicate high
news quality of public TV stations rather than low quality. We would then expect a larger share
of people to watch the news on TV (because of the high quality) when state involvement in TV
markets is high, however those who do watch them tend to spend less time doing so (because of
the high productivity of time use). The empirical results, however, do not support this alternative
scenario. A larger share of (tightly regulated) public TV stations has a negative effect on TV
consumption at the intensive as well as at the extensive margin. The empirical results are also
robust to various changes in specification and, overall, consistent with the theory of media
capture.
This study has links with three strands of economic literature. First, it complements recent studies
on the consequences of media freedom and state involvement in media markets (see, e.g.,
Brunetti and Weder 2003; Djankov et al. 2003; Besley and Prat 2006; Gentzkow et al. 2006;
Leeson 2008). Second, it adds to the research on the effects of media market institutions and
characteristics, on quality and diversity of media content and consumer satisfaction (see, e.g,
Berry and Waldfogel 2001; Hosp and Eichenberger 2006; George 2007). Third, it links with the
literature on public broadcasters and their regulation (see, e.g., Noam 1987; Berry and Waldfogel
1999; Sunstein 2000; Hargreaves Heap 2005; Prat and Strömberg 2005; Connolly and
Hargreaves Heap 2007).
The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows: Section 2 discusses the theoretical background
and literature; section 3 explains the empirical strategy; section 4 presents the data and empirical
results and section 5 the conclusions.
4

2. Theoretical Background and Literature
Public TV stations, or public service broadcasters as they are often called, were set up in many
European countries in the early days of television broadcasting. They usually have a clear
mission dedicated to public service: to produce high quality news programming, promote local
content, and serve a broad spectrum of preferences. Public television should correct market
failures, as well as promote 'citizenship' or the consumption of 'merit goods' (for general
discussions of the role of public TV see, e.g., Noam 1987; Armstrong 2005; Hargreaves Heap
2005; Armstrong and Weeds 2007). Hence, according to this view, public television produces
content of high quality and information value, supposedly of better quality than private TV
stations, which must cater to groups valuable to advertisers and produce programs appealing to
mass taste.
However, public broadcasters (even if they were set up for benevolent reasons) might be prone to
political capture and produce biased news content that is less critical about the government and,
hence, less informative. In the theory of media capture in democracies by Besley and Prat (2006),
media producers have two main motives: commercial income and income from government
transfers (or through other preferential treatment by government). Consumers react to the quality
of information and TV stations lose audiences if their news programming is biased and, therefore,
uninformative. Based on these assumptions, the model produces three main results regarding the
likelihood of political capture (see also Prat and Stromberg 2011, p. 9). First, capture is more
likely when transaction costs between government and the media are low, second, when the
commercial motive of media producers is small and, third, when there is less media pluralism.
Regarding the first point, transaction costs between government and the media, arguably, are very
low when the media are state-owned and hence political capture is likely. However, certain
regulatory provisions may keep the relationship between public broadcasters and the government
at arm's-length. In Europe, three basic regulatory regimes can be distinguished. Public
broadcasters are either regulated directly by a Ministry, by a separate regulatory authority, or they
are subject to some sort of self-regulation (see Svendsen 2002). The latter forms of regulation
will increase transaction cost between the government and TV stations and may make capture
less likely. In other words, the potential for pressuring public TV stations is much larger when
government can directly appoint managers, influence funding or sanction public TV stations in

5

other ways, as compared to when a separate regulatory commission makes these decisions (or has
to approve them) or when public broadcasters are even more independent in that respect. 3
Second, the commercial motive of public broadcaster is usually much lower than that of private
TV stations. There are however differences between countries. The share of public funding varies
to a large extent, because countries impose different advertising and sponsoring restrictions on
public stations and because public funding can be more or less generous. If a large share of a
public broadcaster's budget comes from public sources like taxes or compulsory license fees, the
need to maximize the audience in order to attract commercial income through advertising and
sponsoring is reduced. Hence, the loss of audience because of political capture is less costly for
TV stations with large shares of public funding and bribing public TV stations is, in such cases,
cheaper for government.
With regard to the third aspect, the theoretical predictions are less clear. The existence of a strong
public broadcaster and additional regulations for private TV stations (that go often hand in hand)
can constitute entry barriers for private TV stations and reduce media plurality. On the other
hand, plurality could be higher if public broadcasters coexist with private stations compared to a
situation where one or a few private media conglomerates dominate the market.
In summary, although public television can be more susceptible to political influence than
privately owned commercial TV stations, certain regulatory provisions and financing schemes
may lessen the potential for capture. If public TV stations (that have political mandate and more
funding to produce high quality news) would manage to remain independent they may even
provide better news quality than commercial stations or serve a broader spectrum of preferences.
Because of preference externalities in media markets (see, e.g., George and Waldfogel 2003;
Waldfogel 2003; 2004; Oberholzer-Gee and Waldfogel 2005), preferences only shared by small
groups might receive little attention in a free market setting. Furthermore, TV stations mainly
financed by advertising, as compared to license fees or other forms of public funding preferences,
might cater mainly to groups with high value for advertisers (see, e.g., Hamilton 2004).
While there is ample empirical evidence that political capture of media exists and has negative
impacts (for a review, see Prat and Stromberg 2011), there is much less empirical literature on
3

It could, of course, be argued, that formal independence does not necessarily lead to factual independence (see, e.g.,
Leeson and Coyne 2005 on how government can manipulate the media). It is, hence, an empirical question whether
certain regulatory provisions indeed lead to more independent media coverage and better news quality.

6

how public broadcasting and its regulation relates to media capture. Djankov et al. (2003)
construct a cross-country dataset on the prevalence of state-ownership of the media in 97
countries. They show that state ownership is associated with lower levels of media freedom and
worse political, economic and social outcomes. The results, however, are much weaker (and often
not statistically significant) for television than for newspapers. A study by Leeson (2008) on the
effects of media freedom on news consumption and political knowledge shows an analogous
difference between the press and TV. Low levels of media freedom are associated with lower
levels of newspaper consumption but not TV news consumption. One interpretation of these
differences would be that print has an "intrinsic advantage" as a news medium (Prat and
Stromberg 2011, p. 13). 4 Another interpretation would be that state ownership of TV stations has,
at least in some countries, a different background (i.e., the public service broadcasting tradition)
and that some countries manage to provide regulations that keep their public TV stations
independent. Connolly and Hargreaves Heap (2007) present empirical evidence in support of this
argument and show that trust in television is higher in European countries where public
broadcasters enjoy higher levels of independence from parliament and government. This paper
takes a similar approach, but analyzes the reaction of consumers to television ownership and
regulation, i.e., it uses the time spent on media consumption as an indicator of how consumers
assess media content. The next section describes the empirical strategy in more detail.
3. Empirical Strategy
It is difficult to directly measure whether and to what extent media outlets are captured by
government. 5 Hence, most studies directly analyze the impact of media freedom, media diffusion,
or other media market institutions on some measures of political, economic or social outcome
(e.g., Besley and Burgess 2002; Brunetti and Weder 2003; Djankov et al. 2003; Enikolopov et al.
2011). This paper takes a different approach and analyzes the reaction of media consumers to
government involvement in television markets. The amount of time people spend on news
consumption serves as an indicator of how they assess the quality of media content.
4

Another study by Prat and Strömberg (2005), however, points towards the relevance of TV news in the political
context. The authors show that the introduction of private TV in Sweden lead to higher levels of political knowledge
among voters who were previously less informed.
5
Exceptions are, for example, McMillan and Zoido (2004) who document the kickbacks Montesinos, the secretpolice chief of President Fujimori, paid to media executives (and other people), or Durante and Knight (2011) who
show that the direction and extent of the political bias in news content on Italian TV changed when government
changed.
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If TV stations are politically captured they will be less critical about government, e.g. by
suppressing negative news about the government or not providing the opposition with the same
access. Consumers are expected to react to the lower information value of news content resulting
from such practice. They will reduce their TV news consumption and switch, if possible, to other
news sources that are more informative, like newspapers, radio or the internet 6, i.e. time spent on
news of a certain type of media reflects the (relative) quality expectations of consumers. 7 Some
papers provide empirical evidence that media consumers indeed react to media capture. Leeson
(2008) shows in a cross-sectional study that media consumption is lower in countries where
media freedom is restricted. Durante and Knight (2011) provide more detailed evidence for the
case of Italy and show that TV consumers switched channels when the direction and extent of
political bias on different private and public TV channels shifted after a change of government.
Hence, these results support the idea that time spent on news consumption can be used as an
indicator for political capture. Hosp and Eichenberger (2006) use the same empirical strategy to
assess a different media market characteristic and investigate the effect of concentration in
newspaper markets on quality. They find that newspaper reading time is lower in Swiss counties
with a higher concentration in the newspaper market.
In a cross-country setting, however, there are some caveats. First, the level of media consumption
might differ between countries due to various reasons. For example, people inform themselves to
a greater extent when they have a larger say in politics (Benz and Stutzer 2004). Second, the
extent of state involvement in TV markets is not completely exogenous and might even depend
on media consumption. In countries where no attractive private TV supply exists and TV
consumption is low, political pressure for public service broadcasting might be higher. 8 In order
to mitigate these problems I analyze whether state involvement is associated with different
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This is one of the main assumption in Besley's and Prat's model of media capture, i.e., they assume that viewers
prefer informative news (Besley and Prat 2006, p. 723)
7
Public Broadcasting could also lead to lower news quality through a slightly different mechanism than traditionally
understood media capture by government. In a democracy, pressure from all political parties could lead to news
programs not only being less critical about government but about all political actors or about politics in general.
News will then just be uninformative and boring. In such a setting, political pressure from all sides could also lead to
the news being rather close to the median voters preferences, i.e. news would be rather unbiased. If consumers prefer
news biased towards their own ideology (see, e.g., Mullainathan and Shleifer 2005; Gentzkow and Shapiro 2006;
Gentzkow and Shapiro 2010), as a result, news consumption would be rather low.
8
It should be noted, that it is possible to control for at least some of the variables that could drive such a relationship.
In smaller countries, for example, availability of private (national) news of good quality might be too costly, thus
leading to increased political demand for public service broadcasting. Population size can be included in the
empirical specifications.
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relative media consumption patterns. Hence, I analyze television, radio and newspaper
consumption separately while controlling for the other two media consumption activities,
respectively. In addition, lower independence of TV stations is expected to negatively affect TV
consumption but not newspaper and radio 9 consumption. There might even be a positive
relationship with the consumption of the two other types of media, because people can switch to
newspapers or radio if they are not happy with television offerings. 10
In a robustness analysis I also address two other possible explanations for a correlation between
media market institutions and media consumption. First, it is possible that in certain countries
public broadcasters produce news of higher quality than commercial TV stations would (because
the former have the political mandate to do so) but only generate a small audience, because most
people prefer entertainment or soft news on TV. Second, it could be the case that, when the
quality of the news programming is high, people would not need to spend as much time viewing
in order to obtain a certain amount of useful information. Low TV consumption time would then
be an indicator of high news quality rather than the opposite. In the first case, government
involvement should at least benefit those media consumers with a high preference for news,
whose interests would not be reflected to the same extent in a commercial market. 11 Hence, it is
possible to analyze the media consumption time of people with high and low interest in politics in
order to test this scenario. In the second setting, one would expect a large share of people to
watch TV news when news quality is high, but those who do would spend much less time doing
so. When low average TV consumption time really indicates low news quality, both the share of
people who watch news and the time these people spend on news consumption would be rather
low. Hence, the analysis of the effects at the extensive margin can shed light on whether the
second scenario is plausible or not.

9

However, the regulation of TV stations might be correlated with the regulation of radio stations.
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Of course, the same argument would also apply to other media consumption activities, such as the consumption of
news on the internet. However, data on internet news consumption is not available in the data set used.
11

On preference externalities in TV markets see, e.g., Waldfogel (2004).
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4. Empirical Analysis
4.1 Data
Data on media consumption
The empirical analysis is based on data from the first wave of the European Social Survey (ESS)
conducted in 2002/03. The combination of this individual level data with country level data on
TV market regulation results in availability of data for about 40,000 respondents in 21
countries. 12
In the ESS, respondents are asked how much time they spend, on an average weekday, watching
news or programs about politics and current affairs on television, listening to such programs on
the radio, and reading on such topics in newspapers. They may indicate their answer in eight
categories ranging from “no time at all” to “more than 3 hours”. To facilitate the analysis, I use
the minute values of the category means. For the top category “more than 3 hours”, I assume 3.5
hours. In a sensitivity analysis, I also present ordered probit regressions that make use of the
original categorical information. Respondents spend on average 47 minutes a day on TV news
consumption (sd=40), 18 minutes on newspaper news consumption (sd=25) and 31 minutes on
radio news consumption (sd=44).
The survey also includes a large number of socio-demographic characteristics such as income,
age, gender, employment status, working hours, education, marital status, whether born in the
country of residence or not, type of community respondents live in as well as political interest.
They enter the media consumption equation as control variables. Table A1 in the Appendix
shows summary statistics for all these individual characteristics.
Data on state ownership of television
I use data compiled by Djankov et al. (2003) on state and private ownership of a country’s five
most important TV stations with local news content. TV stations are selected on the basis of
market share of the audience and classified as either state or private owned. 13 TV stations
12

Luxembourg is the only country in the first wave of the ESS for which no TV market data is available. Of the
40,807 original respondents in the 21 countries included in the analysis, 522 did not answer one of the questions on
the consumption of news and political media content.
13

There is also a third category „other“, which includes, for example, media outlets owned by political opposition
parties. This category is however irrelevant for the sample of European countries. Only Slovenia has a TV station in
this category with a market share of 1%.
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financed by government license fees and accountable to the government or a government
appointed body, like the British BBC (i.e. public service broadcasters), are classified as state
owned. In our sample of mostly Western European countries, this is the dominant form of state
ownership. 14 Ownership data are for the year 1999. Figure 1 presents the indicators for the share
of state owned TV stations for the 21 countries included in the analysis.

[Figure 1 about here]

The light gray columns in front represent the share of the five top TV stations that are state
owned, whereby the TV stations are weighted by their market share. The darker columns in the
back show, for comparison, the unweighted share of state owned TV stations. State ownership is
highest in Switzerland. Government controls three of the five most important TV stations and
weighted by market share, state ownership amounts to 89%. On the other side of the graph is
Greece, where the government controls only one of the top five TV stations with a market share
of just 8%. The fraction of state ownership by market share averages 0.51 with a standard
deviation of 0.19. State ownership by share and state ownership by count differ to some extent in
certain countries. In Austria and Belgium, for example, the government controls the more popular
TV stations and state ownership by market share is higher than by simple count. In other
countries, like Ukraine, Hungary or Cyprus the opposite seems to be the case. In the following
empirical analysis, I concentrate on state ownership by market share as it is the more precise
measure. 15 However, in a sensitivity analysis, results are checked using the data on state
ownership by count.
Data on regulation and financing of public broadcasters
Public service broadcasters are financed and regulated differently from country to country. Data
gathered by Svendsen (2002) account for such differences in regulation. Svendsen differentiates
between subordination of public service broadcasters to a Ministry, to a separate regulatory
authority or to self-regulation. In our sample of 21 countries, 8 countries are regulated by a

14

For further details on the methodology see Djankov et al. (2003).
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State ownership by market share is, however, to some extent endogenous to media consumption, i.e. the result of
the interaction between (public and private) supply and demand (suspect to quality expectations of the public).

11

Ministry, 8 are regulated by a separate regulatory authority and 5 countries are subject to selfregulation. 16 For one country, Slovenia, there is no data available.
With regard to the source of revenue of public broadcasters, I differentiate between public and
commercial revenue, i.e. revenue from government grants or license fees and revenue from
advertising and sponsoring. The data are calculated from information provided by Betzel (2003)
and relate to the year 2002. There is no data available for Germany. Figure 2 presents advertising
and share of commercial income of the public service broadcasters 17 in the different countries. It
ranges from 0 to 0.6. The mean is 0.28 and the median 0.32.

[Figure 2 about here]

4.2. Empirical Specification
The empirical strategy is implemented in a cross-section framework. I specify a microeconometric media consumption function, in which the time spent on media consumption MCij of
individual i in country j depends on the extent of state ownership of television stations StateTVj as
well as on individual characteristics Xi and country-specific variables Yj.

MCij = β0 + β1 StateTVj + γ1 Xi + γ2 Yj + εi

(1)

A second specification contains the more detailed regulation data. Here, the effect of state
ownership of TV stations on media consumption additionally depends on which type of
regulation public service broadcasters are subject to. Three regulatory regimes can be
distinguished: self-regulation forms the reference group, while dummy variables for regulation by
a separate regulatory authority RegAuthj and regulation by a ministry RegMinj in country j and
16

Belgium is divided into a French and a Dutch speaking part, as both language groups have their own public service
broadcasters that are regulated differently. For the UK, I use the regulation of the BBC for the whole country (ITV is
regulated differently) and for Spain the regulation of national public service broadcasters (Catalan public service
broadcasters are regulated differently).

17

For some countries, the data are not provided separately for public TV and public radio companies. In these cases,
the data presented here relate to both public TV and public radio. For some countries, it was not evident in the data
source if the data relates to public TV only or to both public TV and public radio.
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their interaction with the share of state owned TV (StateTVj*RegAuthj, StateTVj*RegMinj) are
added to the regression.

MCij = β0 + β1 StateTVj + β2 RegAuthj + β3 RegMinj + β4 StateTVj*RegAuthj
+ β5 StateTVj*RegMinj + γ1 Xi + γ2 Yj + εi

(2)

A third specification adds the share of commercial income of public service broadcasters ComIncj
as well as its interaction with the share of state owned TV StateTVj*ComIncj.

MCij = β0 + β1 StateTVj + β2 ComIncj + β3 StateTVj*ComIncj + γ1 Xi + γ2 Yj + εi

(3)

As data on state ownership, regulation and funding of TV stations is available at the country
level, no country-fixed effects can be included within the regressions. To nevertheless control for
general differences between countries and their economic situations, GNI per capita adjusted for
purchasing power, the unemployment rate and the size of the population are added to the
regressions. 18 State ownership of TV stations in a country might also reflect a more general
attitude or a propensity towards state involvement in the economy, which might correlate with
political involvement and, thus, news consumption. I therefore control for this propensity by
including an index for state owned enterprises and government investments. 19 Furthermore, in the
robustness checks, I include other media market characteristics, such as the number of TV
channels, newspapers and radio stations in a country. 20

18

The data are from World Development Indicators (World Bank several years) and Penn World tables 6.2 (Heston
et al. 2006).
19

The index is constructed by the Economic Freedom Network (Gwartney et al. 2007).

20

Data on TV channels are from IP Network (several years), on radio stations from Eurostat (2003), and on
newspapers from UNESCO (2008).
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4.3. Results
Table 1 presents the results of a regression of state ownership of TV stations by market share on
news consumption. An OLS estimator is applied and standard errors are clustered at country
level.

[Table 1 about here]

Column 1 shows that respondents in countries with a higher share of state ownership watch
significantly less TV news than in countries with lower state ownership (p<0.05). The size of the
coefficient is considerable (-19). For example, a 50 percentage point higher share of state
ownership (i.e. the difference between Hungary and Ireland or between Portugal and
Switzerland) is associated with about 10 minutes less TV news watching (compared to a mean of
about 45 minutes). The results are consistent with the idea that public TV is more susceptible to
political capture and less informative than privately owned TV stations. State ownership of TV is
not associated with radio and newspaper consumption in a statistically significant manner
(columns 2 and 3). Coefficients are however positive and point in the direction of a substitution
effect, i.e., people tend to favor other news sources when state involvement in television markets
is high. Hence, the difference in results for television consumption as compared to radio and
newspaper consumption confirms the above interpretation that state ownership of TV stations
leads to lower TV news quality.
Next, I examine whether the effect of state ownership of TV stations on TV consumption is
related to the type of regulatory supervision to which these stations are subjected.

[Table 2 about here]

The results in Table 2 reveal that state ownership of TV stations is negatively associated with TV
news consumption only if public service broadcasters are regulated by a separate regulatory
authority or a Ministry. If public service broadcasters are subject to self-regulation, a higher share
of state owned TV stations is, on the contrary, positively related to TV consumption. A 50
14

percentage point increase of state ownership is associated with an 8 minute increase in TV news
consumption if public service broadcasters are self-regulated, a 5 minutes decrease if there is a
separate regulatory authority and a 26 minute decrease if a Ministry regulates these TV
channels. 21 The results are in line with the theoretical prediction by Besley and Prat (2006) that
higher transaction costs between government and the media lead to lower levels of media capture
and they highlight two additional arguments. First, more formal independence indeed seems to
safeguard public broadcasters from political capture. Second, the combination of public television
with a regulatory structure that ensures independence seems to lead to a more attractive news
supply than offered in a market dominated by private TV stations.
In addition, the effect of state ownership of TV stations on TV consumption might depend not
only on the type of regulation and control that public stations face, but also on the origin of their
income. Column 2 in Table 2 shows the results of the regressions that include the share of
commercial income of public service broadcasters and its interaction with the share of state
owned TV stations. As before, state ownership is negatively related to TV news consumption.
This relationship does not, however, depend on levels of commercial income. Both the
coefficient for commercial income and the coefficient of the interaction effect are not statistically
significant at conventional levels. These results do not support the theoretical predictions that a
larger extent of commercial orientation decreases the likelihood of media capture and, therefore,
increases news quality. Hence, in the setting of public broadcasting in Europe, formal regulatory
provisions seem to be more relevant for factual independence and news quality than the source of
funding.
4.4. Robustness Analysis
So far, the results are consistent with the hypothesis that state ownership in combination with
tight regulatory control of TV stations leads to less attractive TV news offerings because such
public broadcasters are more susceptible to political capture. The robustness analysis addresses
two alternative explanations for a negative relationship between state involvement and time spent
on TV consumption. First, public TV stations might be commissioned to produce high quality
news that does not conform to mass taste. Second, better news quality could lead to some sort of
21

The marginal effects of state ownership in the case of regulation by a separate authority or a ministry are
calculated from the coefficients of the dummy variables and the interaction effects. The respective marginal effects
are 10.84 (se=5.31, p<0.05) for separate regulatory authority and 52.89 (se=7.07, p<0.01) for regulation by a
Ministry.
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higher productivity of news consumption. In both cases, a negative relationship between state
involvement and TV consumption could be consistent with public broadcasters producing news
of higher rather than lower quality. Moreover, I study the sensitivity of the results with regard to
alternative empirical specifications.
Political interest and news consumption
The content people prefer to watch on TV does not necessarily correspond to what would be
beneficial from a social point of view. Information consumption, especially information in the
political context, or citizens’ exposure to diverse points of view, can have positive external
effects (see, e.g., Sunstein 2000; Sunstein 2007). Many public service broadcasters are therefore
commissioned to provide high quality news reflecting a diverse set of opinions. If these kinds of
“high quality” news programs do not reflect mass taste, the presence of public service
broadcasters might well lead to lower aggregate news consumption. In this scenario, government
involvement in TV markets should specifically benefit those consumers with a high interest in
news and politics (whose preferences would not be properly reflected without government
intervention) and they would exhibit high levels of news consumption.
Table 3 shows an extension of the basic analysis. In addition, the regressions include interaction
terms between state involvement in TV markets and respondents’ level of political interest.
Political interest is measured on a four-point scale ranging from “not at all interested” to “very
interested”. The results do not provide any evidence for the above scenario. On the contrary, the
interaction term between state ownership and political interest is negative and statistically
significant and, hence, the negative effects of state ownership on TV news consumption are more
pronounced for consumers with a high interest in politics than for those with a low interest. For
respondents in the lowest category of political interest, the marginal effect of state ownership of
TV stations on TV news consumption is small and not statistically significant (-7.54, se=5.93),
whereas the marginal effect is larger and statistically significant at the 95% or 99% level for
those with a higher interest in politics (-33.25, se=11.62 in the highest category). The interaction
effects between state ownership of TV stations and type of regulation are also stronger for
consumers with high preferences for political information than for those with low interest in
politics (i.e. the triple interactions between state ownership, type of regulation and political
interest are negative and statistically significant; see column 2 in Table 3). Furthermore, the triple
interaction effect between state ownership, share of commercial income and political interest is
16

positive (see column 3 in Table 2), although not statistically significant at conventional levels
(t=1.56). It therefore points into the direction of the theoretical prediction that more commercial
orientation of public broadcasters leads to less political capture and thence to more attractive TV
news for those consumers interested in politics.

[Table 3 about here]

In summary, the results in Table 3 are not consistent with the described alternative scenario, but
lend further support to the hypothesis that tightly regulated public TV stations are more
susceptible to political capture and do not appeal to consumers who are interested in politics,
whereas self-regulated public stations remain independent and offer particularly high news
quality.
News quality and productivity of news consumption
The basic empirical strategy is based on the argument that (potential) consumers spend less time
on TV news consumption when TV news quality is lower. Low news quality means that the
productivity of time spent on TV news is low and, hence, the relative price of TV consumption is
high. If close substitutes to TV news exist, such as radio, newspapers or internet, households will
tend to substitute away from TV to those other types of news media, and TV consumption can be
expected to decrease (see, e.g., Hosp 2005, p. 82). However, if no such substitutes exist people
might well spend more time on TV news to get a certain level of information when TV news
quality is low, i.e., in this scenario, a relatively low average amount of time spent on news
consumption would indicate high news quality rather than low quality. Hence, the results of the
basic analysis could be interpreted in the sense that more state involvement in the TV market
leads to higher TV news quality and not lower quality. Furthermore, in this case, we would
expect a larger share of people to watch the news (because it is of high quality) when state
involvement is high, but those who do watch the news to spend less time on it (because they only
need to spend little time on it in order to be sufficiently well informed). The latter argument can
be used to empirically test for the above scenario: if more state involvement in TV markets and
tighter regulation of public TV stations indeed lead to higher news quality (but less time spent on
TV consumption on average because the productivity of news consumption is higher) we would
17

expect positive effect at the extensive margin (and a negative effect at the intensive margin),
whereas if state involvement leads to lower quality (and lower average TV news consumption
because people, e.g., switch to other media outlets) we would expect a negative (or at least no
positive) effect at the extensive margin (and a negative effect at the intensive margin). Table 4
shows the results of an analysis of the effects of state involvement in TV markets on the share of
people who do not watch TV news at all. Specifications (1), (2) and (3) apply a linear probability
model using OLS 22 and only discriminate between people who do not spend any time watching
TV news and those who do spend some amount of time watching it, and specifications (4), (5)
and (6) are ordered probit regressions that make use of the full categorical information on
people's TV news consumption. The results reveal that state involvement is positively associated
with the share of people who do not watch TV news at all (see specifications (1) and (4)), i.e.,
state involvement has a negative effect on TV news consumption not only at the intensive but
also at the extensive margin. While the results are statistically significant (p<0.05) in the ordered
probit specification, the statistical significance is below conventional levels in the linear
probability model. The coefficients are nevertheless similar in size and reflect that a 50% increase
in the share of state owned TV stations leads to a 2% to 4% higher probability of not watching
any TV news at all. The results are also confirmed including interaction effects with the type of
regulatory regime and the level of political interest. Because the interaction effects are not
straightforward to interpret in a non-linear model, Table 5a shows the average marginal effects of
the share of state owned TV station on the probability of not watching TV news for the different
regulatory regimes and Table 5b for the different levels of political interest. The results confirm
that the share of state-owned TV stations in country is positively and significantly associated with
the probability of not watching TV news for respondents with high levels of political interest and
when public broadcasters are regulated by a ministry. When public broadcasters are subject to
self-regulation, the marginal effect is negative (at least in the ordered probit specification) and it
is not statistically significant when there is a separate regulatory authority. The empirical results
confirm those in the previous sections and do not support the above scenario in which tightly
regulated public broadcasters provide higher news quality.

22

The linear probability model is preferred over a logit or probit specification because of the easier interpretation of

interaction effects.
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Alternative specifications
The results presented thus far are robust to various changes in specification. As already shown
above in Table 4, the results are confirmed using ordered probit regressions and the original
categorical information on television, radio and newspaper consumption.
Tables 6 and 7 show the results of a set of additional alternative specifications. Using the share of
state-owned TV stations by count, i.e. the unweighted share of state-owned TV stations among
the five top TV stations in a country, instead of the share of state-owned TV stations weighted by
market share, leads to very similar results as in the baseline regression in Table 1 (see column (A)
in Table 6). Coefficients are generally bigger, which is not surprising as the variation of state
ownership by count is smaller than the variation of state ownership by share. An increase in state
ownership by count of 20 percentage points, which again reflects the difference between Hungary
and Ireland or between Portugal and Switzerland, is associated with about 7 minutes less TV
news consumption. This is quantitatively similar to the reduction of 10 minutes when analyzing
the effect of state ownership by market share. The results are also quantitatively similar to those
in the baseline regressions when including the interaction effects with type of regulation and
political interest. Statistical significance is, however, reduced to some extent, i.e. the statistical
significance of the interaction term between state ownership of TV stations and regulation by a
separate authority and between state ownership of TV stations and political interest drops just
below conventional levels (t=1.46 and t=1.62) (see columns (B) and (C) in Table 6).

[Table 6 about here]

State ownership of TV stations might be correlated with other media market characteristics which
systematically influence TV consumption. I control for one such issue by adding the number of
TV channels received by 70 percent of the population. The results are robust to the added control
variable (see columns (A) to (C) in Table 7). In addition, in columns (D) to (F) I include the
number of radio channels and the number of daily newspaper titles in a country. 23 Again, the
result without interaction effects remains quantitatively and qualitatively very similar (see
23

The data on the number of TV channels are from IP Network (several years), the data on radio stations from
Eurostat (2003), and the data on newspapers from UNESCO (2008).
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column (D) in Table 7) although the sample is smaller because the additional control variables
are only available for 16 of the 21 countries. Only in the specifications including interaction
effects with the type of regulation and political interest are the results a little weaker. As a result,
the marginal effect of state ownership on TV news consumption is negative if public broadcasters
are self-regulated (as compared to positive in the baseline regressions) and not statistically
significant if they are subject to a separate regulatory authority. In the case of regulation by a
Ministry, the marginal effect is quantitatively and qualitatively very similar to the baseline
results. The interaction effect between the share of state-owned TV stations and political interest
is not statistically significant including the additional media market controls, but it is positive (as
in the baseline specifications) and the marginal effects of state ownership on TV consumption are
negative and statistically significant for all levels of political interest. The changes in statistical
significance as compared to the baseline regressions can mainly be explained by the reduction in
observations. I.e., regressions with the standard set of controls but the reduced number of
observations lead to almost the same results as the regressions with the additional control
variables (results not shown). Hence, because of the rather limited number of countries, the
results are to some extent susceptible to changes in sample selection. In summary, while the
cross-sectional framework in this empirical study cannot completely rule out the possibility of
reverse causation or an omitted variable bias, the empirical results are surprisingly robust to the
various changes in empirical specifications.

[Table 7 about here]

4. Conclusion
Recent literature on the political economy of the media shows that independent media play an
important role for political accountability and contribute to better political, economic and social
outcomes (for a survey, see Prat and Stromberg 2011). Public service broadcasters that are
prevalent in many Western European democracies are somewhat at odds with the
recommendations in this literature. Public and scholarly opinion is very much divided on how to
assess this type of government involvement in media markets (see, e.g., Sunstein 2000). The
empirical analysis in this paper investigates how media consumers react to public broadcasting
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and shows that a larger share of state-owned TV stations in Europe is associated with lower TV
news consumption. Tighter regulation of the public service broadcasters amplifies these negative
relationships, whereas a larger share of self-regulated public broadcasters is associated with
higher TV news consumption. The results are consistent with the theory of media capture where
low transaction costs between government and the media facilitate media capture. In addition, the
results show that certain regulatory provisions (i.e., a regime of self-regulation) are successful at
keeping public TV stations independent and even seem to lead to better news quality (as reflected
by the amount of TV news consumption) than a setting without any public broadcasting.
The commercial orientation of state-owned TV stations, i.e., their share of funding through
advertising and sponsoring as compared to license fees and other public sources, though, is not
related to news consumption in a statistically relevant manner. Hence, in the setting investigated,
more financial independence from government seems to be less relevant for news quality than
more formal regulatory independence. In the framework of this quantitative empirical study it is
not possible to investigate why commercial orientation seems not to matter. Maybe the rather
crude differentiation between the different sources of funding is not able to capture the relevant
aspects that really drive financial and hence political independence. It could be the case, for
instance, that financing through license fees can be less influenced in the daily political process
as compared to when public broadcasters are financed through normal taxes and are part of the
regular public budget.
Although the empirical analysis is based on cross-sectional data only, the results do not support
alternative scenarios, where tightly regulated public broadcasters offer high quality news at the
cost of content appealing to mass audiences. Individuals with a high interest in politics exhibit
lower TV news consumption when state ownership is high than people with little interest in
politics. The negative effects of state ownership and tight regulation on TV consumption are
observed, both at the extensive and intensive margin, and cannot therefore be explained by some
sort of higher productivity of watching the news on public TV.
In summary, the analysis offers interesting and differentiated insights into the relationship
between state involvement in television markets and media consumption. While the present study
only highlights two specific aspects of the regulation of public broadcasters, the insights can
nevertheless be relevant for the ongoing discussions on the reform of the public broadcasting
system occurring in several countries (see, e.g., Svendsen 2002). Further research will hopefully
21

address other media market institutions relevant for the independence of public broadcasters in
Europe, and for television in general.
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Appendix
Table A1: Summary statistics of individual variables
Mean
TV news consumption
46.60
Newspaper news consumption
18.34
Radio news consumption
30.86
Political interest [0-3]
1.43
Household income (int. $)
2468.26
In top income category
0.01
Working hours
40.94
Household size
1.64
Female
0.53
Citizen of country
0.97
Living with partner
0.62
Living with children
0.40
Education
Not completed primary educ.
0.04
Primary educ.
0.14
Lower secondary educ.
0.23
Upper secondary.
0.33
Post-secondary, non-tertiary educ.
0.06
First stage of tertiary educ.
0.15
Second stage of tertiary educ.
0.05
Employment status
Paid work
0.50
Unemployed
0.05
In education
0.09
Sick, disabled
0.02
Retired
0.21
Military/community service
0.00
Housework
0.12
Other employment status
0.01
Place of living
Big city
0.19
Suburbs
0.15
Small town
0.30
Village
0.30
Rural area, farm
0.07

Sd
39.54
24.61
44.06
0.90
2065.11
0.12
15.01
0.44
0.50
0.17
0.48
0.49
0.21
0.35
0.42
0.47
0.24
0.35
0.21
0.50
0.21
0.28
0.15
0.41
0.06
0.32
0.12
0.39
0.35
0.46
0.46
0.25

Data Source: European Social Survey Wave 1 (Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team 2003).
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Figure 1: State Ownership of Television in 21 European Countries, 1999
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Data Source: Djankov et al. (2003).

Figure 2: Share of Commercial Income of Public Service Broadcasters in 20 European
Countries

Data Source: Betzel (2003).
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Table 1: State Ownership of TV and News Consumption
TV News
Radio News
Dependent variable:
Coefficient
Coefficient
media use (minutes)
(Standard error)
(Standard error)
State ownership of TV
-19.26** (8.28)
4.52
(4.02)
TV news consumption
0.10*** (0.02)
Newspaper news consumption
0.25*** (0.03)
Radio news consumption
0.12*** (0.02)
0.07*** (0.02)
State owned enterprise index
0.81** (0.32)
0.09
(0.33)
Population (1 Mio.)
-0.07
(0.07)
-0.05** (0.02)
GNI per capita (1000 int. $)
0.68** (0.28)
0.13
(0.14)
Unemployment rate
84.57* (44.28)
-16.30 (18.91)
Individual controls
Yes
Yes
Constant
1.96 (12.66)
-15.16** (5.81)
No. of observations
40285
40285
R-squared
0.19
0.20

Newspaper News
Coefficient
(Standard error)
16.64 (13.07)
0.17*** (0.03)
0.26*** (0.04)
-0.80
-0.05
-0.25
4.83

(0.91)
(0.05)
(0.23)
(36.18)
Yes
-2.09 (12.04)
40285
0.10

Notes: OLS regressions with robust standard errors clustered at country level. Standard errors in parenthesis.
Individual controls include variables for political interest, household income (log), size of household (square root),
gender, age, age squared, education, working hours, employment status, marital status, children, area of living, and
citizenship. Dummy variables indicating missing observations are included as well.
Significance levels: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
Data Sources: European Social Survey Wave 1 (Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team 2003), Djankov et al.
(2003), World Development Indicators (World Bank several years), Economic Freedom Network (Gwartney et al.
2007).
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Table 2: State Ownership of TV, Regulatory Authority, Commercial Income and TV
Consumption
Dependent variable:
Coefficient
Coefficient
TV news use (minutes)
(Standard error)
(Standard error)
State ownership of TV
17.69*** (4.87)
-24.40* (12.33)
Self-regulation
Separate regulatory authority
17.47*** (4.62)
Regulation by a Ministry
44.11*** (5.36)
State ownership * reg. authority
-28.53*** (6.82)
State ownership * reg. by Ministry -70.58*** (7.35)
Share of commercial income
23.99
(28.76)
State ownership * commercial inc.
-10.50
(51.41)
Individual controls
Yes
Yes
Country level controls
Yes
Yes
Constant
-19.60
(13.37)
5.61
(14.02)
No. of observations
38778
37374
R-squared
0.19
0.19
Notes: OLS regressions with robust standard errors clustered at country level. Standard errors
in parenthesis. Individual controls include variables for newspaper and radio consumption,
political interest, household income (log), size of household (square root), gender, age, age
squared, education, working hours, employment status, marital status, children, area of living,
and citizenship. Dummy variables indicating missing observations are included as well.
Country level controls include GNI per capita (PPP), unemployment rate, size of population
and a state owned enterprise index.
Significance levels: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
Data Sources: European Social Survey Wave 1 (Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team
2003), Djankov et al. (2003), World Development Indicators (World Bank several years),
Economic Freedom Network (Gwartney et al. 2007), Betzel (2003), Svendsen (2002).

29

Table 3: Political Interest, State Involvement and News Consumption
Dependent variable: TV news use
Coefficient
Coefficient
(minutes)
(Standard error)
(Standard error)
State ownership of TV
-7.54
(5.93)
3.50
(5.86)
Political interest
12.24*** (1.59)
2.97
(2.68)
State ownership * political interest
-8.57*** (2.78)
9.01** (3.96)
Self-regulation
Reference group
Separate regulatory authority
5.82
(3.98)
Regulation by a Ministry
33.02*** (6.19)
State ownership * reg. authority
-14.93** (7.09)
State ownership * reg. by Ministry
-43.69*** (9.41)
Reg. authority * pol. int.
8.65*** (2.71)
Reg. by ministry * pol. int.
6.07* (3.10)
State ownership * reg. authority *
-10.91** (4.78)
pol. int.
State ownership * reg. by Ministry
-15.71*** (4.53)
* pol. int.
Share of commercial income
State ownership * commercial
income
Commercial income * pol. int.
State ownership * com. inc. * pol.
int.
Individual controls
Yes
Yes
Country level controls
Yes
Yes
Constant
-4.52
(12.62) -13.25 (12.16)
No. of observations
40172
38666
R-squared
0.19
0.20

Coefficient
(Standard error)
-5.16 (10.78)
15.63*** (2.48)
-15.46** (5.41)

44.37
-50.98

(34.67)
(58.87)

-18.92
35.73

(12.65)
(22.96)

Yes
Yes
-4.52 (12.84)
37263
0.19

Notes: OLS regressions with robust standard errors clustered at country level. Standard errors in parenthesis.
Individual controls include variables for newspaper and radio consumption, household income (log), size of
household (square root), gender, age, age squared, education, working hours, employment status, marital status,
children, area of living, and citizenship. Dummy variables indicating missing observations are included as well.
Country level controls include GNI per capita (PPP), unemployment rate, size of population and a state owned
enterprise index.
Significance levels: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01..
Data Sources: European Social Survey Wave 1 (Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team 2003), Djankov et al.
(2003), World Development Indicators (World Bank several years), Economic Freedom Network (Gwartney et al.
2007), Betzel (2003), Svendsen (2002).
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Table 4: State Ownership and TV News Consumption: Extensive Margin

Dependent variable:
TV news use (min.)
State ownership of TV

(5)
Ordered
probit

(6)
Ordered
probit

Coefficient
(SE)

Coefficient
(SE)

0.430*
(0.231)

-0.112
(0.256)

(1) Lin.
prob.

(2) Lin.
prob.

(3) Lin.
prob.

Coefficient
(SE)

Coefficient
(SE)

Coefficient
(SE)

0.048
(0.063)

0.045
(0.105)

-0.065
(0.076)

-0.042***
(0.006)

0.047
(0.065)
-0.129*
(0.070)
-0.096
(0.108)
0.201*
(0.112)
-0.043***
(0.007)

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

40285

38778

40172

40285

38778

40172

0.08

0.09

0.08

0.07

0.07

0.07

(4) Ordered probit
Coefficient
(SE)
-0.536*
(0.318)

Marg. Eff. Marg. Eff.
[no TV] [>3 hrs TV]
(SE)
(SE)
0.076*
-0.018*
(0.046)
(0.010)

Self-regulation
Separate regulatory
authority
Regulation by a
Ministry
State ownership * reg.
authority
State ownership * reg.
by Ministry
Political interest
State ownership *
political interest
Individual controls
Country level controls
No. of observations
(Pseudo) r-squared

-0.084***
(0.016)
0.082***
(0.027)

0.272***
(0.023)

0.368**
(0.160)
1.373***
(0.199)
-0.528**
(0.255)
-2.192***
(0.320)
0.285***
(0.022)

0.427***
(0.048)
-0.306***
(0.086)

Notes: Regressions with robust standard errors clustered at country level. Standard errors in parenthesis. Individual controls include variables for
newspaper and radio consumption, household income (log), size of household (square root), gender, age, age squared, education, working hours,
employment status, marital status, children, area of living, and citizenship. Dummy variables indicating missing observations are included as well.
Country level controls include GNI per capita (PPP), unemployment rate, size of population and a state owned enterprise index.
Significance levels: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
Data Sources: European Social Survey Wave 1 (Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team 2003), Djankov et al. (2003), World Development
Indicators (World Bank several years), Economic Freedom Network (Gwartney et al. 2007), Svendsen (2002).
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Table 5a: Marginal Effect of State Ownership on TV News Consumption by Regulation
(2) Lin. prob.
(5) Ordered probit
Marg. effect
Marg. effect
Marg. effect
[No TV]
[No TV]
[>3 hours TV]
(Standard error)
(Standard error)
(Standard error)
State ownership of TV if
Self-regulation
0.045 (0.105)
-0.068* (0.039)
0.013** (0.006)
Separate regulatory
-0.051 (0.044)
0.014 (0.018)
-0.003 (0.004)
authority
Regulation by a
0.247***(0.056)
0.206***(0.036)
-0.082***(0.017)
Ministry
Notes: Marginal effects from regressions in Table 4. See Table 4 for specifications and data sources.
Significance levels: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.

Table 5b: Marginal Effect of State Ownership on TV News Consumption by Political
Interest
(3) Lin. prob.
(6) Ordered probit
Marg. effect
Marg. effect
Marg. effect
[No TV]
[No TV]
[>3 hours TV]
(Standard error)
(Standard error)
(Standard error)
State ownership of TV if
Political interest 0
-0.065
(0.076)
0.024
(0.054)
-0.001
(0.003)
Political interest 1
0.017
(0.061)
0.065
(0.045)
-0.009
(0.006)
Political interest 2
0.099* (0.056)
0.079** (0.040)
-0.028** (0.013)
Political interest 3
0.182*** (0.064)
0.074** (0.035)
-0.067*** (0.025)
Notes: Marginal effects from regressions in Table 4. See Table 4 for specifications and data sources.
Significance levels: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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Table 6: Share of State-Owned TV stations by count and TV Consumption
(A)
(B)
(C)
Dependent variable:
Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
TV news use (minutes)
(SE)
(SE)
(SE)
State ownership of TV by
-34.54**
13.69
-22.88
count
(12.88)
(28.99)
(13.47)
Self-regulation
Ref. group
Separate regulatory authority
20.06
(13.78)
Regulation by a Ministry
51.73**
(22.96)
State ownership by count *
-38.42
reg. authority
(26.28)
State ownership by count* reg.
-97.27*
by Ministry
(51.16)
Political interest
7.76***
8.12***
11.87***
(0.86)
(0.85)
(2.66)
State ownership by count *
-9.11
political interest
(5.62)
Individual controls
Yes
Yes
Yes
Country level controls
Yes
Yes
Yes
Constant
12.08
-13.25
6.05
(12.23)
(17.09)
(12.45)
No. of observations
40285
38778
40172
R-squared
0.18
0.19
0.19
Notes: OLS regressions with robust standard errors clustered at country level. Standard
errors in parenthesis. Individual controls include variables for newspaper and radio
consumption, household income (log), size of household (square root), gender, age, age
squared, education, working hours, employment status, marital status, children, area of
living, and citizenship. Dummy variables indicating missing observations are included as
well. Country level controls include GNI per capita (PPP), unemployment rate, size of
population and a state owned enterprise index.
Significance levels: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
Data Sources: European Social Survey Wave 1 (Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating
Team 2003), Djankov et al. (2003), World Development Indicators (World Bank several
years), Economic Freedom Network (Gwartney et al. 2007), Svendsen (2002).
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Table 7: State Ownership of TV, Regulatory Authority, Commercial Income and TV
Consumption: Robustness
Dependent variable:
TV news use (min.)

State ownership of TV
Self-regulation
Separate regulatory
authority
Regulation by a
Ministry
State ownership * reg.
authority
State ownership * reg.
by Ministry
Political interest
State ownership *
political interest
State owned enterprise
index
Population (1 Mio.)
GNI per capita (1000
int. $)
Unemployment rate
No. of TV channels

(A)

(B)

(C)

(D)

(E)

(F)

Coefficient
(SE)
-17.26***
(4.17)

Coefficient
(SE)
-9.06**
(3.70)

Coefficient
(SE)
-22.59**
(7.88)

7.20***
(0.71)

1.53***
(0.43)
-0.04
(0.04)
0.82***
(0.25)
75.89*
(40.58)
-0.34***
(0.08)

2.98***
(0.45)
-0.03
(0.03)
0.82***
(0.15)
102.89***
(16.85)
-0.28***
(0.05)

10.90***
(1.57)
-6.02**
(2.65)
1.54***
(0.42)
-0.04
(0.04)
0.83***
(0.25)
76.89*
(40.39)
-0.33***
(0.08)

Coefficient
(SE)
-12.33**
(5.67)
Ref.
-10.76
(6.21)
18.13***
(3.71)
16.88
(9.73)
-33.44***
(4.74)
7.27***
(0.74)

Coefficient
(SE)
-18.08*
(9.49)

7.78***
(0.76)

Coefficient
(SE)
8.79
(7.53)
Ref.
18.58***
(4.68)
40.23***
(5.07)
-26.50***
(8.13)
-56.23***
(8.83)
8.13***
(0.76)

Yes
-1.19
(11.70)
37836
0.19

Yes
-30.61***
(10.59)
36329
0.20

Yes
-5.61
(12.03)
37730
0.19

1.43***
(0.46)
-0.01
(0.05)
0.74***
(0.25)
-22.73
(58.20)
-0.27***
(0.06)
0.01***
(0.00)
-0.02
(0.02)
Yes
8.82
(12.78)
31927
0.20

1.21**
(0.42)
-0.06
(0.04)
0.44***
(0.14)
-60.98*
(34.55)
-0.14***
(0.04)
0.01***
(0.00)
-0.01
(0.01)
Yes
16.94
(12.17)
30420
0.20

No. of radio stations
No. of daily
newspaper titles
Individual controls
Constant
No. of observations
R-squared

8.82***
(2.27)
-2.86
(3.86)
1.42***
(0.45)
-0.01
(0.05)
0.74***
(0.24)
-21.92
(57.67)
-0.27***
(0.06)
0.01***
(0.00)
-0.02
(0.02)
Yes
6.42
(13.94)
31849
0.20

Notes: OLS regressions with robust standard errors clustered at country level. Standard errors in parenthesis. Individual
controls include variables for newspaper and radio consumption, household income (log), size of household (square
root), gender, age, age squared, education, working hours, employment status, marital status, children, area of living,
and citizenship. Dummy variables indicating missing observations are included as well. Country level controls include
GNI per capita (PPP), unemployment rate, size of population and a state owned enterprise index.
Significance levels: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
Data Sources: European Social Survey Wave 1 (Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team 2003), Djankov et al.
(2003), World Development Indicators (World Bank several years), Economic Freedom Network (Gwartney et al.
2007), Svendsen (2002).
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