An open letter to save journalism.
What’s the problem?
Journalism is broken because journalists can no longer be trusted to act independently. The internet revolution -- rather than empowering public discourse -- has made it easier for special interest groups to manipulate public opinion by offering kickbacks to underpaid journalists and unprofitable journalistic platforms/newspapers who better spread or embed their messages.
If you think your news and opinions are not being manipulated by Pravda-style subliminal messages buried by digital media companies in the content you consume or the results you get on Google, you may wish to reconsider. 
The situation is getting desperate because the last remaining ethical journalistic outfits are now under increasing pressure to cave into manipulative techniques. 
Something must be done.
The back story
As Chomsky and Sherman identified many decades ago journalism fell down a slippery slope when it began subsiding itself with advertising. The justification for this nefarious deal was that at least the ad messages would be segregated from objective news content. For those organisations subsidising themselves with data gathering and resale (Reuters and Bloomberg) the deal was focused on slanting news towards those entities which value data most (financial market entities). The latter became a more successful model over time because the two-sided deal depended on neutral news provision not paid messages.
But what both models under-estimated was the entry into their sphere of a much more effective platform for penetrating consciousness. Google.
In a world where clicks translate into data, and data translates into a currency that can be provided to special interest groups, the ethical journalism model collapses. Ad spend flows to digital media companies that are prepared to compromise their values, ask no questions of their pay masters, and are prepared to introduce cheap tricks that favour clicks and data collection over neutral information provision.
In this twisted world even the morally and ethically sound eventually get corrupted because of exposure to the neutrality liquidity paradox. If you're popular, you are valuable, but you're even more valuable if you can be corrupted to favour certain messages over other ones. The medium is the message.
The solution
Until now this has been an impossible problem to fix. Subscription walls have only led to diminishing revenues for those agents that still refuse to corrupt themselves. The diminishing returns are a result of the subsidisation of corrupt practices elsewhere making it impossible for honest outfits to compete at prices that cover their costs of operation.
[bookmark: _GoBack]But technology and collaborative structures may finally have the answer. The model we propose is based on taking three fundamental factors for granted:
1) Attention is a finite resource.
2) People as a whole are honest and happy to return value to those they derive value from. 
3) When given the choice between entrapment or choice, people will always choose choice. 
The conventional subscription model doesn’t work because it deprives people of their freedom to choose. It forces them to pre-commit value to content they may or may not consume. Freemium on the flipside looks attractive in comparison because it masquerades as open choice for the user. 
The one solution the industry has overlooked until now is providing the consumer with choice.
We therefore propose one single collaborative “super subscription” that can bring down the gates to all ethical content on the web.
One single fee to access an alliance worth of uncorrupted content, whether it's the FT, the WSJ, the Times or the pages of an independent blogger’s website. The more names that join the collective the better for journalism, because the bigger the collective the greater the user’s freedom to choose and surf.
In return for that pre-commitment of value from subscribers the alliance would promise to adhere to a rigorously enforced set of industry standards including a ban on advertising, native advertising, data tracking, clickbait, access journalism and search engine optimisation.
How do the journalistic entities get paid on meritocratic grounds?
The answer lies in technology and data. To achieve our objective the only data we would demand from users is time spent perusing our content. A neutral third-party agent, fully independent, audited and non-profit (after development capital and interest relative to risk taken is returned) would be put in charge of collecting the data on the time component. This data would then be used to determine the relative percentages of revenue that should be apportioned on a pro-rata basis to the media entities that are part of the system. This allows the media agencies to remain competitive even within a collaborative network.
The collective would be open to any new entity that meets the standards of the network. 
The ethical standards are to be drafted by the founding members of the journalistic alliance and the initial investors in the pro-rata technology model.  We propose a rotating directorate for the council. 
We welcome feedback and advice on further development of the model.  
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