Final Session

Moderator: Pascal Boniface,  Director, Institute of International Strategic Relations, France. I would like in the very beginning to say that each speaker has to make his /her presentation seven minutes. I am very pleased to chair this session, and in fact, this is a very frightening thing for me because the discussions are high level ones, and we have two days for them. I would also like to express deep and sincere thanks to the organizers as we have participated in very fruitful and interesting discussions and exchanged deep views. I think that each one of us has learnt a lot during these two days. We must also thank the organizers for the excellent arrangements of such debates and for the warm welcome we received when we arrived here.

What is the future of democracy and human rights in the Arab world? What is the role of governments in this respect? There is no doubt that this issue is open for discussion and it is the issue number one. The more pressing question is that will democracy and human rights find a place in the Arab world? As a matter of fact,  all are in agreement that democracy will find its place and that this will happen.

The only question before us is how democracy will be achieved? What are the ways and means to attain this goal on which all will agree? We have seen in the past two days  that there is a majority stating that democracy is first and foremost  is an internal matter, a gradual process, and that foreign governments cannot establish this democracy, on the contrary, they can support and facilitate, but they cannot establish or restrict. Outside governments should be consistent, this means that they should apply what they ask others to do and guarantee the promotion of international standards. These standards cannot be implemented optionally, they are here as every where, so they cannot exist according to double standard. In fact, the government should play its role in ensure democracy. I say this at a time when we are increasingly talking about new world leaders in emerging societies, we see leaders assume by themselves the planning process and certain persons who occupy increasing importance on the world arena. Yet democracy is born, grown and flourished within the frame of the state. This does not mean that we should give up the planning framework, on the contrary, this framework is there until today even when we talk about globalization, even if some have talked about the elimination of borders. We see this very clearly that in the national framework, as Lebanon did, democracy would grow, within the state’s framework and thanks to the government democracy would be born and grown.

As such it is the obvious role to lay down and develop the conditions for democracy; the government can, as foreign governments, facilitate and promote democratic procedures; as government it should maintain democratic sovereignty, namely, guarantee regarding outside needs. It should also secure democracy in other countries, as such the government has a double  internal and external role to play.

There is another debate about formal liberties and real ones. We cannot, for course, separate economic development from democracy. Real liberties including the right to residence, right to education means nothing without formal democracy. Such democracy that does not involve people’s welfare and prosperity is meaningless. To this we add that throughout history we have seen that a high standard of living gives a unique status to a people and leads to significant development.

There is clash or conflict between these two liberties, because they are not only complementary but also inseparable. Democracy is not confined to one direction, we do not put in one framework; we have freedom of argument, freedom of defending a certain cause and freedom of individuals. I see the importance of democracy in its general sense and not only in the concept of elections. We have a session this evening to deal with this topic, but I remind you that each has 5-7 minutes to make his presentation. Thank you.

First Speaker, H.E. Sheikh Hamad bin Jassim bin Jabr Al-Thani, first deputy PM and Foreign Minister, State of Qatar. Thank you.

In fact the question of democracy is so important that it has become the hot topic now in the Arab World and the West. Democracy is a multifarious issue that is graded and that needs two parties to effectuate:  keen governments that approve the establishment of democracy in the region in an organized graded scheduled way, and this is essential, and the other party which is the people who want this democracy, who want a large amount of it in our region.

If democracy is a result of 9/11 and the western pressures exercised on the Arab region in its aftermath, I think it will be futile.  If these pressures are programmed for objectives that do not serve the interests of the region, they will fail to achieve the result hoped by the West. If the Arab governments and leaders really want democracy in this part of the world, we will first need understanding. We need a timetable for this.

 This cannot be done in a single year, or in a couple of months. I'm not saying that it takes 15 or 20 years to establish democracy. My point is that democracy establishment requires pre-requisites: democracy needs the rule of law. Democracy needs laws regulating it. It needs free trade and free economy and the establishment of equal opportunities.

 Democracy needs a steadfast war on corruption. It needs respect of the citizen's personal and national human rights in accordance with the law. Yet I'm afraid that the optimism currently prevailing in the Arab World could turn into a rage. It could turn into fury in the Arab street if we keep talking and do just nothing to establish democracy in the real world. It is very important that the current demands and hope be met with awareness on the part of leaders and officials on how to program this democracy.

Democracy is coming either today or tomorrow. And we cannot wait till chaos prevails. We have to democratically discuss things with our peoples and reach an agreement on the program, the objectives and the mechanism.

 Democracy cannot simply be realized through a resolution. It pre-requires a legislative device and many laws. 

I'm afraid that we talk a lot. But we are not ready yet. We don't yet have the ideas, programs and resolutions that need to be realized.

We know that some Arab countries hold elections, but is this enough? We know also that many criticize these elections. Some Arab countries even say they don't want it now, they need time. But it is the right of the citizen to know when and how. 

Foreign intervention was useful in one thing. It made the leaders in the region realize that this is an international demand, not (only) a public local one.

It is also important that the West does not impose a framework of democracy that will not work here. It is important that we do not import inapplicable democracy. We have our own traditions and we know that democracy in the West may be different from one country to another. But after all, democracy is democracy. 

When you form a parliament and call it a  Shura Council, people will ask you what the legislative capacities of this council are. What are the capacities of the legal device? What are the capacities of the executive device?

The Arab street is thirsty for democracy and I'm afraid this thirst could turn into fury if we did not immediately plan clear-cut programs for democratization. 

I would like to conclude with an important remark. People ask: what we have achieved after all this oil in the Gulf region. Let me say something. There are negative as well as positive sides. 50 or 70 years ago in the Gulf Region, there was not a ingle educated person, there were no hospitals, people did not live in healthy houses, people lacked all services. 

All this has been fixed during the oil era. Now that the living standards in the region have reached a certain level, people are demanding their immaterial rights and the right of expression. People realized they need something else to be like the Western citizens. People realized the need for electing their representatives, for electing their governments.

 It's all natural and it all comes with development. In Qatar, His Highness decided that women will participate in the elections as voters and candidates. It is a good decision. We know that this has been happening in Europe for say 50 or more years, but it's necessary here to be gradual. 

This does not mean we lie to people and say it's gradual. We have to present a timetable. Without a timetable, transparency is lost and no one knows when to start or when to finish. Thank you.

Chairman of session: Thank for your presentation, now we have  H.E. Hubert Vederine, Former Foreign Minister of France ( who spent a very long period of time abroad): Thank you. First I would like to comment this initiative for holding this meeting in Qatar, such meetings and gatherings are very important especially at this time. 

Secondly,  I would like to express my pleasure and happiness to continue dialogue with my friend the Qatari foreign minister concerning an issue we talked about one year ago, when I was in office. It seems to me that this is a very fundamental issue. In addition, there are steps for change w2hich have already started. Regarding the steps for democracy I would not talk again about a number of internal and external causes, because these are well know to every one. I will refer to something specific which is very essential and imperative, these are serious, it is an assumption for essential and effective change. It is sufficient to remember what the westerners have in this respect, namely, the history of democratic steps in their countries. H.E. the Minister referred to certain aspects of problems that cannot be postponed or delayed, or can be developed especially as we do not have speedy solutions thereto, namely, a lot of optimism, promises and more deprivation, more demands and casual victory in elections for enemies of democracy. Perhaps this is what Europe has been subjected to throughout various eras. Should freedom be given to its enemies, this is another issue. The question before us now is that in case there is wrong preparations for change, who will assume the grave consequences which involve political and electoral impartiality and justice in some countries. Therefore, it is important to tackle this issue with a lot of seriousness and contemplation. We should think of the problem before it explodes and before we embark on real democratic moves.

So the fundamental problem is not to accept or do not accept democracy , we are all for democracy, the issue is what we may do so that democratic moves would find the sound ways for its implementation. I think it is very important to think of the mistakes which we should avoid, and think of how best we can learn from the lessons of history and those of the history of others.

Certainly mistakes are not similar or identical according to those committed by the Europeans, the Americans or the Arabs. I believe it is necessary to differentiate between these aspects. I will begin with the European side, there is some naivety in this regards, many Europeans have forgotten their history of conflicts, strife, backwardness and off time..etc. This has underestimated the value of change that has started in all Arab states. Nations are, however, eager to apply democracy. 

The Europeans have absolute confidence in the influence  of law, standards and identity requirements. This is something innovative to a certain extent. They prefer history to remain static, as such they do not understand some aspects of the issue. This is because interpret history in view of what happened in Europe after the Second World War. They also measure things in line with similar peoples, but this is something unfamiliar, yet this is seen all over the world. The Europeans must be more realistic in their comparisons.

There is another risk made by the Europeans since they were strongly shocked by the violent method used by the Bush administration which reduced the American capability in changing things whether to the better or worse, I do not know, but it lacks the capability of making a change. This risk has turned the Europeans into spectators watching for any useful result of the moves for democracy; yet reformist Arabs are expecting a great deal from the Europeans and as such from Europe. I believe this is what the Europeans have done to remain in the democratic movement.

As for the Americans, this concept is totally different, I am referring to the current policy. The risk here emanates from adventure, not to understand the complexities of the situation although they have the capability of using power to effectuate a change, and use power to establish democracy.

There is another risk at the American side. The U.S. always tends to believe that we can separate between the issue of  the Middle East and  the Palestinian-Israeli question, and that of the general situation in the Arab world. We should not mix things especially as the Palestinian question is always used as a pretext and a project, but we should always commit an adverse mistake by thinking that the west will not  have credibility or legitimacy if it does not find a solution to the Palestinian question.

Thus the risk for the U.S. is that it does not  weigh the requirements of democracy and that it underestimates them ; there is part of the Arab world that rejects this methodology and approach straight away because it comes from the U.S. even if the latter transfers to them something unique. I believe there are American leaders who realize such threat and seek to bypass it. This is as far as the westerners as concerned in general. The westerners should differentiate between

real establishment of democracy. They should not mix between intrernal steps for democracy and outside intervention. These are two different things. All western countries achieved democracy through internal moves, they all did that. We should mix between democracy in similar and identital societies and non-similar societes.

Concerning the Arab side, I will not speak so frankly about this side as I did with the European side. We have two different risks here : first : rejection of change. Leaders accepting the status quo do not opt for change because they fear the Islamists ; in fact, they do not want change because believe it is better not to change, this is something very serious and dangerous , because Islamic-Arab societies are all Muslims and claim that this involves a risk and in a closed society things may deteriorate and become more serious. Second risk involves the risk of transformation.

Transformation should be under control. The minister thinks that within twenty years, i.e. 2025 all Arab states in the region will become democratic. This will be  something thast is well managed, In this case such a step will be greatly appreciated. I twill be a remarkable move in the Arabs history and it will be a qucik change and they should be commended for it. I wish that some sort of a strategic agreement be held between ther Islamists and the new Arab reformists and the leaders who have the courage and bravery , and between them and the Europeans , and the Americans of course,who I believe should have a bigger role.

It is absurd to believe that an agreement between the Europeans and the Arabs would be against the  American policy, the latter has a pivotal role. Not only leaders but all bodies concerned including civil societies and the media and every one who has an effective role in modern society, should cooperate in this . I think the situation in Qatar is different from that of other countries. Timetable and rhythm differ from one country to another, and the issue also differs from one country to another. These are some ideas I present this evening. Thank you. 
General Clark: well, I'd like to begin with thanking the Emir and the foreign minister for hosting this conference and putting it on. It's been a fabulous conference. We talked about all the ideas that are important in democratization and in the movement toward free trade. And there's been a wholesome dialogue with much divergence of opinion which, I think, says a lot about the potential for democracy in this part of the world. 

Now, much of the conference has been under-written by the idea that the American strategies for security are pushing democratization. But just to be clear, the idea of encouraging democracy didn't begin with the Bush administration. This is a long-term force in human history.

 We actually took ideas from France (which spread the revolution in the past) and they were the fore-foundation of the American democratic experience. And we gave those ides back to France in 1789, and these ideas have worked their way all around the globe.

 What I saw when I was a commander in NATO, and I watched the emergence of democracy in Eastern Europe, is that there's really no force on earth more powerful than an idea whose time has come? The time for that idea is coming to the Middle East now. And you can feel it  in country after country, you can see it in the media, but it's not necessarily going to be a smooth and easy path and it's certainly no path for immediate security.

Let me explain why I say this. Because we need, the world needs, a basis for governing six and half billion people, and there doesn't seem to be any idea that has more legitimacy than the ideas that are derived from democratic conceptions, namely that the governments take their legitimacy from the consent of the governed, and for democracy there's a framework and a process that are established to help make decisions that affect peoples' lives.

 The framework takes a while to put in place. It includes respect for the individual, respect to people's different talents: the fact that people of different talents are still of equal worth, and therefore they have fundamental rights, and because they have fundamental rights there are limitations on states' rights to do things to their own people. In other words, to put it in European terms, West Falian ,sovereignty of 1648 is gone. States don't have an unlimited right to persecute and humiliate and embarrass and otherwise abuse their own people.

 The idea of democracy is that each individual is worthy of being treated with dignity and respect, and whether we get this from an Almighty Creator, or we simply believe that this is the most useful idea  that we agree on it, we have the right to agree on it and we set it up. It's the basis for democracy. 

Along with that come the corollary ideas, ideas that we should be tolerant with the difference between ourselves and others, ideas that individuals have a right to privacy, and the idea that  it's very difficult to find absolutes in the world. 

You have to approach absolutes with a great deal of humility. So you see this is a framework of democracy. It's not put in place by the laws; it's put in place by the minds of the public. Simply passing laws to put that I place is inadequate to enact it in a society. Out of that framework you can put a process in place. It starts with elections because we believe that some people should spend most of their time worrying about the public interest. But if they're going to do that, they can't be conflicted. 

You can't have corruption where people use authority to get private ends. So, you'll have to have financial disclosure and other means of preventing conflict of private and public interests. And it's not just about government by someone who makes rules. We want impartiality, a government of laws not of men. And with this impartiality come the limitations on state power. And an important idea I learned in Eastern Europe wasn't even in some languages. 

That's the idea of compromise: that between position alpha and position beta there might be an intermediate position, that you don't have to simply walk away in disagreement or draw your weapons, you might be able to discuss this and actually come up with something that is satisfactory to both parties even now it's different form each party began with.

 There's a belief that from all this process comes a wisdom that is greater than the wisdom of any single individual. That's the democratic framework and the democratic process and to get there requires the right laws, the right support from the government. It requires the evolution of the organizations in society and it requires patience. It cannot be imposed from the outside.

 It must grow organically. It must be felt in people's hearts, one for each other. It can be protected from the outside, but it can't be imposed from the outside. That's the process and that's the framework for democracy. 

I think also that when Westerners come to the Middle East I think we have to be very honest as to democracy as we know it. This is not a formula. We don't pass it on. It's not like E+ MC squared. It's a process, it's a journey, it's a discovering. I don't know about France's democracy, but I know about American democracy.

 We have a lot of unresolved issues. I'm not sure what the final answers might be. We're always talking about the differences in government between efficiency and consensus. And so in the American Congress if a party speaks up and it's a minority party, it gets accused of being obstructionist and people get angry because it's slowing the process down. It's inefficient.

 On the other hand, inefficiency represents people's views and so there's this dilemma: efficiency versus consensus. And in American democracy we're always talking about wealth and property. We used to have requirements that you had to own a certain sized property before you could vote.

 That's been removed. Now everybody has the right to vote, but there's still a legitimate question as to how much any quality can you have and still have a democracy. What's the effect on the idea that everybody is created equal if some people are so manifestly unequal in terms of wealth, privilege, power and so forth? How long does the democracy endure and how could it change? These are unanswered questions.

 There's an answered question in how far you can push law. Where does human judgment come into that? Where do you need to go to a judge and say here is the facts. How do you restrict the use of the law to what's only important and cause people not to always go to the court system? 

And finally there's the idea that was raised in the last panel about intermediation or representation because when the technology changes and the world becomes smaller, the logic behind representation changes. Now more information is available. People can participate electronically where they couldn't before. Doesn't this have an impact on democracy?

 So you see even in America…where we are here representing. …and I'm an American and I'm proud of our own government system. We don't have all the answers. What we're doing is inviting people in this region of the world to come with us on this journey of discovery. 

We think the process is the right process for helping us discover how to lead our lives, and we invite you to join with us, not because we have the answers, but because we think there's a way to find answers maybe different answers that will work for each of us. Thank you.
Chairman of session: Our next speaker is Congresswoman Sue Kelly, Mennesota 

I would like to express my thanks to the organizers of this conference . In a recent issue in the journal of democracy which asks and I quote "How can efforts to think about democratic quality avoid becoming paternalistic exercises in which the older democracies take themselves for granted as models and so escape scrutiny." Admittedly I speak to you today as an American who has firm beliefs in the strength of the American democracy, but I'm also someone who's traveled the world and seen many cultures.

 I know that some things that seem odd to the traveler should be appreciated rather than changed, and in those areas where change is needed, I know that the drive for true reform must be commanded largely by a genuine desire for change from within. Democratic governments must come from the people governed. I first came to Qatar in March of 1999 to observe the first direct elections for the Central Municipal Council. 

I remember very well watching the Qatari women vote for the very first time. Since that visit many things here have changed. I look very much forward for example to meet the first woman to be elected to the Central Municipal Council here, Sheikha Al-Jufairy.

 The advances here have all happened in the midst of fundamental shifts of the global context which made it much more difficult and more important. My congressional district is located just north of NYC. On the 11th of September 2001, many of my innocent constituents were murdered by barbaric people. They were killed while sitting at their offices at work.

 Others died while trying desperately to save them. This will never be forgotten by my people. It is a wound in their hearts. So, while my trip in 1999 may have been to some of my constituents a remote excursion of little importance to them, I'm certain now that when I return home, their interest will be much greater.

 There is a much stronger appreciation now that what's going on here and around the world actually has to do with the safety of all our communities. There is a natural American sympathy for democratic reforms abroad which has been amplified by a clear understanding of their linkage to our own national security.

 We have been straight. We are willing to work hard and risk our own to provide a sustained commitment to help others who've been lacking or sporadic in the past. Americans very much want to see democratic reform in the Middle East. But our desires must be more specific.

 We must work toward supporting conditions that people in the Middle East want democratic reform for themselves, which reflect their own cultures. We realize that this involves a treacherous terrain  for us all which is why I'm pleased to be here to talk about this issue in Qatar.

 Here today with the first deputy prime minister Sheikh Hamad who's helped to lead the Qatari people in their own democracy. Let me explain. Yesterday morning was my first morning here in Qatar since 1999. The first I saw in the paper was an article about last week's tragic attack in Doha which murdered Jonathan Adams. The article included a quote from Sheikh Hamad and I want to repeat it here for any one who's missed it. He said: "The explosions will not make us depart from the path we have chosen. 

We have condemned the blasts. If it is the price of democracy we will accept it. There is no going back from the road of reforms." So in getting to a central topic of this panel I feel most here to agree that government is the chief instrument for providing a democratic climate. 

Therefore, the resolve of leaders in the government to achieve reform in the face of difficulty is absolutely critical to this movement towards democracy which means so much to our universal hope for a most peaceful future. Americans recognize the significance of the commitment demonstrated by the Emir Sheik Hamad and many others in the government. 

We hope the way they guide their people will result in a peaceful prosperous future for their nation and a beacon helping to guide others hoping for a democratic future. Thank you.

Chairman of session : Thank you Congresswoman. Our next speaker is: 

Dr. Mohieddine Amimour, member of foreign affairs committee, council of nation, Algeria: In the name of Allah. It took me two hours to write this presentation, but it me over a week to condense it to 7 minutes. I'm particularly happy with Sheikh Hamad's presentation which enabled me to be brief and made things easier for me. I'll try to make our contributions complementary. I'm also happy that General Wesley Clark talked about the achievements of the past. I think it also makes me happy as an Arab to say that the first document on human writes was approved in Makkah  over 14 centuries ago in what was known as the Treaty of the Virtuous.

 In the context of Declaration of Human Rights especially the paragraph that postulates that all people are born equal, I have to say I don't think this is absolutely true. The truth is: people die equal as the coffin has no pockets. At birth, each enjoys what his family or country provides.

 The time span between birth and death is the period in which governments undertake the duty of providing the right climate necessary for a good life based on equity and also, naturally, the right climate for the exercise of democracy. The ABC of this democratic climate is freedom.

 This is not freedom in the specific political sense. This is freedom in the broader sense: freedom of poverty, ignorance and illness. It means the removal of all the stumbling blocks in the road of democracy including late political liberation and difficulties in economic, social and cultural liberation. This is where peace comes in as an absolute necessity.

The human experience, the bloody conflicts and the various theories have produced an integrated constitutional structure for the organization of power that guarantees a state power that does not detract from the power and vitality of its people, that sets for public freedom regulations that do not violate its flowering, and that does, meanwhile, not broach the domestic or external power of the state.

In the whole world, the theory of law has crystallized to make democracy synonymous to the existence of three harmoniously integrated authorities. No longer does anyone accept unaccountable imposed authorities whether these authorities are foreign or repressive ones. Governance has become a public warrant that takes the form of an executive authority granted through election as is the case with republican systems, or through historically developed public acceptance that is almost election as is the case with constitutional monarchies. The concept of power in democracy thus means an integrated organization derived from the people, expressive of  its aspirations, and representative of its will. This is the reason the three powers are sometimes referred to as three jobs of one power since all the three aim at realizing the lofty interests of the nation through the participation of all and in complete respect of the right duty equation in which the approval enjoyed by the power is linked to the public services it performs.

In this respect, the freedom of expression is a basic component of the climate the governments should provide so that the exercise of democracy may be guaranteed.

I would like to caution here that the freedom of expression is not necessarily synonymous with the freedom of the press, which is part of the media currently forcibly called communication. It is a term that resulted from a series of practices that turned media into propaganda. In actual fact, power in the totalitarian regimes has used media is a tool for achieving public malleability through which it sequestered the legitimacy of the expression of the will of a street that it had artificially stimulated by virtue of nationalistic or chauvinistic  slogans  and turned it into outrageous masses that make no sense of logic or reason.

But things changed after World War II then everything changed after the fall of the Berlin Wall. The collapse of Fascism and Nazism, the collapse of dictatorships in East Europe  and  some Asian and Latin American countries  and the development of democratic practices in a number of Third World countries  gave the press in general the chance to usurp the role of public opinion spokesperson. This was indeed enrichment of the democratic practices. 

But the manipulation we have witnessed of the media has raised fears about the future. Media were definitely used to achieve some party's interests at the expense of another's. all this results in deceiving the people, deforming the role of the international institutions, detracting from the rights of the citizen and the reporter to reach the correct news. 

This threatens the basic rights  of the citizen and threatens to make the media a tool for realizing goals that are not necessarily those legitimate goals of the society. This pushes us back to the question of the freedom of the press, the freedom of expression and role of the state in providing a democratic climate. The executive power has tried to leak into the leadership posts in media through many initiatives.

And due to the consecutive developments in which one hardly knows who did what, societies have seen the assent of two active powers each of which searching for a post for influence on events either alone or through cooperation with or enticement from some wings in the executive power. 

The two powers hid behind media and gave it unlimited support with the purpose including ridding of the competing platforms. The fourth power those became only a glove for other powers and the government lost its ability to lead the orchestra because it itself became part of it. It is no secret that the two powers I'm talking about are the power of the intelligence and the power the money. Each of these powers contributed to the erosion of the dignity of the executive power, the government. The first victim of this situation was the freedom of the expression which is the basis of democratic practices. "This is the question", quoting Hamlet not Shakespeare as some mistakenly think. Thank you.

Chairman of session : Thank you. Our next speaker is  Dr. Glen Rangwala, Newham College, Cambridge, UK.

Speaker: Thank you very much to the organizers and to the chairman in particular. I have the honor of being in the unenviable position of talking after 5 intensely thought-provoking exemplary speakers who rounded off two days of intense passionate enlivening discussions of themes of democracy, good governance, information, education, and the trade and media. 

My position is more unenviable as I'm well aware that the desire for democratic debate is up to be taken at the end of the day by the desire for good dinner. So, I see my role is not to provide more spirited calls for taking democracy seriously.

 That has come from our esteemed speakers but to draw together n brief some of the themes of the past two days which I think are particularly interesting and worth reflecting on further and give my own critical and maybe controversial intervention to this. Now the holding of this conference and more particularly the presentations and contributions in the floor demonstrate once again the necessity of the passionate and widespread desire for democracy in the region. In this the people of the Arab Middle East are no more and no less desirous of democracy than any other people in the past 200 years or so. Democracy is and has been a central form of legitimation drawn upon around the world   by  liberals, socialists, nationalists and even, and I don't think we should forget the Islamists. 

To make their case, the problem is not so much the willingness of the population to be democratic but the question is the stability and the effectiveness of the democracy that is created as a result, and the opportunities and limitations that can be created at this juncture of history. 

Hussein Shaaban put this clear this morning when he said that totalitarianism was finished as a belief in the Middle East ---- but it's not too sure whether democracy will take its place in the region. Now one simplistic assumption which I think is often made by people in discussing democracy in this region as well as in other regions is each of us is required for successful democracy to be created that the population should be infused by the ideals of democracy. This is a secret which I think ,any people in established democratic countries feel but have not articulated in an external form specially in forms outside the Atlantic democracies.

 And I think that's a quite part of a sentiment is that democracy has the peculiar inability to live up to its own ideals. Democratic processes can go someway toward preventing a hated tyrant from perpetuating their rule, democracy is a safety net, but democracy is biased to be something more than that.

 It has the model of the rule of the state by the people which is immensely powerful and inspiring ---but which will repeatedly show as difficult, I believe impossible, to achieve in the literal sense of the term. Rule by the people in that way in this sense is in some ways unattainable.

 Politics and politicians have their own interests, processes and dynamics which go well beyond the simple untainted well of the people, and this makes democracy messy. General Clarke was getting at this point earlier and I think it was brought out well by professor Den when he used the term of the messiness of democracy earlier today. Yesterday the events of the Iraqi National Assembly were particularly an illustrative case of the messiness of democracy. 

It's almost invariably disappointments and disillusions a large number of people turn after the elections of the world's oldest democracies visible manifestations of facts. Democracy does not act as a guarantee of well established stability as Lord Russell suggested today. I would add that it's no guarantee of any sense of human quality either. Moreover, state politics shapes the state people as much as no more that people shape politics. 

Even if the people have strong views on propositions against those of the ruling party, the democratically elected government may well and does stick to its own position in opposition to the peoples' positions. The European governments supportive of the war on Iraq all in the face of intense peoples' opposition are particularly illustrative of this point. 

So the idea of democracy that people are ruling their state, but the practical possibility of attaining this ideal fails other products. We do tend in some sense to desire what we cannot have. General Clark pronounced in the general way of his that the Arab World is pregnant but never delivers, I would also emphasize how democracy is also present with an ideal, but in actual fact it's never able to meet that ideal. So what we have is that there is no democracy out of finished products. Instead, democracy exists as a continual process to broach an unattainable condition and that all the disappointments we meet along the way when democracy finally meets that ideal. 

I want to talk in brief about three ways in which democracy tends to disappoint that initial euphoria of its attainments that were put out in some of the talks, that I particularly think were well put by many of the speakers. I think we need to explore, making future conferences, if we want to conceive of which other things are needed for successful political forms to emerge in this region and other regions in the world. I'll talk very broadly due to the lack of time.

 I do hope you excuse me if I sound very controversial in this regard. There is one thing I think many people will agree with: that I think elections are only one component of successful democracy. This was put out by two speakers  this morning that elections are the preconditions of freedom and education. That's clearly true, but there's also a very common assumption that election will generate over time further democratic reforms such as broadening political participation.

 Now I think one thing that the past 12 or 15 years has shown us in Latin America, in Africa, in parts of Central Asia. It's been a very common feature of some of the new democracies the emergence of what one may call Dominant Power Democracy. The political system is dominated by one group or one family which holds all the mechanisms of power, and there's no clear separation in this case by the state and the ruling faction. This faction in that sense remains in all the circles of power. It still retains hegemony but exists in the formal system of democracy. 

The electorate are left with the choice of old institutions and the experience of modern state, and on the other hand putting all that at risk by electing an unknown untried alternative. And surprisingly certain conditions of crisis the old order is continually reelected. Now this is actually part of staple form of government in many ways. It's been a situation that endured for many countries, 80 years in one country   I can think that  this form of democracy leads to popular disengagement, disillusionment with politics.

 So in this sense, we need to reduce the expectation of what elections can achieve. In themselves, they don't necessarily lead to the empowerment of society. And this particular case, where there has been democracy by decree as it has been labeled, where there have been elections put in place but without the sense of meaningful participation  generating as a result. 

Democracy creates in both cases mobile slow building … the holding of election or the promulgation of constitutions. The second theme I want to comment on is that of trade and economic development. As Russell referred yesterday, this is the other half of reform the US is seeking to support in the Middle East through the Middle East partnership initiative.

 And in many ways the US is doing this through international financial institutions like the World Bank, and it's becoming much more proactive in the shaping of societies. I think this is illustrated by the way in which they nominated  (Wolfwiz) to lead the World Bank over this coming period and I think this will probably go through, so putting a lot of emphasis on using organizations like international financial institutions and multilateral organizations as a way of reshaping domestic societies. There is a very common, and I think a genuine, belief in many parts of the US that economic reform including instilling a spirit of commercial entrepreneurialism dissuades terrorism and has direct implications in the Middle East especially due to the reform I think is long overdue in the Middle East economic sphere: the way  this region tends to have the highest level of public spending in the world, the way in which public sector wages tend to be higher than the private sector wages. 

I think these and other things the World Bank has looked upon in reforming domestic economies. And the World Bank of course does have a very significant role in helping many Middle Eastern countries, in the Middle East and North Africa 12 countries had undertook economic reform in collaboration with the World Bank last year. One thing I think can be drawn upon is unemployment in the Middle East and North Africa.

 The average level of unemployment in this region is 19% which is astonishingly high. As viewed in the US, this level of unemployment is a key factor in facilitating the growth of anti-American movements. This is I think the down side of this if we look critically is the link between these reforms….as directed by the international financial instantiations in remedying these deficits. 

As the minister of economy Sheikh Muhammad bin Hamad explained this morning, free trade in many Middle Eastern countries may not be so successful in remedying such things as unemployment. I think one other theme that's become very significant throughout the World Bank's meetings on the way Middle Eastern economies need to reform is that of free trade and privatization. 

As (someone) explained yesterday the relationship between free trade and is full of obstacles. Privatization of the core functions of the state takes a great deal of people as sectors of the economy slip out of the public control and move to the democratic control. Finally and very briefly, there's been much discussion of the role of international intervention in the Middle East in particular and this is my final theme. It has been a theme that has been reduced to quite simplistic terms: the division between external interference and domestic control. I think it's worth remembering   the very extensive role external powers already have in the Mid-East.

 This is not the case of introducing something new, but we have a hyper power in the world that is consistently engaged with Middle Eastern governments, an existing relationship of power with them. It's unrealistic to expect that Middle Eastern countries can some way cut themselves off international relationship, international structures of power. But instead they must learn to grabble with and derive what they can from those international relationships. 

I just want to end on one thing that Congressman Edward Whitefield hinted at during his presentation. (the moderator cut in requesting concluding) As I was talking about the need of self interests of the Middle East to be congruent with wider political interests, let me end at this point: we need to keep discussing the state of democracy in the Middle East, its reversals, on the topic democracy in the Middle East over the coming years.  I conclude at that point. Thank you.   

Chairman of session:  Thank you

Speaker: Thank you. I'm very pleased to be in this meeting that includes many views as well as our French friends. I'm one of the Arabs who hated myself and other Arabs for being critical of everything without providing any alternative or proposal.

 One remark I'd like to make from the very beginning: it seems to me that there is a little bit of confusion here when we talk of the Arab World.

 In the Arab World we have major countries like Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Egypt and to some extent Kuwait. They have constitutions which accept that they are democratic countries. They accept multi-parties. They accept elections but unfortunately most of the Maghrib countries which Monsieur Vederine would know very well have created antibiotics to the (not clear). They allowed parties to be created but they created anti-parties just to tear parties in order to keep the status quo. They held elections and they rigged them.  They allowed civil society to exist but created another society in order to kill the same civil society. The point here we should not suffer from (interruption in French). What I'm going to suggest is this: we shouldn't really live some sort of split personality.

 In the Arab World, most of the Arab people are ready for democratization. What we need from the outside world is either to stay neutral or to help like that in Georgia, I Belgrade when the Americans warned the police and the military (not to fire one bullet) because the people there were mature to defend their own rights.

 All I'm asking and I finish by this because it disturbs you Frenchmen is that the French played a protecting role for some dictators in our region. I find the Americans more articulate regarding democratization. I'm not going to trust an outside force. I trust our own people and we need help. Yes we need help ,but the best way forward is not to keep the status quo. Secondly, Arabs are really mature to engage in the democratic process, so let's not forget that possibility.

Chairman of session: Thank you.   

Muhammad Hamdan from Jordan: Mr. Wesley Clark has mentioned that democracy cannot be imposed from the outside, this is true, but he went on to say that it can be protected from the outside. I'd like him to elaborate on the form of democracy. Shouldn't democracy be inherently self-protective? My second quick question is about the timetable Sheikh Hamad proposed for democracy which includes first determining the gradual phases of democracy then the timetable. The timetable should I think be flexible enough to cater for what might happen during putting the implementation. There should then be periodic reports on the achievements. My question is that this process may be designed by the sate, through dialogue or by a group of experts, so what do you think is the best way to devise this gradual programme?

Wesley Clark: I think the approach that's been taken by Qatar is illustrative of the right way to do this. There's dialogue, there's discussion, there's movement towards elections, there's education, there's people being send abroad, there's observers being brought in. it takes a whole variety of steps to do this and there's constant temperature taking to ask: is the society ready? Do they understand? There's no single super bullet solution to this in democracy. It's a number of steps and ultimately   it is about education and the free flow of ideas and peoples' ability to relate to others. 

Sheikh Hamad: In the beginning, I'd like to comment on some simple point raised by my friend General Clark concerning the laws. I said that we had to change the laws in this region because the current laws prohibit political democratic exercise.  As for the national dialogue or the timetable set by the state, if the state has a true intention for change, the people are smart enough to know this. This true intention is embodied in a timetable for each stage of progress through elections until we reach full democracy. The intervals between stages must be reasonable and accepted by the people and of course by the government. Thank you.

Chairman of session: Thank you

SPEAKER(Dr. (Al-Iryani) : First I have a question for Sheikh Hamad. I a recent poll by Aljazeera that asked the Arabs: Do you support Western democracy? 82% said NO. So what is the solution: convince the people that the West did not inflict harm on us, or invent new democracy? I have a question to Monsieur Vederine: he warned of the danger of giving freedom to the enemies of freedom. How are we going to do it? We know that Hitler came to power through democratic elections; shall we interfere with the elections? I have a question for Mr. Clark: To what extent is the current American Administration restrained by its actions according to the post-West  age? 

Chairman of session: Thank you

Sheikh Hamad: My dear friend Dr. Al-Iryanai is both a sage and a scholar. I hope he excuses me if my answer comes short of his expectations. 82% say No to democracy because the directed media in our region portrays western democracy as something coming to change our religion, education and customs and traditions. This is why there's some sort of resistance. 

 Another reason is that some reject any change from the outside. Even when there is a dictator unwanted by all the people and an outside force wants to change him, the people naturally support this dictator because they believe it's their own affairs. We have to learn how to deal with this, how to use the current international momentum to establish democracy in our region without any direct external intervention. The question of democracy may be different from one place to another. This is what I think is right. Thank you.

General Clark: With respect to the current administration I think the current administration will be the first to tell you that they understand such things as human rights and they must be protected. They would tell you that. Now whether you agree with what happened or not it's a different matter. There are different views on that inside the US, but the Administration is very strongly committed to human rights.

Chairman of session: Thank you

Ragheda Dirgham: Sheikh Hamad, you said more than once: "I fear that optimism may turn into fury, I fear that thirst for democracy may turn into fury." Who do you fear: the regimes that reject change or the new American policy that got rid of the notion of stability based on the relationships with the regimes? Mr. Vederine, you spoke of the role of Europe in particular in helping change. Let's take Lebanon as an example: Are you talking only politically for the United Nations or do you think for example that there are economic problems anticipated for that movement toward change in Lebanon. Should there be an economic role to help that drive for change? And General Clark, are you aware of how much the lack of fairness of American policies are impacting that internal domestic movement for change in the Arab World for democracy exactly because the Administration is rather influenced by the Sharonsky approach which brings democracy as a precondition to a fair solution for the Palestinian issue? Are you taking that by …? 

Sheikh Hamad: Thank you my lady. What I mean by fear is that I'm afraid that the peoples may lose their patience. The rulers are in an embarrassing situation and they want a way out. Some want a way out through democracy and some procrastinate in hope that something big will happen that will change the world orientation. In fact, my fear is the democracy-thirst peoples. Thank you.

The speaker is Mr. Vederine : Regarding democracy and enemies of freedom, there is a historic issue, all of us just said that we do not have a model top follow in democracy. I agree on this. I think in this respect of democracy and transformation there is certainly some risk the responsibility of which goes basically on the state concerned and not at international level. In this regards I would like to mention that unlike the widely accepted idea that when the Algerian authorities decided to accept the election of the Islamic Party, it did not ask for France’s view on this. At that time then announced on the eve of that decision that it was unfortunate one and they had to hold elections anew normally, so  the claim is untrue in this regards.

 But I cannot tell for sure that the Algerian authorities were right or wrong, this cannot be determined by the European or the American side. We faced such problems during our history to establish democracy.  Therefore, I do not think the special condition through which Europe passed in the wake of the Second World War is quite similar to  any other case. We had war 1938 and a crisis in 1929, each had its own specific position at the time. This emphasizes, however, that there are risks in all democratic moves, and that such risks are not necessarily identical. Even if such risks are very weak we should take them seriously; it is not a matter related to democracy but it is the role of the government for the general good.
French speaker: European role should not be confined to economics, and I do not  think that  the economic role is required along with the issues that are based on politics. In this case this role is not enough. In a situation like that of the Middle East the economic role comes to complete the political role. In case democracy is established, the economic move as well as the economic partner cannot be a substitute for a political move. I believe that a strategic agreement should be concluded between Europe, America and the reformist Arab. I  oppose the economic and political distribution of role. Thank you. 

Chairman of session : Thank you for this invitation for  a strategic agreement between the Arabs, Europe and the U.S..

The speaker is Mr. Anwar Sherif, member of the Islamic National Federation, France. I would like to address my question to H.E. Minister Vederine, we will not discuss the French foreign policy, but we should say that whenever the Right assumes power it adopts a trend towards the Arab policy, this means according to the French view point to defend human rights and peoples’ rights. But when the Left comes to power it does not side with the Arab policy. I ask your Excellency how do you see the French Arab policy? 

Minister Vederine; This is a very important question but we are not here to discuss the French Arab policy, or take up the French internal policies, there are many complications in this, we should discuss this in some other place.
African Speaker: My question revolves around the role of multilateral institutions in this process. It does occur to me that we seem to be giving responsibility consciously or unconsciously to one country in the world to drive the process of transformation. There's very little mention about the role of multilateral institutions in advancing the process of democracy. The second issue is taking into consideration the history and conduct of the people in the region. This part of the world has been a melting pot for civilizations and also it has historical….. Are we taking those in consideration as we advance this process? 

Can we leave this responsibility to one country when multilateral organizations are given the responsibility of creating unity and peace in the world? Thank you.

General Clark: I think you raise very important questions. If the one country is the country I'm living in, we certainly would like see grater assistance from multi-lateral institutions in terms of promoting values and helping resolve problems. The UN wasn't set up that way directly because it was understood there was a variety or different forms of government. 

So I think in keeping with Secretary General Kofi Anan's recent paper, there will be a lot of discussion about the future of the UN, whether we can or should do more to promote democracy, promote human rights obviously, promote social and economic well-being and development. Maybe we can do more to promote the legitimacy of governments, but that's something that has to be agreed by the nations, and given the split among certain powers that still exists in the world, this is going to be a very great challenge to resolve.

Chairman of session: Thank you

Question: I'd like to pose a hypothetical question to our Western friends on the podium based on two assumptions: (a) we equate democracy with justice and you agree with me on that assumption, (b) justice delayed is justice denied. 

  So, based o those two assumptions, is the West willing to accept the consequences or the outcome of the ballot boxes in this part of the world should the result is more fundamentalism, more radicalism that the winners decide to resort to bullets, because of the outcome of the ballot boxes, to restore justice in Palestine the same you did to restore justice in Serbia, in Afghanistan and Iraq? Thank you.

General Clark: First of all we do believe that the democratic process is a process that has to be nurtured and developed and ultimately it has to come from within. So I don't think you'll find anyone in Washington or in the United States who would tell that democratization in Afghanistan or elsewhere is finished. It's a process, it's a transformation that hopefully is under way and hopefully it can continue.  

With respect to this region, I don't think you would find anyone who argue: hold elections right now regardless of whether the societies are ready. The whole discussion is here is about how to help societies transform themselves and become ready because I think it is appreciated increasingly that to be a legitimate government you have to give hope to people. 

They have to have opportunities and they have to have the opportunity to believe that their views make a difference and are respected regardless of their station in life. That's the allure f democracy and it's a very powerful idea, but to put it in practice requires a lot of work to be done. 

Sheikh Hamad said it's about laws, it's about education and it's about information flow, it's about tolerance, it's about time. So I don't think there's anyone pushing for an immediate transformation at the risk of great destabilizations of existing societies.

Chairman of session: Thank you

Speaker: Muhammad Al-Ash-hab from Morocco. The ABC's of democracy are the rotation of power, political pluralism and the sanctity of the right and the law. Political pluralism entails the existence of competing political parties and thus the existence of opposition. We can see that the American proposition, regardless of whether we agree with it or not, is pressing through opposition to the regimes, my question is to Sheikh Hamad. He said that the choice of democracy pre-requires laws, and the beginning was the constitution. 

He also talked about what may be termed the political will, and it exists, as well as other procedures. There is confusion about some concept for example some speak of a Parliament while others speak of a Shura (Advisory) council. Can we expect that laws allowing the formation of political parties will be passed here in Qatar and the Gulf Region? Thank you.

Sheikh Hamad:  I'll speak about Qatar. Political parties exist in Qatar but in a different form. The constitution does not mention political parties but does not prohibit coalitions. When there are parties, there is a majority and there is a prime minister from the majority.

 This is not the case in Qatar. In Qatar the Emir appoints the prime minister. The Shura Council is elected by the people. I don't think we are ready for political parties yet. This is a natural development that may happen in the course of time, but I don't think it's even necessary now.
SPEAKER: Mansour Al-Ajab, Chairperson of the Sudan Human Rights Organization: For me democracy is a behavior, is a culture of tolerance and a culture of respect. For that matter, the experiences of the world that rest on values need to be respected and to be built upon. Look at this gathering here. I'm not flattering nobody. Where n earth will you find such generosity for people being accommodated for free, living for free, given time to speak their own minds? Where on earth? These are the good values of the Arabic culture, my friends. You have to appreciate these values.

 You have to understand that we respect women more than people in other areas in the world. We don't have domestic violence. Therefore, we do respect the complementarity of values, but our values is to be respected and to be complemented with other values. I agree with Al-Sheikh when he spoke about the gradual approach. Shock therapy, which was coined by Joseph … in his Globalization and Discontent. We have to avoid shock therapy which was used in the former Soviet Union and we know the outcome now. The General spoke about protection. My friend, when you talk about protection from our side, the one who speaks about protection has to set himself as a real model. 

Let us talk about protection in terms of fair trade, let us about protection in terms of corporate social responsibility, let us talk about protection not only… the IMF and the World Bank are still controlled by one American and one European. Take the UN, how much percentage of those from the Third World now are in the UN as personnel? My friend, a role model has to be set, and I think this conference is good let's transform it into fair trade, into improving the terms of trade for the third world. Finally I have to add one thing: that democracy to be sustained has to be livable. You cannot talk about political democracy alone. You have to talk about economic democracy. There's no democracy when there's poverty, there is no democracy when there is social injustice, there is no democracy when there is economic injustice.

 I must add my voice to someone who asked a question: if we talk about free elections, how about extremist parties? Extremist parties should not be allowed to contest in elections because at the end of the day we have empirical evidence, one in Africa and one in Asia. What's the outcome of extremism?  

What's the outcome of fanaticism? What's the outcome of those who monopolize religious truths? Those have xenophobia and anyone who claims (interruption) must not be allowed to contest elections. Thank you very much.

General Clark:  let's see if I can keep it to less than a minute. The world and everyone here has come together to say that there is a need for democracy. In Iraq those who agree and those who disagree with what happened there saw the Iraqi people allowed to have a free and fair election in spite of the very difficult conditions.

 In spite of the oppression that the Palestinian people deal with, they were able to have a free and fair election supervised by international observers. Over one third, perhaps as much as one half of the people of Lebanon demonstrated asking for a chance of free and fair election that would occur in May.

 They've asked to have a withdrawal of a foreign force and they've asked to have their government and their constitution respected. We're here talking about the future and the long and difficult, what should we do between now and May to allow the people of Lebanon, a country within the Arab World who has a tradition of democracy, to enjoy that democracy that they went to the streets peacefully in masses to demand.

Chairman of session: Thank you. That ends our session
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