Fifth session
My name is John Treppy.  I first just want to thank the chamber of commerce in the University of Barbara for inviting me to moderate here today. This is an amazing conference.  I think it's very interesting, the debate and discussion have been I find it interesting but I'm really very excited about this following group because I believe that media and the way media is changing in information flow is changing around the globe, is working everyday to empower individuals and citizens in every nation to become more involved and this is going to have a big impact, I believe, on how people are empowered. This is the one thing that I wanted to bring to the discussion today: that we are in my view not in the information age. 
We are in the very beginning stages of an empowerment age in which the top bound institutions that are government or corporations that are out there are having a hard time in the old media of keeping this flow of information.
 Democracy is about an open debate, an open discussion and that is why Al-Jazeerah and many of the changes in the media round in the country and the internet, the technology that we have, it's empowering individuals at the bottom, and for top pound societies, and top pound institutions, power at the bottom is a disruptive thing , but I believe a good thing in terms of empowering people to have a choice and an open debate and discussion about their lives and where their country and people is going. so I'm happy today to be in the stage with this amazing group of people to lead a discussion I think about how media is laying a market for democracy and what the positives and problems with that are going to be.
 With us will be Alain Menargues, a journalist from France who until very recently was the deputy managing director of broadcasting and news in the Orifille group in France. Also with us to his left professor Viet Dinh, of George Town university and a member of the board of News Corp USA, and he is involved in the Bush administration in the Justice Department at a very high level and is going to lead some good discussion as well.
 Also Mr. Wadah Khanfar, the director of Al-Jazeerah satellite channel, which as I said I think is a revolutionary change in the way media really helped in this movement of information and democracy to the bottom. 
Also with us to his left H.E. Smuts Ngonyama, from the African National Congress in South Africa to help us toward the discussion , and also Mr. Brian Hinrahan from the British Broadcasting Corporation and last , he promised, in the early stages would be very comfortable but may get heated up as he discusses with us, Mr. Walter Russell Mead. He is a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations in the United Sates. I will first of all, ask every body to please because of the size of this group please try to keep your remarks …..to the limit of 5 to 7 minutes so we can open up the discussion and debate with help from our guests and participants. So Alain it's over to you for 5 to 7 minutes.

Allan :
Thank you Mr. Chairman..

Good morning,

I would like first of all to express my pleasure and thanks at being with this august gathering and I would also like to thank the State of Qatar and HH the Emir for organizing this meeting.

All speakers have spoken about democracy, whether parliamentary democracy or presidential democracy, this democracy came from abroad or perhaps not, or whether some wanted to impose or not, or transmit it through the Internet. However, democracy should be durable, constant and it cannot be maintained without freedom of expression, without readers, respectable press and media.

Certainly the media concept involves radio, TV, internet with its different websites and the significant role of SMS, namely the mini messages sent through the mobile. Media involves all means of communication available to those who practice democracy at top of whom are the people. The people needs to understand, know, to be informed, this enables the people to know what to do.

Fifteen years ago many leaders in the Middle East thought that power is something for ever to whoever can hide secrets. The world has changed, the means of IT as well as communications have invaded all countries even the most closed ones. The world has now what is called open skies and every ones what is going on very quickly.

Wars are taking place before the eyes of every one, millions of people watch such views and scenes; the Internet shows pictures of torture in prisons, it is no longer possible to hide such things. Power is no longer in the hands of those who can hide secrets (or reject transparency), rather it is in the hands of those who control communications. In order to believe this it is sufficient to see what happened in the Ukraine, Turkey, and what is taking place in Lebanon.

Yet there are states in the Arab world that do not understand the meaning of this evolution, or bear the responsibility of change towards democracy. We must realize, however, that there is a parallel line resulting from means of communication which would promote democracy. As a matter of fact, democracy that does not respect human values and freedoms can only lead to a just war. There are examples, however, where organized democracy started to search and realize the meaning of war. 

Every one wants to know and express himself. In this respect we cannot ignore the means of communication, Freedom of expression has become a necessity, and the opinion of the man in the street is essential. This is very important and dialogue has become available  to those who only know TV channels, such dialogue has become very successful.

Democratic society is a society where we have freedom of speech; it is the power of word versus that of the authority in power. This has made it easier to get information. A TV broadcaster has more than 20,000 piece of information  at his hand every day, and it is very difficult for a human being to go through all such huge amount of information, in addition, he is required to prepare a news bulletin to be presented in 30 minutes.

Besides, bad choice or selection, and the control of information technique on such choice may change the public opinion, or the majority of the public, this may mobilize them to adopt one trend or another. We do not have innocent media; silence may be the outcome of any excess or exaggeration. The only solution to all dangers or excesses is to give full freedom to the media.

In conclusion, I would like to concentrate on one important point, namely, the press. The press is the link between leaders and their peoples, the press is very important in presenting facts. There is a nice story in my country explaining this meaning. It narrates that there was a witch with a magic mirror that talks. The witch used to look to her mirror and always asks it how she looks, the mirror always answers: You look very beautiful. Once a scar appeared on the face of the witch, the answer to her question then was no you are not beautiful, you have a big scar in the face, so she broke that mirror. The witch represents our leaders and the mirror is the press. Thank you very much.
Joe: thank you Alain. Next we will hear from professor Viet Dinh, 
Professor: thank you very much I will be very brief. We are asked to talk about the interrelationship between the media democracy and free trade, basically my life's work in 5 minutes. I have neither the time nor importantly the ability or intelligence . to give definitive or very good answers to these very complicated questions. 
I will only use my brief time to lay out  some observations and perhaps some enquiry for further discussion and much of this really mirrors the conversation that I just had ….about the relationship between the state, information and the transparency in the first place with respect to the government and power.
 I will first talk about the information. I'm the younger of 7 children and I was told not speak loud so I'll try to speak loud enough. I will first talk about the commonality between information, trade and democracy and then go further to distinguish between information and what we call the media. I think the commonality between trade and democracy is choice. The ability to choose without significant interference how to invest or spend one's money or who to choose as one's leader and government policy. That's why, democracy, unlike tyranny, cannot be imposed. 

Tyranny, the denial of choice, can be imposed either by (power)or legislation. Democracy, the expression of choice, can simply be fostered. A person's choice cannot be very efficient or even intelligent one unless one has the underlying information with which to guide that decision.

 We talk a lot, most of us learn law and development especially Americans when they speak of the constitution of 1789 about the freedom of the press and the freedom of speech. I think more relevant to our discussion today is what I call the freedom of information, the ability to project and receive information that is essential to the exercise of political or economic choice.
 The governments that restrict the transmission of such essential information risk not only political tyranny but also economic autarky, what economists use to describe the state of non-transaction, when there is no trade because there is no reliable information with which to make economic decisions. Perhaps the most extreme example in current affairs in the state of political and economic autarky in the state of North Korea where both the lack of freedom of information has retarded political and economic development.

 By the same token, the exercise of political choice will lead to more demand for information to improve the decision-making process. 

Information in this sense is not simply a pre-condition for democracy and free trade; it is also the hand maiden, the spells and the aspirin of political and economic freedom. The opening session saw the comment from representative Glaziev from Russia in which he very pressingly and very politically described democracy and here I quote what he said "the ability to create oneself". That creative process cannot be fostered without choice and without information safeguarded for that choice. 

I want to further and distinguish between information and the media. Information is simply the idea, thought and…the media is the means of transmission and receipt of such information. Information can of course be communicated through primitive media such as word of mouth, or gossip or more sophisticated media such as telecommunications or satellite televisions. In this sense a gossip circle serves the same function but perhaps on a different scale and with less efficiency than a newspaper or a global media conglomerate. 

What we see as Joe has noted earlier is a proliferation of the technology of communication, ranging from (radio)…to telephone, inter-messaging, internet, television, cable, satellites. All of these means of communication perpetuates and fosters the freedom of information as essential and fosters democracy and free trade. 

I have the pet advantage or the disadvantage; it depends on one's perspective, of having lived under totalitarian communism for three years under Vietnam after the war. One of the first things the new powers came in trying to impose is the system of totalitarian control was to seize and outlaw all forms of communication, in that era simply the telephone. This always caught me as a child that one could go to jail or have a visit by the secret police if one was in possession of a simple telephone wire. I think now with the experience I have one can see why the control of a simple telephone wire was essential to the creation and maintenance of a system of totalitarian control of thought and expression because they control the information.

 Last, forward to where we are today. There are so many media of communication, of telecommunication and of mass communication, that I think any effort to circumscribe those media would not only be futile but also counterproductive.

 Counter productive because such efforts will retard the economic development that is the goal of all societies and governments and also with political development. There is simply a rise of more informal networks using the different alternative means of communications to communicate the essential information albeit less efficiently. 

The rise of the web logs has led to a challenge to traditional choices of mainstream media, the editorial choices and in some extreme cases the accuracy of reporting of mainstream newspapers or news outlets. Also you see around the world and in the United States and Europe the development of what I call the guerilla news fights whereby members of this community of a website will contribute the news. The example here is a site called allmynews.com in South Korea where members of the community contribute their own contributions organized by the website unedited, unverified, unfiltered. 

That results in the modern version of the gossip circle, to give instant and unadulterated information, somewhat imperfect, somewhat messy yes, disruptive sometimes and chaotic many times. But no more so, the democracy of free markets. Thank you very much.
Thank you, professor Dinh We now would like to hear from Mr. Waddah, the director of Al-Jazeerah TV.

The director of Al-Jazeerah TV.

Good evening. In a nutshell I have few points to indicate. Point (1) is that before the launching of what I call free media in the Arab world, there was a considerable problematic in the transmission and analysis of information in the Arab World. Information was transmitted through the "rumor culture" simply because the readership, listeners and viewers had no trust in the governmental media of information. Analysis was almost always carried out in terms of the conspiracy theory. I would like to point out here that since the launching of Aljazeera in 1996, it has always been accused of instigating the Arab street against the Arab regime. Let me state it plainly that the image of the Arab regime in 1996 was no better than it is today. The truth is, in many cases the Arab regimes took positive steps, but due to the chronic lack of trust on the part of the people, these steps or efforts were always viewed through the spectacles of the culture of rumor and conspiracy theory. The moral lesson here is that transparency is useful not only for the peoples but also for the governments who have consequently been disburdened of the distrust and rumor and conspiracy theory analyses. Let me also say that the Arab media have bridged the longstanding gap between the politician and the citizen. The old saying that politicians or rulers know better and are thus more capable of judgment is no longer valid or accepted as, in many case, the information available to the ordinary citizen is the same information available to the politician. Many a politician now say that they know about new political initiatives only through the media, which is true. 

Bridging the gap between what is public and what is political has thus created a state of consciousness that had never existed. Some governments have started launching and financing satellite channels, and let me say it openly that I'm personally not against this financing and support as long as these governments realize that the success of these channels is conditional on one single principle: noninterference in the editorial policy of the channel.  Respect of the profession's sanctity and independence will invariably yield a fruitful and successful investment. 

 Al-Jazeerah TV is financed by the state of Qatar. This is true. It is also true that the government of Qatar decided not to interfere directly or indirectly in the editorial policy of the TV, which enabled us to establish credibility. Other governments financed other channels which failed to attract people because people knew that these channels do not have credibility because their news and editorial policies are constantly interfered in. another point is the media as a business. Media traditionally falls under two harsh yokes: politics and money. If a certain TV is owned by profit seeking individuals or institutions that are only after augmenting their bank accounts, the TV will certainly lose its credibility.  Self-commitment to media independence that is honored by politicians and businesspeople is the only way to establishing credible media. Some here have raised the question of setting controls to media dictatorship. I would say that the real problem of the media is political dictatorship. As for the so-called media dictatorship, I assure you that the media people are able to set their own standards and controls to which they should be committed. It is also hoped that politicians would set their own standards and controls and circumscribe their many problems. In the past few months, and through an honest dialogue between the members of the institution, Al-Jazeerah TV has managed to set for itself a professional code of practice. We are proud to say that this code, which is the embodiment of 8 years of media expertise, has been cast in clear and transparent mould. Our Professional Conduct Guide is now available to our viewers through our website so we may stand accountable for it before our audience. In the context of democracy, it is clearly the right of our audience to object or protest to whatever error made by Aljazeera TV. It is their right to call Aljazeera to account and it's our duty to publicly apologize and self-correct. Credible media seems to be the one thing that will attract the most attention in the coming few years in the context of democracy and reform. More respect for the independence of media institutions is required of politicians. The same is also required of financiers. And it is this respect that will lead to success. The secret behind Al-Jazeerah's success is, I always say, that our newsroom, reporters and correspondents are completely in charge of what they do. Their news priorities can never be changed through financial pressures or political phone calls. I hope that all Arab governments honor these demands. Only then can we claim that the media people are capable of forming a real future for the media. Thank you.

Moderator 

Thank you very much. We would now turn this over to Smuts Ngonyama from the African National Congress.

Ngonyama:  Well, thank you chairperson, ladies and gentlemen, distinguished guests. Let me start by thanking the government of Qatar for inviting us to share our thoughts. We take this opportunity quite …..At the ANC we have come to believe and accept the fact that throughout the history of our revolution, as well as the national democracy that we are trying to build in our country. We had to draw lessons from the role of media during the apartheid era and we said to ourselves that we have to change our situations and make sure to accept the independent role of media in shaping public opinion, in creating public perception at the national at a regional as well as at the global level whether it's within the context of economic or political we also came to accept that t is very important that we give media space to build identities and the national and cultural levels. We have come to accept at the ANC that to be able to mobilize society broadly in completely unmanipulated way we had to offer communities of our country information that is unmitigated. We have also come to understand that though media is privileged in general, however it is viewed as public institution because of its impact in the public life and individuals within our society. We have also come to understand that it is a very powerful social institution that can be utilized to push forward the frontiers of democracy. For this reason we believed that at the ANC that something of it was learning from democracies and ruling  parties of the world the temptation to set up our own newspaper or whatever electronic channel, but we said we'll never do that. We’ll give space to media and participate   equal to anybody with us in the society as equal partners without any advantage of having a party newspaper. For this reason we have come to understand that media is highly contested at the ideological, at the political, and at the commercial level. It is various means that tried and did their best to manipulate and (exploit0 the media. 

It's come to our notice that some of these issues come as a result of ownership, issues relating to control and access. It is even today that issues around this area are highly (controversial)and issues of profound contestation. 

Given this kind of scenario, what is it that we can push forward and say this is the position we need to take in increasing media that must play a positive role in pushing forward the frontiers of democracy. A variety of views existed in this regard as to what constitutes  a democratic climate what is it that we can put on the table at a certain point we are suggesting it should be a climate where citizens without regard to race, gender , class or background are given equal opportunity to contribute on the decisions that affect their lives. It is a climate where space is created for all views and opinions to be heard and debated. It is a climate where multi information is collected and disseminated so that people are able to take informed positions and informed decisions. 

However we may in full draw from the history of our country that such a climate cannot be blind to historical imbalance and inequalities especially that it affects the capabilities of the individuals in our country to be able to assess and process this information and utilize it impact on the various components of our lives. 

We have also come to realize that media can be in a position to enhance the creation of a democratic climate when it acts as a platform for the expression of different ranges of views, interests and opinions. When media sets itself as a forum to put across views that are highly contested and debated, when media provides that kind of information for people to be empowered to make sure that they take decisions. Also we need to give them the opportunity to collect and disseminate information freely without any interference from the state, business or whatever social forces. And in that way we believe it must also give a broad range of diverse interests and not try to assign ( limits).to various aspects of news.

 I know that I refer to a situation that is an ideal situation because in many situations we have governments that are inclined to mitigate the news, manipulate the media. As I strongly believe in media that have an independent editorial, We believe that this kind of media must be subject to only common law issues. Issues of defamation, issues of hatred or issues that relate to various other aspects stipulated in the constitution of the land.

What is the role of the international community in this regard? Because of the challenges many speakers referred to, we believe that it is another site of revolution. International communities will have to find a way of mobilizing themselves to try and create some kind of insulation in making sure that media is not subject to any undue constraints coming from governments, coming from the owners, coming from business and various other social forces. 
We have to find a way of insulating media,.left on his own, we'll be faced with what I came to understand the phenomenon but I don't necessarily appreciate embedded journalism or embedded media, as I ever said to all the guests of the party. And media eventually can be used as some kind of mass destruction which silences the voice of the majority at the expense of the minority ,it's just a challenge we are facing in the international community. 

If the growth of international media, or multinational media that seeks to address international audience which is not confined to any boundaries , a media which only gives information to all or various areas of one country , however. We have challenges in that regard, with regard to how to make sure that we create a situation  in which the diversity of the different countries of the world is carried in that content, and how to make sure that we avoid homogenization of news where we have news that is reported in the form of some kind of international template in everything that we see, in everything that we hear, in everything that we read comes across as if it comes from some international template.

Ladies and gentlemen, I know that I've raised a number of questions like many other speakers. However if we are very serious about making sure that we ingratiate money to advance the frontiers of democracy, we have to deal with some of these issues. We have to give space to media to be completely independent. We have to make sure that we create space for media to advance and transmit information in an unmitigated way. Thank you.  

Thank you. Now Mr. Brian Hanrahan from the BBC

I come at a great disadvantage. No broadcaster can talk for 7 minutes without feeling extremely worried. I brought a (group) with me to help me out. I've checked today's Spectator, a British weekly magazine which I happily recommend for any one who hasn't come across it already. This latest edition looks at the situation in Lebanon under the heading: "Lights, Camera, Revolution" which sums up inside an article by Mary Wetfield a revolution made for TV, a kind of honest confused reflections of someone coming across the media at work  for the first time. A couple of extracts if I may

"Eventually I worked out what was bothering me, which I think is for the cameras, I said to my friends, this is a television show. You find a revolution 15 or so tents pitched around the statue ..a thousand or so people. The truth is, she says, much of the revolution is stated and managed in real life than it appears in photographs. And after talking with people she comes out with another thought "just because it's in America's interest doesn't mean it's an American production. 

It's a tricky business to see the revolution a bit august unrepresented by a great PR success that it gives Bush an excuse to use the sort of language that sounds better coming from Clint Eastwood, so there's someone who is confused by what they're finding on the streets and the cameras. There were big demonstrations but they weren't always big. This revolution allowed reporters to come in their jotting to get some coverage in between the big events and create the story on the front pages and on TV screens. Was that truth? Or was it fiction? What's going on here? 

There's something very odd about how the media works and what it does. Let me try and find an answer in an unexpected place if I may: in the physics laboratory: if you take ice and you heat it you get liquid, you heat it some more and you get steam. It's a physical process. Take a solid, add energy and the molecules break away. It becomes liquid. You add more energy, molecules fly away, it becomes gas. You see my analogy I hope. Society are substances, people are molecules and the media are a way of adding energy, not the only way of adding energy but one way of adding energy. So you add media (energy) to people (molecules) and the society (the solid) becomes more volatile. And that, I think, is what's going on. Everything happens more quickly when we put the media in. it changes the sate. It changes from one state to another, but it doesn't change the substance you're dealing with. It speeds up the reactions, it doesn't alter the rules. The rules, the outcome are all driven by something else. What the media does is heat up the process, speeds it up a long and produces results quicker. It goes faster and faster and faster. I'd like to find a couple of examples which I think may help to illustrate what I'm taking about, and we may find them a long way back. And this done deliberately because they're about wars. There is nothing like wars and elections to test processes to destruction. One is the Vietnam War. I have yet to meet an American General perhaps this afternoon who doesn't want to blame the media for losing the Vietnam War. I don't think it was the media. I think the US lost the Vietnam War for entirely different reasons. I think it's unacceptable in our modern society to have a heavy loss of lives for unclear objectives for an objective that the society as a whole hasn't signed up to, what the media did was speed up that process. Half as much as it might have done, World War II caused thousands of deaths before we started wondering why we were going to war. In Vietnam, it happened more quickly, but it happened. That was what brought the Vietnam War to an end. 

But I wasn't there. I wasn't in Vietnam and I wasn't in America at the same time either. So how do I know? Well, I was somewhere else. I was in Moscow during the Afghan War, and there I saw exactly the same process for a war that was unpopular, unacceptable to the population at large, but there was no media coverage,there was a lot of loss of lives. The war was unpopular and they knew about it. It was unsustainable and the Soviet Union pulled out in time. Much  the same processes, one happens quicker giving less loss of life than the other. I think there's a critical difference: what America had was a free media and democracy. They put energy into the system. Society became volatile(and people ).flew away like the molecules in a gas, but it absorbed this energy, it dissipated it and it went on. In the Soviet Union there was no mechanism to dissipate all this extra energy, there was no free media, there was no democracy. 

So when you put energy in just like in physics, objects want to expand, and the Soviet Union's case when you put energy into things that want to expand and you keep it in closed, it blows up. And I think this one of the reasons why the soviet Union blew up; because all this energy was gong in, and it couldn't take it. And I think that's a critical connection where the media energizes society, it needs democracy to absorb this energy. This is where I think the free media and democracy are linked together. They are a connection which makes one work with the other. Now without it societies will eventually explode if you put in energy and you can't take it out. But it doesn't mean that they become democratic. Too much energy, democracy, the society blows apart. What you get out of it could be something entirely different. It doesn't mean you get democracy out of it. And now when we have, television, the internet, this energy will be getting right into the system, getting down to people, which energizes them much more. Those molecules are already flying around. So I think societies which don't have democracy are playing with ..fire. If you start to energize them, you need something to take this energy away to use it. And I guess there are tow societies in the world today that are reaching the critical state: China. It's trying to create economic volatility without the safety valve of democracy. What happens is that consumers complain about the state of cabbage, parents complain about the state of schools and patients complain about hospitals and doctors.

 What the media does is raise the pressure, as that information starts to fly around. Democracy, as we know, is kind of revolutionary bottle. It gets changes. It removes leaders who block changes that people want without all the fuss and mess of firing squad and rioting and looting and troubling the street, a short circuit wave is getting these changes into place, but it is revolutionary in that it gets rid of the leaders, and it's a very important safety valve taking care of societies where the people are getting discontented, and the media makes the people get discontented. 

The other one, I would suggest, are Arab societies which are not getting the kind of economic growth that they should have, blocked, we are told, by politics. So we have media now, Aljazeera, particularly Aljazeera, pouring in the energy, making these societies very volatile, making them try to expand, making them try to change. Something has to give, and it will, in all of these areas. 

The media doesn't bring in democracy, what it does do is bring in change. Big change. It's up to you to remember that the rules of physics say that energy doesn't actually produce or tell you where the changes go. Other things determine that. It does force this change a lot faster. Thank you. 

Chairman of session: Thank you very much and our last speaker will be Walter Russell Mead, Senior fellow at the American Council on Foreign Relations.
Walter: you may not be happy to hear me when I start to talk but it's interesting to be last speaker. It's great privilege to be the last speaker on a panel because you get to reflect on what the other speakers are saying so you're often able to give a kind of a reaction.

 And as I listened to the speakers I found that you can make a good case of what we're seeing in the Arab world on the one hand and in the US in the other: two stages of a media life cycle. That is to say, with the rise of Aljazeera and other media in the Arab World, we've seen the birth of independent professional journalism which is able to speak independently of power, independently of state power at any rate and is causing, as a number of speakers have said, a number of revolutions or revolutionary situations to develop among its audiences, you know, just by existing it's causing change.

 In the Untied States we're seeing something quite different with media being now seen by many people in the US itself as an organized hostile power. And here we can hear the same thing in South Africa, in that the media is an independent organization and senses itself as a highly professional elite which is guided only by its own sense of ethics and begins to feel as some people have telling me "who the heck are you to tell me what's news and what's not news? What's important and what's not important?" 

So in the US we're having sort of the revolution of the new media: the Bloggers, cable, other sources of media ripping apart the old monopoly of the three networks, the three anchormen. I guess the kind of sad close of Dan Rathers has been for lots of people who follow the news business in the US the single kind of episode that has embodied some of these changes. Now what I find interesting in the way as someone who raises good progressive social democrats find little bit shocking , is the beneficiary of both the changes in the Arab world that Aljazeera is promoting and the changes in the US new media is promoting are a certain George Bush, speaking politically.  That is to say, at the time the Bush Administration is committing itself to this kind of revolutionary transformation of the Arab World  is committed to riding the storm of Arab democracy, we find Aljazeera's sometimes, I wouldn't say anti-American, but anti-American policy, reporting, is in an odd way contributing to the very revolution which is the strategic goal of the Bush Administration to promote, and obviously in the way in the US, the collapse of the old media was a tremendous potential political benefit to the Bush Administration especially in the last campaign. 

But what was all this about and what lessons does it have for the rest of us who aren't members of the Bush Administration and maybe won't ever want to be? I think it's this. What media is about is what generally information revolution today is about, and that is the idea of disintermediation, pulling apart and destroying the institutions, people and states that stand between individuals and power. To some degree I think we see it in the emerging populous revolt in Europe. In France, the polls show today that 50% of the population is ready to say "NO" to the European constitution. A suspicion of elites, a suspicion of even democratic governments, is taking hold. 

Bush has made himself at this moment in world history  the kind of leader of forces of radical capital, forces that want to take this disintermediation further to create economic and social conditions in which the capital's transformation of global society can accelerate. So in a very odd way, media revolutions that all of us can see as populous and as progressive in many ways end up reinforcing the political position of the 
sort of most powerful state in the world and in a sense the Republican Right Wing Conservative wing of the state establishment.

 How long this paradox will continue I cannot tell you. But I think it's a challenge for the people in the world to try to think through what disintermediation ultimately means. Historically the democratic left in Europe and in the US has seen intermediation as a solution to the problems of capitalism, that is to say, to create organizations, whether they are labor unions or government programs or other things that can protect and insulate society and vulnerable communities within society from this kind of dynamic somewhat revolutionary uncontrollable force of capitalism.
 If disintermediation is where things are going, if the unions are being challenged by globalization, if political elites are being challenged, and if media elites are being challenged, what is the answer to vulnerable communities and vulnerable societies in the world? I don't think we have one yet.  And I think it's this challenge of the information revolution to all the intermediary institutions and professions which have tried in the past to shape and promote different development goals is a serious one. 

For the moment I think in general only the political Right and the sort of Laisser-faire Right has thought seriously about these matters. And this is why it is in a better position to take advantage of these changes. 
The rest of the world needs to start thinking about this urgently. I don't have answers, I have only questions, but I appreciate the opportunity to share these with you today. Thank you very much.
Trippi: Thank you. I think we should go to the audience now given the limited time we have, and let others on the panel interject and answer the questions. Ah yes:

Trippi: I agree with you a hundred percent. Let's go this way. The gentleman standing right there. Yes

Ziad Assaly from Washington. I have a question to Mr. Waddah from Al-Jazeerah. You have properly referred to the firewall that exists between the newsroom and the political power. Do you equally acknowledge the need for a firewall to exist between the news castors ad editorial and opinion givers on Aljazeera?

Waddah: Ok. First of all we do not see actually see ourselves as… I would like to refer to one thing which is important. I don't think the role of Al-Jazeerah is to inflame or pour a lot of energy in the societies so that the societies become kind of tension that may lead to a sort of explosion. 
I may argue that we don't see ourselves as a political party and we don't see ourselves as a group of people who want to reform the society in a certain agenda that we want to enforce through our street, but we see ourselves as a group of journalists who would like to stick to certain parameters and standards of journalism and in fact I would argue even further that the street in the Arab world is much more wiser to a large extent than  the government because the street has realized the responsibility of knowing and therefore they are acting in a much more responsible way than governments who have not really reacted in a responsible way to what the street knows and we could see this now in much of the streets in the Arab World. 
 Otherwise now responding to the question, in fact I believe that again our job is to introduce to our people certain job about reality which we regard it and we see it ourselves in standards and we have put it in our code of ethics a differentiation between what is news and what is analysis that our anchormen and women and reporters should always be aware of what is news and should stick to the parameters of informing people and making them aware of the fact that they are now seeing news and what is analysis and what is opinion, and if it is analysis or opinion, then Aljazeera is hosting certain group of certain spots, people to speak on behalf of their political parties or their opinion in a certain way that our anchorman or woman should also oversee or make sure that they are not abusing the platform or that they are not utilizing it for propaganda or for inflaming or misinforming people. It's a challenge I agree.
 Some people who might be hosted in any channel could utilize that few minutes for certain purposes, but definitely it depends on your policy, and our policy in this case is that we should make sure that what is given to the people should always be restricted or according our code of ethics. Think you.

I fully agree with you that institution of media does control a lot of power because it is the intermediary between the producer of information and the receiver of information, but I do also think as you have noted Mr. president that the process of the  market place, in this case the economic marketplace of ideas whereby viewers would detect falsity and detect false opinions and gravitate toward those who say the truth and who speak with reason, and that is the true marketplace of ideas backed up by media economics. So I do think that there is this process of disintermediation that Walter has spoken about. I do think that there is no paradox in this process of disintermediation with what one would call the conservative ideology if you will, and I would resist this label because there have been lots of people who are neo-conservative who resist the label. They would rather call themselves Classical Liberal. And if one thinks of the neo-conservative position as a classical liberal position, then one takes away the paradox of seeing it at the ideology or the philosophy of true progressivism in giving the power to the people, to the mass of the street who, they believe are no spat and spatter than a handful of elites or those who would seek to impose their will and speak false or without reason.

New Questioner: My name is Ek Jisper from the African National Congress in South Africa. What in fact I get is that some panelists engage that question because in creating a viable reasonable democratic climate and I know Aljazeera works in creative ways to give voice to the Arab and Islamic communities because it is a major social force within societies, and we have heard from the congressman of how eventually can social groups in the US brought in Bush to power. What I'm keen to know is I saw the issue touched on very briefly: the question of identity, cultural politics and the question of being inclusive, the point raised by the sister from Morocco. So, my point is if the panelists could engage this issue because clearly within the Gulf states and beyond the Gulf States, in both corners of the world it's a major social force and it's not on board and it's a serious problem in creating a viable democratic climate. 
WALTER: I think it's certainly true that religion is a powerful force in the construction of identity. We talked about democracy as a construction of identity. For a lot of people religion and democracy intersect very deeply. The media have, I think, an obligation to report on religion as they report on other things which sometimes means giving reports that religious leaders don't particularly want to hear. You know in the US we've had a series of scandals over the misbehavior of certain priests in the Catholic Church. We've had very prominent Evangelists who have been involved in scandals. 
On the other hand, reporting also means talking about good things that happen in religious groups. So I think religion cannot be a taboo area for media. And the same sort of scrutiny but also a willingness to highlight positive contributions needs to be there. To secularize the media is a mistake. At the same time hate speech is a problem. I think it's probably best, I'm a Classical Liberal, I suppose  myself to a large degree I say the best safeguard against this is to have a lot of venues and have a lot of alternative voices rather than trying to control who is and who is not allowed to speak

THE MAN FROM THE ANC: Well I think the first question on women has not been responded to. Can I pick up on this one?

Trippi: Of course.

ANC MAN: it's a very important question as the person who was asking the question and raised the issue of observation on the participation of women in general within the communications field and it's really minimal. If we are really serious about the advancement of democracy and media, women have to be given space and quite strongly, and countries have to take several historic resolutions with regard to this issue. We think this a dilemma at local government levels and within various media and institutions. 
The local government level was decided to come up with a 50/50 quota for the participation of women and that would be the same as the proportion in national government, and we have to take such radical positions in order to change our society from patriarchal paradigms. It's not an issue that we can just leave it and say that in our society it's the responsibility of women. And if we're serious about creating freedom and giving choice to everybody, I think we have to issue that decision.

I'M MUHAMMAD ARAFA and I am a communications professor from the States. I teach how to speak in university, but I find it very hard to do it. We always talk about the freedom of the media and I'll focus on the Arab media. That's my specialty. And we always talk about the freedom from the government. For the media to play a positive role in the hopeful transformation in the Middle East, we have to combine freedom with quality. Quality journalism requires quality journalists. Quality journalists are supposed to be free from the pressure from governments and accountable, as Waddah said, to the public. One thing about the Arab media, journalists, and I was one of them, never listen to the public. That is not a tradition in the Arab media. Something like the Arab media feel that they have to tell the public what they want to hear and show them what they want to see.
 How can we keep the balance between telling them what they want to hear and showing them what they want to see and still have balanced quality coverage? I applaud the news field of satellite television from Aljazeera to Alarabiya to Alikhbariya and others. But we still have a problem with the tools. You cannot just provide what your audience wants to hear. How can we tactically improve the coverage we can end with quality journalism that will be a positive force toward the democratic transformation of the Arab society. Thank you.

BBC's Representative: Could I just have a word of comment on that? I agree that there's always been this terrible dichotomy between quality responsible journalism and popular commercial journalism. We always agonize in how to keep the two together, how to reach people with quality journalism.
 We haven't always got the answer and I'm not sure we got it better at the moment. I'd just want to make a note of something which is possibly an inkling of the future. I don't know how many people have come across Wikipedia which is an extraordinary encyclopedia on the internet which anyone can rewrite at any time they like.
 We have found it at times substantially wrong because it's got so much information flooding in. somebody puts forth something in it. Somebody takes it out very quickly. It's an extraordinary phenomenon, something that is open access to anyone is producing better quality, more responsible accurate journalism (the internet)which is very accurate and responsible. 
I've never found it anywhere else and it's very responsive and very quick. I think the internet and the move in the direction of a two-way process is perhaps going to deal with some of these problems just as indeed the Dan Rother Case is an illustration of how these things snowball very quickly  and produce very correct answers in  quite a short space of time. I just note that. I don't  want a complete answer especially when everyone doesn't have access. It's a phenomenon which is coming.

PROFESSOR Dinh Just very quickly I don't think we can conflate the question of quality with the question of market segmentation. Just because we. will see the news differently from a Beirut professor who does not mean that either will settle for false information or lack of quality journalism. So quality does not mean that it has to be produced by the BBC. What quality means is that it is true, objective and correct. I see …. And I'll take him as an example. Just because he left the BBC for Aljazeera does not mean that he has met with any relaxation in journalism or the objectivity of his analysis even if he saw a different market. I think Aljazeera and other mass market. That Aljazeera and the others work in a market that has been underserved does not mean that journalism is relaxed or the quality is diminished.

MY NAME IS SANAA ALSAID and I am a journalist from Egypt. In fact, before the question, I'd like to make clear a point that I raised yesterday to the effect that American politicians always try not to answer any questions directed to them. When asked, American politicians escape forward rather than answer the question. Usually they give unwanted answers. I cannot explain why. This is no democracy, and if they want to require the others to be democratic, they have to be democratic themselves. My question is: was the US or rather the Bush Administration behind the instigation to close Al-Jazeerah's Baghdad Office? It is clear that the Iraqi interim government was always following the American orders. I think the US is involved. I want a candid clear-cut answer from the Americans. Thank you.

WALTER: Sure, unlike you, we don't have perfect intuition, so we can't simply say out of thin air what goes on between the Iraqi provisional government and the US embassy there. My guess would be I have no idea. But in terms of why politicians don't always answer the questions they get, I myself have noticed this peculiar trait of American politicians, and in a real democracy politicians are in a constant game with the media, a tug of war, and it's unfortunate, maybe, we should all deal with childlike simplicity where everyone say what they mean all the time. But politicians probably won't be the first to disarm in this way. And my guess is that as democracy spreads in the Arab World, and I know most of you here hope that it does, we'll find that more and more Arab politicians play games with the media.

Trippi: Does anybody else want to comment on this question making the last comment before break.
WADDAH: I just want to say something. As information of course we don't have, but yes we have problems in Iraq in covering the stories from both sides, from the interim government and… but also before that from the American forces and from the CBA. Definitely I mean, more than twenty of our people in Iraq were arrested, some of them were humiliated, some of them were put in jail for more than 70 days without any accusation or any trial. We have problems in Iraq, and definitely there was a responsibility for the American forces to allow Aljazeera… In fact I would argue that… Aljazeera was launched in 1996. From 1996 to 2001 it was celebrated by many international governments and foreign Western media as a great step forward in order to reform and democratize the Arab World. We have raised the motto "the opinion and the other opinion", but then the opinion and the other opinion was in our region. It was the opinion of the masses against the opinion of the governments. But from 2001, with the opinion of the American Administration, the formula changed and we felt a lack of tolerance toward Aljazeera, and of course a lot of American officials have criticized Aljazeera and have spoken against Aljazeera, and I don't really until this moment understand exactly on what foundation the criticism has been founded. If it was professional, we definitely make mistakes and we have mechanisms to correct our own mistakes and to have our own integral reporting. But if it is political, I don't think Aljazeera should play the role of beautifying the image of any government, but we are actually not anti-American policy. We have never attempted… in fact the time that is given to the American    decision makers on our screen free to air in Arabic translation is much more than the time that was given to Arab governments and Arab presidents on our screen. So, definitely we have never been anti-American. We have never taken a position as a station.
 But definitely the American Administration has taken a position against Aljazeera which I wish could change soon because it is not in the interest of media in general, and it is definitely not in the interest of the American foreign policy in the region. Thank you.

Trippi: Thank you all very much for having this discussion and yes there will be a break for 25 minutes from now till the next session which I'm looking forward to. Thank you.
                                                    -------------------------
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