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PROGRAMME

Saturday, 12 May 2007

19:30 Welcome Reception at Dolmabahçe Palace
Host: Kadir Topbafl, Metropolitan Mayor of Istanbul

Sunday, 13 May 2007

Venue: Hilton Hotel

10:00 Opening Ceremony

Welcome: Vuslat Do¤an Sabanc›, Publisher, Hürriyet, Istanbul, and Vice Chairperson of IPI

Opening Remarks: Piotr Niemczycki, Publisher, Gazeta Wyborcza, Warsaw, and Chairman of IPI

Introduction: Johann P. Fritz, Director of IPI

Keynote Speaker: Süleyman Demirel, former President and Prime Minister of Turkey

12:00 Lunch

13:30 Turkey: Sharing the Democratic Experience

Moderator: Douglas Frantz, Managing Editor, Los Angeles Times, Los Angeles, CA

Panelists: Andrew Mango, Author and Freelance Journalist, London
‹lber Ortayl›, Professor of History; Director, Topkapi Palace Museum, Istanbul
Ertu¤rul Özkök, Editor-in-Chief, Hürriyet, Istanbul
Bassam Tibi, Director, Centre for International Affairs, University of Göttingen, Germany

15:00 Coffee Break

15:30 Modern Communication Technologies and the Democratisation Process

Moderator and
Introduction: Mogens Schmidt, Deputy Assistant Director General for Communication and Information; Director,

Division of Freedom of Expression, Democracy and Peace, UNESCO, Paris

Panelists: Anton Nossik, Chief Blogging Officer, SUP Fabrik, Moscow
Omar Faruk Osman, General Secretary, National Union of Somali Journalists, Somalia
Steve Yelvington, Senior Strategist, Morris DigitalWorks, Augusta, GA

19:30 Opening Dinner at Ciragan Palace

Monday, 14 May 2007

Venue: Hilton Hotel

09:30 Who are the New Owners of the Media?

Moderator: Peter Preston, Co-Director, Guardian Foundation, London

Speakers: Tony Ridder, former Chairman & CEO, Knight-Ridder, Woodside, CA
Brian P. Tierney, Chief Executive, Philadelphia Media Holdings LLC, Philadelphia, PA

Interviewers: Charles Eisendrath, Director, Knight-Wallace Fellows, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI
Constantine Kamaras, Vice Chairman, Interactive Advertising Bureau (IAB) Europe; CEO,
Sport.gr Network, Athens

10:30 Coffee Break

11:00 Reporting in a World Where We are All Others

Moderator: Temuçin Tüzecan, Director, Corporate Communications, Hürriyet Printing and Publishing Co., Istanbul

Panelists: Kavi Chongkittavorn, Assistant Group Editor, Nation Multimedia Group, Bangkok
Michael Ehrenreich, Co-Editor, Kristeligt Dagblad, Denmark
Miklos Haraszti, OSCE Representative on Freedom of the Media, Vienna
Elif fiafak, Novelist, Istanbul

12:30 Lunch

13:30 China - The Challenge of a "Charm Offensive"

Moderator: James F. Hoge, Editor, Foreign Affairs, New York, NY

Panelists: Harry Broadman, Economic Adviser, Africa Region, The World Bank, Washington, DC
Jae-won Lee, Director, Journalism and Promotional Communication Division, Cleveland State University,
Cleveland, OH Li Xiguang, Dean, School of Journalism and Communication; Director, Center for International 
Communications Studies, Tsinghua University, Beijing
Joseph Odindo, Group Managing Editor, Nation Media Group, Nairobi

14:30 Coffee Break

15:00 IPI Open Forum (Press Freedom Developments in Lebanon, Palestine, Russia, Southern Africa)

Moderator: H.D.S. Greenway, Columnist, The Boston Globe, Boston, MA

Speakers: Mazen Abboud, Freelance Journalist; President, Union of Northern Associations for
Sustainable Development, Junieh, Lebanon
Raymond Louw, Editor and Publisher, Southern Africa Report, Johannesburg, South Africa
Alexander Pumpianski, former Editor-in-Chief, Novoye Vremya, Moscow, Russia
Samir Qumsieh, President, Union of Radio & TV Private Stations, Bethlehem, Palestine

16:00 IPI General Assembly (for IPI Members only)

19:30 Dinner Reception at Divan Kuruçeflme

Host: Koç Holding

Tuesday, 15 May 2007

Venue: Hilton Hotel

09:30 Human Rights Challenge: Domestic Violence

Moderator: P›nar ‹lkkaracan, Founder and Executive Director, Women for Women's Human Rights, Istanbul

Panelists: Feride Acar, Chairperson, Department of Political Science and Public Administration,
Middle East Technical University, Ankara
Dennis Butler, Vice President, Associate Relations, Liz Claiborne Inc., North Bergen, NJ
Safiye Ça¤ar, Director, Information and External Relations, United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), New York, NY
Vuslat Do¤an-Sabanc›, Publisher, Hürriyet, Istanbul

10:30 Coffee Break

11:00 Spin and Journalism: An Uneasy Co-Existence

Moderator: Nezar AlSayyad, Chair, Center for Middle Eastern Studies, University of California, Berkeley, CA

Panelists: Kevin d'Arcy, Former Editor and Publisher, Spokesman, London
Melissa Fleming, Spokesperson; Head of Media and Outreach, International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), Vienna
Josh Rushing, Reporter, Al-Jazeera International; former U.S. Marine Captain, Washington, DC

12:30 Lunch

14:00 Closing Ceremony

Moderator: fiirin Payzin, News Anchor and Senior Correspondent, CNN Türk, Istanbul

Speaker: Recep Tayyip Erdogan, Prime Minister of Turkey

Interviewed by: Michael Oreskes, Executive Editor, International Herald Tribune, Paris
Altan Öymen, Columnist, Radikal, Istanbul
Markus Spillmann, Editor-in-Chief, Neue Zürcher Zeitung, Zurich

15:00 Presentation of the "Free Media Pioneer 2007" awarded to Mizzima News
Sein Win, Managing Editor, Mizzima News, New Delhi

15:30 IPI Director's Farewell Speech

16:00 Presentation of the 2008 IPI World Congress in Belgrade
Radomir Licina, Chairman, South East Europe Media Organisation (SEEMO); Senior Editor, Danas, Belgrade
Hari Stajner, Chairman, IPI Belgrade Congress Host Committee
Bojan Stanojevic, City Manager of Belgrade
Mirjana Milosevic, Director, Media Center, Belgrade

19:30 Farewell Dinner at Cicek Passage

Host: Ministry of Culture and Tourism
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Two Turkeys?
Between 12 and 15 May 2007, over
400 editors, media executives and
leading journalists from 50 countries
gathered in the vibrant city of Istanbul
for the IPI World Congress and 56th
General Assembly. It was the third
time, after 1964 and 1988, that IPI
held its annual general meeting in
Turkey. It was also Johann P. Fritz's
last Congress as IPI Director after 15
successful years in that position.

The Istanbul meeting proved to be a great
success, thanks in large part to the efforts of
Vuslat Do¤an Sabanc›, CEO of Turkey's leading
daily newspaper, Hürriyet, and her talented
and dedicated staff, including Ferai Tinç, Chief
Columnist and Head of the Turkish IPI National
Committee; and Temuçin Tüzecan and Evrim
Sümer, Director and Manager, respectively, of
Corporate Communications.

The 2007 IPI World Congress took place during
a tumultuous time in modern Turkey's history.

On 19 January, the murder of Hrant Dink,
editor-in-chief of the bilingual Turkish-
Armenian weekly Agos, by a Turkish nationalist
shocked the nation. Dink, who was best-known
for reporting on human and minority rights in
Turkey and for advocating Turkish-Armenian
reconciliation, had faced legal problems,
including a suspended six-month prison
sentence, for denigrating "Turkishness" under
Article 301 of the Turkish Penal Code in his
articles about the massacre of Armenians
during World War I. At his funeral, 100,000
people lined the streets of Istanbul, chanting,
"We are all Armenians" and "We are all Hrant
Dink." Since his death, calls for the repeal of
Article 301 have become increasingly vocal.

In April, hundreds of thousands of
demonstrators rallied in Ankara and Istanbul,
expressing their concern that the bid for the
presidency by the Islamist-rooted Justice and
Development Party (AKP) of Prime Minister
Recep Tayyip Erdo¤an in the 2007 presidential
election would undermine the country's secular
political system. In a statement posted on its
Website on 27 April, the military, which sees
itself as the guardian of the country's
constitution, said it was watching the election
process with concern and indicated it would
intervene if required.

During the IPI World Congress itself, a pro-
AKP rally was held in the eastern city of
Erzurum on 12 May, drawing nearly 100,000

people, while over a million people rallied in
the western city of ‹zmir on 13 May, demanding
that the country remain secular.

Over the next three days, the participants of
the IPI World Congress discussed the
implications of these events for Turkey and the
region - the notion of "two Turkeys”, one pious
and Muslim, the other urban and secular; the
future of the secular system; the role of the
military; Turkey's aspirations to join the
European Union; and its intentions in northern
Iraq.

On 13 May, Süleyman Demirel, who served as
Prime Minister of Turkey seven times and was
the ninth President of Turkey, was the Keynote
Speaker at the Opening Ceremony. "The IPI
Congress is coincidentally taking place at a
time when Turkey is at the centre of the world
media's attention," he said. "Many articles,
editorials and commentaries in leading
publications have appraised from their own
perspective the recent domestic political
developments in Turkey. I believe your presence
here will give you the opportunity to make your
own observations and draw your own
conclusions."

The Opening Ceremony was followed by a panel
session titled "Turkey: Sharing the Democratic
Experience", in which prominent speakers
discussed the historic, social, cultural and
faith-based underpinnings of democracy in
Turkey and whether other countries in the
region and beyond could learn something from
the Turkish experience.

In the next session, "Modern Communication
Technologies and the Democratisation
Process", panelists discussed the challenges
and opportunities of the new media and how
on-line journalists circulate news and
information despite government censorship
efforts.

The second day, 14 May, featured a lively
session titled, "Who are the New Owners of
the Media?", in which Tony Ridder, former
Chairman and CEO of Knight-Ridder, and Brian
Tierney, Chief Executive of Philadelphia Media
Holdings, among others, discussed the
pressures faced by newspapers in the United
States, not only from the Internet, but from
private equity companies and other large
shareholders, who demand ever expanding
profit margins.

This was followed by the session, "Reporting
in a World Where We are All 'Others'", in which
panelists asked if the media, in its coverage of

certain events, from sectarian violence in Iraq
to the Danish "cartoon crisis" to Pope
Benedict's controversial speech at the
University of Regensburg, can be accused of
fuelling bias and misunderstanding in a world
where we are all "others."

In the session titled "China - The Challenge of
a 'Charm Offensive'", experts examined China's
increasing investment in Africa, which critics
complain does not come with democracy or
human rights ties, and asked if the emerging
discussion over China's involvement on the
continent is driven by a sincere concern for
human rights or whether it is a reflection of a
deeper tension in global power politics.

The last panel session of the day, the IPI Open
Forum, featured speakers from Lebanon,
Palestine, Russia and South Africa, who
informed the Congress attendees about press
freedom developments in their respective
countries.

On day three, 15 May, panelists in the session,
"Human Rights Challenge: Domestic Violence",
asked if the media can play a role in eradicating
violence against women, which has been called
the "most pervasive yet least recognized human
rights abuse" and spreads across borders,
faiths and cultures.

Finally, the panel session, "Spin and
Journalism: An Uneasy Coexistence", examined
the relationship between spokespersons and
journalists, and the effect of "prefabricated"
news, misinformation and spin on the public's
right to know.

At the Closing Ceremony, Prime Minister
Erdo¤an, in his first speech after the military's
so-called "e-coup", spoke about his views on
the current situation in Turkey, including the
situation of the press and the status of Article
301; his government's efforts at reforming and
modernising the country; and his commitment
to secularism. "When a peaceful rally is held
in Turkey, they immediately start saying, 'There
are two Turkeys.' We cannot accept this. The
Republic of Turkey is a democratic, secular,
social state, with a rule of law, and that is how
it is going to remain," he said.

This was followed by the presentation of the
2007 "IPI Free Media Pioneer" award, which
went to Mizzima News, a news agency offering
news, information and opinion on Burma.
Founded in August 1998 by three exiled
Burmese journalists with a laptop computer,
its declared aim is "promoting awareness about
the ongoing situation in Burma, and promoting

democracy and freedom of expression in
Burma by improving the flow of information in
and out of the country and through advocacy
and lobbying." Today, it has a head office in
New Delhi and a team of some 30 employees,
including Burmese and foreign journalists, in
Bangladesh, Burma, China, India and Thailand.
Despite the efforts of Burma's military
government to limit its ability to collect and
disseminate information, Mizzima News has
continued to provide accurate and timely news
and information on Burma in both Burmese
and English, including a daily e-mail service;
constantly updated Websites; a monthly journal,
videos and pod casts; and alerts on press
freedom violations.

Finally, Johann Fritz, in an emotional farewell
address before the assembled IPI membership,
presented an overview of the Institute's
activities during the 15 years of his directorship.
"World press freedom will never be achieved
with the stroke of a brush. There will be bigger
steps and smaller ones, and sometimes steps
backward," he said in concluding his speech.
"So let us persevere. We know the right way,
let us follow it. Many thanks to all of you, for
your cooperation, for your partnership and for
your personal friendship."

As usual, the IPI World Congress also provided
a useful meeting place where delegates could
exchange views, share experiences and
establish new contacts, while post-Congress
tours to Cappadocia and Ephesus provided an
opportunity to enjoy the warmth and hospitality
of the Turkish people and for more informal
networking.

From 14-17 June 2008, the IPI World Congress
and 57th General Assembly will be held in
Belgrade, Serbia, where further interesting
panels and entertaining social events are
guaranteed.

Michael Kudlak

Deputy Director,
Congress Coordinator,
and Editor,
IPI Congress Report
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The Spanish philosopher José Ortega
y Gasset was famously asked, "Why
do you write in a popular newspaper
since you are such a high calibre
intellectual?" His answer was simple:
"I write because this newspaper
allows me to walk amongst the public
like an aristocrat."

We like IPI for similar reasons. This institution
allows all of us to immerse ourselves in an
endless search to share and to test our
professional and ethical values against the
ever increasing challenges of journalism.

The events of the last few years around the
globe and in Turkey have raised many
professional challenges. I can't help but think
that Istanbul, with its current reality and historic
symbolism and grandeur, is the most
appropriate venue to take on these challenges.

This year, the finest spokesperson of Turkey,
Orham Pamuk, was awarded the Nobel Prize
for literature. That was a proud and happy
moment for most of us who cherish sharing
ideas across cultures.

But, unfortunately, the past year has also had
its fair share of tensions and sorrow. Earlier
in the year, the Turkish-Armenian editor of the
daily Argos, Hrant Dink, was tragically
assassinated in Istanbul. The nation was
shaken and the outbursts of emotion filled the
streets of Istanbul.

Around the world we had the Pope's
unfortunate condemnation of Islam, the Danish
cartoons and the French riots. Recently, we
have been drawn into a heated debate around
the presidential elections in Turkey.

Certain themes recur in geographically
unrelated events. The accumulating tensions
between those in power and the masses; the
duty of those in power to respect cultural
sensitivities; religious tensions; freedom of
expression in the context of awakened cultural
sensitivities - they all have been part of the
intellectual debate.

This situation necessitates talking about the
definitions of not only democracy, but also the
relationship of different religions, cultures,
languages with one another and with politics.
But underlying it all, the question is raised yet
again: can secular democracy co-exist with
Islam?

This is not a question for Turkey. It is a global
question that needs to be tackled. But Turkey,
because of recent developments, has become
the main stage of discussion. So you could not
be here at a better time.

IPI, as an organisation, is the world's foremost
advocate of press freedom. Its success in the
last 57 years is beyond doubt. But, sometimes
I hear criticism directed at IPI, such as saying
that our mission is narrow, our industry has
other issues that demand our attention. I do
not agree with this assessment. The twin
freedoms of expression and the press are still
under the threat of governments in many, many
countries.

Even in the most developed democracies,
despite the presence of laws ensuring press
freedom, we observe the impact of
governmental pressure on editorial decisions.
Take the cases of reporting on the Iraq war.

In addition to governmental suppression, other
forms of threats are emerging against freedom
and quality of press. Terrorist organisations
kill, kidnap and intimidate journalists regularly.
Recently a BBC colleague was abducted in
Palestine. Is this not a censorship mechanism
surpassing even the most suppressive states?

Bloggers and organised e-mail campaigns can
be a force for good and diverse expression, but
at the same time they may shift news reporting
away from sober, moderate analysis to a
polarized, inaccurate and radicalising exercise.
Will the editors and reporters become hostages
to such competition and to organised on-line
campaigns?

Sunday, 13 May 2007

OPENING CEREMONY

Moderator fiirin Payzin, Producer and Presenter, CNN Türk, Istanbul

Welcome Vuslat Do¤an Sabanc›, Publisher, Hürriyet, Istanbul, and Vice Chairperson of IPI

Opening Remarks Piotr Niemczycki, Publisher, Gazeta Wyborcza, Warsaw, and Chairman of IPI

Introduction Johann P. Fritz, Director of IPI

Keynote Speaker Süleyman Demirel, former President and Prime Minister of Turkey

Striking a Balance

Vuslat Do¤an Sabanc›,
Publisher, Hürriyet, Istanbul,
and Vice Chairperson of IPI
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As a media executive, I strongly urge all
delegates to consider the impact of this
paradigm shift. The ease of generating, re-
generating and de-generating on-line content
will be among the main sources of threats
against press freedom and the good standards
of press in the coming decades.
On a separate front, allow me to bring up
another provocative question. How do we view
press freedom in an era of heightened cultural
and religious sensitivities? Or should I put the

question like this: Is freedom of the press
threatened by culturally sensitive masses?
How do we strike a balance? Is there a
principled approach to reporting sensitivities
while not sacrificing our freedom? I recognise
that this is an immensely difficult, arguably
impossible task. But is this not an issue that
IPI should at least attempt to tackle?

Women are leading the march of democracy
and secularism in my country. Their passion
in preserving and improving democracy, human
rights and secularism is making an immense
difference.

All my life, I have been an advocate of press
freedom and since seven years I have been
serving these means as a Board Member of
IPI and as Vice Chairperson since last year.

Unfortunately, women's involvement in IPI is
not sufficient. I believe that today's issues that
block the way to freedom of expression and
freedom of the press will be better solved as
more and more women take part in this fight.
With this belief, I take the opportunity to call
on the attention of my women colleagues
around the world on the importance of taking
the lead in the fight for press freedom.

I want to finish my words by adopting the phrase
that I read from Ortega y Gasset: "I love
journalism, because journalism provides us
with the mission and the luxury to question
and search the answers of everything that is
in the public domain". With these thoughts let
us remember our colleague Hrant Dink and
all those who have been slain because they
asked questions and sought answers on issues
that were dear to them.

Looking around this room I am delighted
to note that there are so many
participants at this event: journalists,
publishers, broadcasters and editors
from over 50 nations. I believe there are
three factors behind this result.

The programme of our conference has focused
on the important issues. Some of us share the
same fascination for the Turkish nation and
we would like to learn more about its life,
politics, culture and history. And this conference
is once again a sign that free speech and free
media are still "hot topics".

Our colleagues who have lost their lives to
bring news and information to our public, who
have been jailed and are still in prison, who
are trying to their jobs under constant
harassment deserve front page coverage.

Censorship and state-control over opinion have
been the unfortunate reality in too many
countries. Without free and independent media
in those countries, there is simply no hope in
achieving sustainable democracy. But even in
a democratic society, free media are facing
new challenges like self-censorship or insult
law. We always have to remember that a free
media is not a given. We have to fight for it
every day. We are indeed living in exciting times
for the media. It is a time of technological
change, but also a time of civilisational change.

Over the next few days, we will have the
pleasure of listening to debates over interesting
issues. Before I leave the podium, I would like
to thank the speakers and the panellists for
accepting our invitation to participate in this
event. I would also like to thank all the people
who are organising and supporting this
conference - without them this would not have
been possible. First and foremost, I would like
to thank all of you for supporting IPI by
participating in this conference and for
spreading the idea of free media across the
world and showing the importance of it.

Piotr Niemczycki, Publisher,
Gazeta Wyborcza, Warsaw,
and Chairman of IPI

Front Page Coverage
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We live today in a society of
information, where the people need
better and accurate knowledge in
order to make the most appropriate
choice, to choose the best alternatives
and to take the right decisions. In this
age of the Internet, instant access to
information is at the tip of our fingers.

I recall the early 1970s, when there was only
one television channel in Turkey, and the mid
80s, when our black and white screens turned
to colour. Today, there are over 300 channels.
The channels we had in the 70s and 80s
belonged to the State. Today they are free.

I am glad to say that 90 per cent of schools
throughout the country now have access to the
Internet and hence to a wealth of information
that former generations did not have.

However, while major advances in
communications technologies have been
instrumental in quenching our thirst for
knowledge, the information glut places a
greater responsibility on journalists and
publishers for impartial, objective, accurate
and reliable, fair and unbiased reporting.

The IPI Congress being hosted in Istanbul is

coincidentally taking place at a time when
Turkey is at the centre of the world media's
attention. Many articles, editorials and
commentaries in leading publications have
appraised from their own perspectives the
recent domestic political developments in
Turkey.

I believe your presence here will give you the
opportunity to make your own observations
and draw your own conclusions. At the same
time you will personally observe the extent of
the freedom of expression enjoyed by the
Turkish people and press.

You will also see democracy at work as Turkey
prepares for early general elections. You will
follow the debate on a possible constitutional
amendment mandating direct presidential
elections.

Throughout the history of the Turkish Republic
"sovereignty has always been vested
unconditionally and without reservation in the
nation." Accordingly, no different than any other
democracy, the people will once again have
the last word at the ballot box.

You will also witness a mounting civil
movement, where the public is exercising its
free speech by pouring out in the hundreds
into the streets in different cities across the
country to freely voice their concerns and
expectations.

Undeniably, freedom of opinion and expression
is one of the fundamental pillars of genuinely
open, democratic and civil societies. In the
exercise of this freedom the media is an
indispensable vehicle.

Aptly articulated by the founder of the Turkish
Republic Mustafa Kemal Atatürk, "the press
is the collective voice of the nation."

Diverse ideas and opinions are an essential
part of any healthy pluralist democracy.

Thus, many different tones make up that
collective voice, all of which must be freely
expressed and attentively heard. Not all views
may be relevant at times, but they must
certainly all be respected.

The modern mass media is also the most
powerful instrument in shaping public opinion
and perceptions. Here again I would like to
quote Atatürk, who stated in 1922:

"In enlightening and inspiring the nation, in
providing it with the intellectual nourishment

it needs and in assuring the nation to march
along in the common pursuit of happiness, the
press constitutes a guiding force in itself."

This potential to guide and shape public opinion
naturally comes with the high moral obligation
of a strong sense of responsibility. There is of
course a code of ethics that the media must
also abide by.

To fulfil its important job, the press should
observe the rules of impartiality. Free flow of
information from all sources, particularly from
the opposition, should be communicated to the
public objectively, without any distortion.

Obviously, journalists should be free to
comment and criticise the opinion and policies
of both the government and the opposition. But
fairness requires an objective reporting.

Unfortunately, in Turkey because of financial
irregularities, the ownership of a number of
TV channels and newspapers has been
transferred to the government. Some chief
editors and columnists of such papers recently
resigned, claiming that their freedom to
manage was hampered and that the State
authorities intervened in the choice of headlines
and commentaries. This is a very serious
situation that is not compatible with the
minimum standards of freedom of the press.

As a politician who assumed very high
responsibilities in Turkey's political life for
almost half a century, I have devoted the greater
part of my life to the cause of democracy in my
country. I have been honoured to serve my
country and people as Prime Minister for seven
terms and as the ninth President of the
Republic. I have thus literally borne witness to
the evolution of Turkey's democracy from its
fledgling early yeas with the transition to a
multi-party system in 1946, to its coming of
age as a secular, vigorous democracy governed
by the rule of law.

Granted this distinction, I want to share with
you some of my personal views on the
inalienable right, safeguarded by our
constitution, of the freedom of thought and
expression, the sine qua non of democracy.

The word democracy in itself implies the liberty
to freely express different opinions. In a
functioning democracy, freedom of thought
and conscience are legally protected, open
channels of communication between elected
representatives and the people permitting the
convictions and grievances of the latter to be
freely voiced and clearly heard by the former.

All governments must heed the voice of the
people.

Democracy is also about dialogue and
compromise. Freedom of expression facilitates
the peaceful resolution of problems without
recourse to violence through dialogue. Only
when there is a genuine dialogue between the
governed and the governing political elite can
we speak of a culture of compromise.

The State also has certain obligations in
creating and sustaining the conditions for
everyone to freely speak their mind and share
their thoughts and convictions with others. In
this connection, the State must not only refrain
from arbitrarily imposing restrictions on the
freedom of expression but also eliminate all
obstacles that hinder the right to exercise it.

This is precisely what Turkey has been doing.
Contrary to the general inclination in the post
9/11 world to curtail liberties, Turkey has
continued to expand freedoms and civil
liberties.

Turkey continues to upgrade its democracy by
a series of legislative reforms that have
included, inter alia, amendments to the
constitution, the adoption of new civil and penal
codes and the enactment of consecutive major
reform packages.

The major incentive for these political reforms
has largely been Turkey's process of accession
to the EU. However, they also correspond to
the public's expectation for higher standards.

EU accession has been a basic pillar of Turkey's
foreign policy for decades. It is a strategic
objective that has consistently been pursued
by successive governments for nearly half a
century since Turkey first embarked upon its
long journey of integration with the Union in
1963. Turkey's bid for membership and its
European vocation are the culmination of
decades of modernization efforts.

However, despite all the efforts spent by Turkey,
we notice in the last few years that some
leading European politicians have expressed
openly their objections to Turkish membership
irrespective of the achievements of Turkey.
Such statements have created a big
disappointment in the Turkish public opinion
and reduced considerably the level of support
in the public for the European membership.

In reality, admitting Turkey to the Union will
demonstrate to the world at large that
democracy, the rule of law, transparency and

Turkey, Democracy and the West
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good governance are not exclusive to Western
culture. They are indeed the product of
mankind's collective wisdom.

It should come as no surprise that most of the
regional and neighbouring countries are closely
following Turkey's accession process and
strongly favour its membership. The closer
Turkey moves towards EU membership, the
greater its soft power appeal becomes in the
eyes of its neighbours.

With membership, Turkey will become a portal
for democratic values to a more receptive
audience in bordering regions for they feel
Turkey's potential entry into the Union will also
help them in their aspirations for
transformation and modernization. In this
sense, Turkey has always served as a
democratic source of inspiration and ardently
advocated reforms in its extended region and
beyond. It has consistently supported efforts
to promote economic and social reforms,
democracy and good governance.

The Turkish experience has amply
demonstrated throughout the years that
secular democracy can equally prosper in a
predominantly Moslem society while also
preserving traditional values. The faith
professed by the Turkish people has never
restrained Turkey from interacting intensely
with the West in general and Europe in
particular. Nor has it prevented Turkey from
becoming an effective member of all major
Western institutions.

Membership in the bedrock of Western
structures, such as NATO and the Council of
Europe, attest to Turkey's inherent affiliation
with the West. The process of accession to the
EU presently underway is the pending final
frontier for Turkey to cross in consolidating its
place and role within Europe.

Europe has always been a part of Turkey's
culture, and vice versa. There is a wide-ranging
consensus in Turkey among all segments of
society that this process should conclude with
full membership. That is why I am confident
that, granted the long and difficult terrain
ahead, the process will be brought to a
successful conclusion with Turkey's full
membership.

The accession process currently continues.
There will be more to come. However, freezing
eight of the 34 chapters and linking the
provisional closing of the remaining chapters
have created a setback.

The negotiations will be beneficial in terms of
further aligning Turkey's standards with those
of the EU. Turkey will use this process to
address any remaining deficiencies and
shortcomings.

Progress in the accession process is also
increasing confidence in Turkish markets.

Turkey realises that it will also have to make
its case to the European public opinion in the
course of the accession process. Moreover,
the Union is clearly going through a period of
internal reflection and a certain degree of
enlargement fatigue. I believe these too will
come to pass in due course and that Turkey
should never be discouraged in its march
towards accession, nor should it ever accept
anything short of full membership.

I wish to conclude my remarks by making an
appeal to the members of the media present
here today.

Many of you will invariably play a role in shaping
public opinion on Turkey's accession and
swaying decision makers in one direction or
another.

I believe there will always be a lively debate as
to the pros and cons of Turkey's accession, not
only in Europe, but also in Turkey. There will
be many more articles, voices raised in favour
of, or against, Turkey's accession. I regard this
as a healthy debate which I hope will in the
final analysis reveal to the European public at
large the importance of Turkey for Europe.

No one can deny that Turkey's membership
will come at a cost for Europe. Nevertheless,
I hope that as members of the media you will
tip the scale in Turkey's favour by drawing
attention to the larger picture of what is at
stake and the comparative advantage versus
the greater costs of including Turkey.
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Faith and Democracy

I am especially honoured to have been
asked to moderate this panel by IPI,
an organisation that plays and
important role at a very important
time for journalism today. That is not
just in Turkey, but throughout the
world. Journalists are under pressure
- financial pressure, government
pressure and other sorts of pressure
as well.

Democracy and a free press are two sides of
the same coin. I hope that we will be able to
discuss both of these concepts here in our
conversation over the next 90 minutes. For I
think that both democracy and a free press
are works in progress here in Turkey, as they
are in many other countries.

A month ago, this session would have seemed
abstract perhaps, but today it is certainly not.
We are here today at, what The Economist
called this week, a time for the battle for
Turkey's soul. Democracy is an important issue
in Turkey now perhaps more than ever and we
will have many interesting things to say about
it, I hope, while we are here.

Before we dissect that battle, I would just like
to ask for one moment of silence so that we
can remember our colleagues who over the
last year have died covering the fighting in
Afghanistan and Iraq, and for Hrant Dink who
was killed a few blocks from this hotel, not too
many months ago. So if we could just have one
moment and no cameras, I would really
appreciate that and then we will get started.

When I first came to Turkey as a reporter seven
years ago, I was eager to learn everything
possible about the country, about the culture,
the wonderful history and the current politics.
I read a number of books, I studied Turkish
very hard and I was less successful than others
at that.

I was struggling with the concept of democracy
in Turkey when we got here, because it was
just three years after the last coup, the "soft
coup". That was the fourth coup since 1960
and I was trying to understand the role of the
military in a democracy. It is very different here
than it is in the United States and many other
democracies. That is not to make a judgement,
but it is just to say that it is different.

I was talking to a political scientist in Ankara
and I asked him if he could explain to me how
democracy works with the military in Turkey.
He told me this story, a metaphor, and it has
stuck with me and perhaps it will guide us a
little bit today. He said that I should think of
the Turkish people as passengers on a bus.
The drivers of the bus are the politicians, and
the guard rail along the highway is the military.
So you have this bus going down the road and
as long as the driver keeps the bus pretty much
in the middle of the road, things go okay. Should
the bus start to veer in one direction or the
other direction, the guard rail comes into play.
This is not a definition of a perfect democracy
perhaps, but I think it may be - and we will
have to hear what my fellow panelists have to
say - the definition of Turkish democracy. I
think we have certainly seen since 27 April that
the military here takes its role as the guard
rail quite seriously and it has been an
interesting test of democracy.

The subject of this session is, as you
know, faith and democracy, and
whether the outside world,
particularly the countries of the
region, of the Middle East, can profit
from Turkey's experience,
particularly in the matter of
secularism.

Now countries and societies can certainly have
no choice but to profit from the experience of
other countries. And although no one can serve
as an absolute model to others, you can only
profit from the experience of a different country
or a different society if you realise the
specificities of that society, what is special and
what it shares with other societies, other
countries, such as yours.

I will start by putting forward my ideas about
the specificities of Turkish society, of a Turkish
tradition, of a Turkish state. The first specificity
is the strength of a Turkish state tradition.

Turks have always been known as state
makers, state creators. Right from their
appearance on the world stage, they were
rulers of states. There was that particular
attitude to problems and an experience in
dealing with problems, in particular when
dealing with the social and spiritual
phenomenon of religion.

The attitude of Turkish rulers of state to religion
was specific to the culture and to their
experience. Their specificity lay in their total
realisation of the importance of maintaining
law and order and the stability of the state.

If the idea of maintaining the stability, the
prosperity of a state is paramount, then you
make such use of religion as you can for that
purpose and not allow religion to imperil the
stability of your state. It is said, quite wrongly,
that the Ottoman Empire was a theocracy; it
was not. It was a state in which the Sultans,
the Sultan's government, the Grand Vizier,
controlled religion.

Works in Progress
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Psychological Problems
That is the tradition inherited by the Turkish
Republic. Atatürk was asked before the
Republic was created, just at the end of the
war of independence - he was speaking to an
audience in the southern city of Adana - about
true Islam. He said, "You don't have to go to
religious scholars to find out what true Islam
is. The perfectly simple way of determining
what true Islam is: whatever is good for a
country is good Islam." It is a religion that is
useful to the state and to society as governed
by a state. This has always been the Turkish
experience. Of course, not everybody in Turkey
accepted that, because Turkey, like many other
countries, west and east, has never lacked
what was known in England as "enthusiasts",
"zealots", people who challenged the official
hierarchy sanctioned by the state and who said
that the state was backsliding on true religion.
But in the end the state always organised that
religion and was able to control the
"enthusiasts".

The second specificity of Turkey is that
secularization started a long time ago, at least
since the beginning of the 19th century under
Mahmud II, with the Tanzimat reforms,
gradually gaining strength through the 19th
century until it became the ruling ideology of
the Turkish ruling class about 80 years ago.
Hence the strength of a secularist constituency
in Turkey. So, this is a second specificity of
Turkey - that religion has always been at the
service of the state, controlled by the state, in
a way that the Church of England, in England,
is the official religion of the state. That is one
parallel that people have noticed. The Turkish
state department in charge of religion, the
Presidency of Religious Affairs, is entitled,
according to its founding charter, to determine
matters affecting doctrine and worship, not
just worship, not just the organisation, but
doctrine, in exactly the same way the House of
Commons can determine by parliamentary
vote the doctrine of the Church of England.

This brings me to what Turkey has in common
with other countries. And here everyone
compares Turkey to other Moslem countries

of the Middle East. I think that is inevitable
because Turkey is inhabited by Muslims like
other countries in the Middle East. But to me
the closest parallels are the parallels with
Europe, particularly with southern Europe.

This morning, watching the BBC World Service,
I saw pictures of demonstrations in Italy by
secularists and anti-secularists on the subject
of a law proposed by the current left of centre
government in Italy, which would legalise what
we call civil partnership between homosexuals,
which the Catholic Church opposes. There was
a demonstration in which I saw placards with
the slogan "Coraggio Laici" (Be Brave
Secularists). Now this I am sure is a slogan
we will be hearing in Izmir this afternoon, with
the difference that in Italy the demonstrators
were below a thousand and in Izmir they will
be numbered certainly in hundreds of
thousands. Here the problem is a bit more
acute than it is in Italy.

To understand what is happening in Turkey
today, do not use always the words secular
and Islam. You can use the European
classification, valid at least since the French
Revolution, of clericalists and anti-clericalists.
That has been happening in Europe for two
centuries. In Ankara, I happened to be on the
same panel as Professor ‹lber Ortayl›, where
my argument was that you should not believe
that Europe has a definite, finite system of
secularism. It does not. The frontier between
religion and the state is being negotiated every
single day and is bound to be negotiated in
Turkey. So do not worry about your problems,
we have similar problems, or we had similar
problems, and you share those problems with
Europe to a much greater extent than you share
them with countries of the Middle East. Both
of you look to the example of the, dare I say it,
more evolved societies. And both of you can
profit from each other's experiences in realising
what you have in common and what is different.
What Turkey has as its asset is valuable enough
to maintain Turkey, I think, on a pretty steady
course of progress.

I am the editor-in-chief of Hürriyet
daily newspaper, the leading
newspaper of Turkey with the highest
circulation, and I am in trouble. I will
try to explain the trouble that I am
going through at the moment, because
I would like to share my troubles with
my colleagues and I think it will be a
problem for all editors around the
world, because, as the world is
polarising, the job of news
professionals is getting more and
more difficult.

I would like to point out two demonstrations,
two meetings, both held in Turkey. One was
held yesterday in one of the eastern cities of
Turkey and the other was in one of the western
cities of Turkey.

Yesterday's demonstration, organised by the
Prime Minister, was held in Erzurum. There
was a big crowd, nearly 100,000 people.

The other one, which is actually taking place
at this moment, is in the western city of Izmir
and the first estimates are that about 1 to 2
million people are participating in this meeting.

This 24-hour difference shows the reality of
Turkey. The first one, which was held yesterday
in the eastern part of Turkey, was organised
by the ruling Islamic party. The other one,
which is taking place in Izmir, was organised
by the laic and secular members of Turkish
society.

What is the difference between the two
meetings? As Turks, we see a very big
difference between the two. In the one that
was organised in eastern Turkey by the ruling
Islamic party, there were very few women. At
the other meeting in Izmir, which is the most
westernized city of Turkey, there were many
women, but very few with headscarves.

So what is the difference? When I read the
Western newspapers there are reports about
a big struggle between Islamists and the laics
in Turkey. But in reality it is not so simple,
because the Prime Minister of Turkey, at
yesterday's meeting, said, "We are for the laic
and secular system" and "We are laic, we are
secular." On the other hand, in Izmir, one
million people said, "We are not laic, we are
not secular" and "We are against the laic
system in Turkey." So that puts us in a very
chaotic position in Turkey, because there is a

big struggle, not on the real subjects perhaps,
but on the symbolic meaning of Islam and the
laic system.

So, Turkey is a very complicated country. This
is the biggest showroom of the big struggle
that we are now observing all over the world.
Because, after 9/11, there is a big discussion
about the relation between Islam and Western
countries, and, inside Islamic society, the
struggle between laic and Islamic tendencies.

In Turkey we have a very special position,
because my generation had a very strong
republican and laic education and we thought
that we had finished our problem with Islam
and that Turkey was a laic and secular country.
That is the education that we had and we grew
up with that feeling in the country. And
everywhere in the world, wherever you go,
everybody was saying that Turkey is the most
secular country of the Islamic world. So why
did that big struggle suddenly happen in
Turkey?

One part of that problem is the Iraq war.
Because the Iraq war put all members of
Islamic society in a very chaotic position. Turkey
is known as one of the most friendly countries
of the United States, but in all the sociological
polls you see that the highest level of anti-
American feelings is in Turkey. Why? We have
to ask these questions, and to understand the
situation in Turkey we have to find very realistic
answers to these questions.

I will give you some results of the sociological
polls in Turkey. What will be the results of the
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A Pragmatic Sanction
elections? If you ask these questions there are
several sociological polls giving very opposite
results. Some say that the ruling Islamic party
will increase its votes; some say they will lose
votes. But some polls have very common
results regarding certain subjects. For
example, when you ask the people in Turkey
what is the most credible institution in Turkey,
you have the same results in every sociological
poll. Nearly 70 per cent of the Turkish
population says that this is the army. And there
is a second very common result, when you ask
the people if you are for Islamic rules or against
Islamic rules. Exactly the same result: 70 per
cent of the Turkish people say that they are
against Islamic rules and for a laic/secular
society. With these results, how can you explain
democracy in Turkey?

So I come to my real thesis, which will be
provocative perhaps for some of the Turks who
are here. In Turkey we do not have a real
struggle between the Islamists and the secular
people, but we have some psychological
problems. We have some fears, we have some
symbolic problems and Turkish society is the
slave of the well organised, active, marginal,
minority groups that influence the big struggle
in Turkey. For example, the problem of the
head scarf. If you see the head scarf as the
most dominant symbol of Islam, if you see that
the wife of the Prime Minister has a scarf, the
wife of the President of the General Assembly
has a scarf and if you see that they present a
candidate with a wife that has a scarf, of course
you see that picture as a very strong threat
against the secular regime in Turkey.

So I think that it was a big mistake of the
government to present in every high level post
people with wives that have head scarves. Of
course, Turkey is not a society composed only
of secular woman without head scarves, but
Turkey is also not a society that is composed
only of women with scarves. But when you look
at the ruling party, the ruling posts in Turkey,
with all the women with scarves, of course you
have that fear.

These psychological problems have some very
dangerous consequences for our profession
as well. I am a board member of the World
Editors Forum and on the board there are 16
editors from all over the world. Four times a
year we come together and discuss various
problems, and since 9/11 we see that we
increasingly share the same problems as
editors, because our readers want very
opinionated headlines. We learned that news
has to be impartial, and that columns reflect
personal opinions. But more and more people

want to see very opinionated headlines in the
newspapers. And this is a problem in my
newspaper. This is the most secular newspaper
in Turkey, but we are now criticised by our
readers for not being secular enough in our
headlines. For example, if there is a big meeting
in the eastern part of Turkey, you have to put
that meeting in your headline if 100,000 people
come together to organise a meeting. But at
the same time you have the problem that there
is another meeting in the western part of Turkey
and most of your readers are for that meeting,
for the secular meeting. So what to put on the
headline of your newspaper, the announcement
of the coming meeting or news of yesterday's
meeting? So we are under attack by a very
organised e-mail campaign and of course that
influences our position also. I said that the real
threat in many countries, not only in Turkey
but in other countries, is not coming from the
state, from the army. Two weeks before we
had an army intervention in the regime, but
believe me, I say it very sincerely, that that
intervention was not as important as the
pressure from the organised e-mail campaign.

In our profession we have to think about that,
how to resist. Do we follow the organised
readers, or do we reflect reality in our
headlines. In my newspaper nearly 80 per cent
of the columnists, there are 24 or 25, are very
much against the ruling government. Every
day they write columns that are very hostile,
very critical of the government. There are only
two columnists who are not for the government
but say that it has done some good things too.
The organised readers do not want to see that.
All the columnists have to be against the
government. I think professional organisations
have to begin to discuss these problems, which
I fear more and more.

Turkey has been the country of Turks
since 900 years. This was the last
procedure of the so-called
"Völkerwanderung", the migration of
the peoples, when the Germanised
countries of Europe, rising against
the Roman Empire, had accomplished
their procedure, nationalisation of
countries much earlier than Turkey.

In the mid 11th century, the Persian Empire,
the country of the Persians, was occupied,
conquered by the Turks. There they founded
the Turkish Empire and interestingly enough,
in this Empire the official, even literary,
language was Persian and the judicial language
was Arabic. But the language of the army, as
usual, was Turkish. Anyone who took command
in this state had to be of Turkish origin or had
to be turkified. The same occurred in today's
Uzbekistan, in Southern Central Asia. Formerly
it had been a Persian speaking country and
became turkified on the eve of late medieval
history.

Turkey started this turkification at the end of
the 11th century. In the 12th century, Italians
called this country Turkiye and Turkmenia.
Over the next two centuries the Turks were
able to reach the banks of the Danube and
even Islamize some of the countries.

Of course, the military government, the military
structure and the military heritage of Turkey
is very important. The army still maintains its
role in keeping the balance and peace of society.
In this respect, the demilitarization of Turkey
is, I would say, quite impossible. The only
chance is that the Turkish army has a laicistic
education, not a strong national approach, and
in many cases it is much more social
democratic than some of the armies and
military circles around the world.

The evolution of secularism in Turkey is quite
interesting, as Mr. Mango mentioned. Religion
in this Turkey was always in the service of the
state, as it was in the Byzantine Empire. It is
not an independent institution. Islam, like
Judaism, is not an independent institution.
What we have is a pragmatic sanction, a
pragmatic way of life and in our daily life we
separate the ways of religion and state and
social life. That is what we can do. What you
see in modern Israel, after so many experiences
in the European sphere, is still the same
problem and you manage it. We have it here
and even other Islamic countries.

To talk about a secularist institution or a French
laicism, a radical separation between church
and state, is an impossible and unusual
sanction for this sphere. Certainly, Turkey has
an experience of a constitutional monarchy
that has already reached its 150th anniversary.
It started in an empire, and passed even the
way of the resistance war, the so-called war
of independence, but it was a resistance war.
People of different parties in Ankara led a
resistance war. That is very important. It was
a conventional parliament system. With certain
interruptions, sometimes for 20 years,
sometimes for a few years only, this democratic
experience continued and could survive until
today.

I remember a few years ago, 10 years ago I
think, in Vienna, there was a convention and
Professor [Bernard] Lewis was there. His
speech was quite unfair for the hosts who had
invited him. He said, "Democracy is a regime
of English speaking peoples." And he was right;
of course; it is a regime of British and English
speaking peoples. For those who only worry
about the procedure, legal procedure of
democratic rules, elections and administration
that is very important. It is not so sweet as one
would imagine, sometimes it is sour, but it is
a regime and it has its own logic in it. The
others talked about freedom, the philosophy.
Europeans talked about it, but their democratic
experience is not as majestic, with a few
exceptions, as one can imagine. Unfortunately,
the experience of those who speak about the
democratic experience, and are willing to talk
about it and to teach and instruct it, is little or
non-existent.

‹lber Ortayl›, Professor of
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Turkey has a culture. My country of
origin, Syria, has a culture, and
Germany has a culture. But the
political culture of democracy is
something which goes beyond the
specific local culture of a country. It
is a setup of rules and values that can
be shared by a variety of peoples. I do
not talk about application, I talk about
a consensus, a consensus of values
and rules and this consensus has to
trickle down to be accepted, not only

by the elite, but also by the population.

Our focus in this meeting is freedom of the
press and freedom of expression. Turkey is a
country with an Islamic population, but it is
very close to Europe. So this country is part of
Islamic civilization, but it has been
Europeanized. My colleague Ortayl› went back
before Kemal Atatürk and I agree with him.
The Europeanization of Turkey started earlier,
but the breaking point was the Kemalist
revolution. I was last month in Baku, Azerbaijan,
participating at a meeting of the Organisation
of the Islamic Conference, which has 57

members, and I can assure you Turkey is the
foremost country in the world of Islam with
regard to the political culture of democracy,
to development and other standards. This
country is very unique.

I was born in Damascus. I grew up in Damascus
and I left Damascus for Germany in 1962, so
I ask myself as a social scientist and a historian,
why is Turkey better than my country of origin,
Syria? In 1918, at the end of the First World
War, Syria, as an Ottoman province (or ex-
Ottoman province), and Turkey were at the
same level. But today Turkey has a European
standard and my country of origin, Syria, is in
the Stone Age. Why? The answer is the Kemalist
revolution. You may criticise Kemal Atatürk.
Nobody is perfect and the Kemalist revolution
has a lot of shortcomings, but the Kemalist
revolution was in a position to elevate this
country and make it different than a country
that was a part of it. Syria and Turkey were a
part of the same entity, but there is a huge
difference, a great difference in development
in all areas, not only with regard to laïcité, to
democracy, to open-mindedness, organisation,
and all these structures. I have been studying
the accession process and I am positive toward
the development of Turkey as a member of the
European Union, however not unconditionally.
If Turkey keeps its present standards of laïcité,
democracy of open-mindedness to the others,
if this tradition is kept, this would be the key
for Turkey to become a member to the
European state system.

There are two unique systems in Turkey and
here I will be critical of the Kemalist and the
Islamist system as well. I will try to be fair. I
will start by quoting the acting President of
Turkey, whom I admire, Mr. [Ahmet Necdet]
Sezer, and this is a quote: "The threat of
Islamisation in Turkey has never been as
imminent as it is at present". I believe that if
the President of Turkey says something like
that, there must be something to it. Turkey is
in a crisis and most Europeans do not get it,
they do not understand what is going on in
Turkey on the ground.

There is a competition between two visions for
the future and we cannot exclude any of these
options. I think what is needed now in Turkey
is a compromise. Turkey is unique, not only by
being an Islamic country which has become
European or Europeanized while keeping its
Islamic identity. Some Kemalists like to see
assimilation, but I think that this assimilation
is not within reach. But you can learn from
others. In Islam there is an example for that,
the Hellenization of Islam, between the 9th and

the 12th centuries. Many people say that
Moslems did not have Enlightenment. Our
Enlightenment was between the 9th and the
12th centuries, because the definition of
Enlightenment is acceptance of reason as a
source of knowledge. Europeans quote
Emmanuel Kant and I quote Al-Farabi, who
was a Moslem. At that time people did not talk
of Moslem or Arab, but if you apply the concept
of ethnicity, Al-Farabi was a Turk. He came
from Farab in Central Asia and in his book "Al-
Madina al-fadila" (On the Perfect State), there
is a separation between religion and the state.
This is Islam. He did this long before John
Locke, the European philosopher of the
Enlightenment. The head of the state is a
philosopher and not an Imam. You will find in
that book - he is a Muslim philosopher, the
greatest in political philosophy - that he quotes
Greek sources without abandoning his Islamic
identity.

So the unique thing in Turkey is becoming
European without abandoning Islam. And the
other unique thing is that political Islam entered
politics in Turkey without de-stabilizing the
system. Turkey was successful in the past five
years. I would prefer to see a Kemalist
government, but I acknowledge in all fairness
that Turkey was successful and unique in
accommodating political Islam within a secular
environment.

So what is needed now is that both parties
come together and talk to one another and
establish a consensus, to keep this very unique
experiment, which could be a model for the
rest of the world of Islam. Open yourself to
Europe, while developing a kind of Islam which
allows the separation of religion from politics.
And, if you look at al-Farabi, he established
the separation between religion and politics
and why don't we look back at our history and
say laicism is not an assimilation to European
standards, we have our own tradition in this
regard. Don't pay lip-service to the separation
of religion and politics, but accept it as
institutional political culture and in this regard
this rift, these tensions now in Turkey, could
be eased.

The Political Culture of Democracy
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Let me begin by expressing my
organisation's gratitude to the IPI for
inviting us to participate here and to
provide us with the opportunity to also
present some of the outcome from a
conference on "New Media: The Press
Freedom Dimension", which we
organised in Paris at UNESCO
Headquarters on 15 and 16 February
together with the World Press
Freedom Committee and the World
Association of Newspapers.

IPI has also graciously invited three of the
panelists from the Paris conference to speak
here and to further explore some of their
experience on the interface between new media
and press freedom.

I should say also that the full report on the
Paris conference will be available very soon.
It will not only be available on hard copy, but
it will also be downloadable on the UNESCO
Website, on the World Press Freedom
Committee Website and the Website of the
World Association of Newspapers.

Before handing over the floor to my three
distinguished colleagues here, I have been
asked by IPI to give a report on some of the
discussions and some of the conclusions that
we undertook during the Paris conference.

As you all know, new media holds great
potential as a resource for press freedom and
freedom of expression. New media can serve
as a platform for dialogue across borders and
it can allow for innovative approaches to the
distribution and to the acquisition of knowledge.
These qualities, which are vital to press
freedom, are frequently undercut by attempts
to regulate and censor both access and content.
I am very confident that our discussions here
will contribute to clarifying the complex
challenges and best way forward for press
freedom and new media.

Let me make the fundamental point that the
rights of press freedom and freedom of
expression that apply to traditional media
should also apply to new media. Indeed, the
introduction of new media should not entail
additional restrictions on the basic principles
of press freedom and freedom of expression.
This point is actually made already in Article
19 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
and I know that you all know it by heart, but I
will say it once again because it is a very
important article. It says, "Everyone has the

right to freedom of opinion and expression.
This right includes freedom to hold opinions
without interference and to seek, receive and
impart information and ideas through any
media, regardless of frontiers." All citizens, in
other words, have the right to express their
ideas and opinions worldwide including through
electronic networks. In drawing attention to
Article 19, I am under no illusion of the complex
real world problems that we face. It is an
unfortunate truth that in many countries there
is a very long way ahead of us in securing press
freedom. But principles, such as the one laid
down in Article 19 do provide a standard by
which we may measure our actions and those
of others. The full application and
implementation of these principles through
concrete action is something we should all be
working towards.

The Paris conference demonstrated that
regulation techniques limiting the free flow of
information increase as the impact of new
media grows. The Internet permits an
unprecedented empowerment of the individual
and it is probably this feature, together with
the speed and the global character of the
Internet, that has made many governments
worry about granting Internet users the same
right to freedom of expression as traditional
media have in democratic societies. However,
this quality of new media, which is the most
disturbing to some governments, is likely to
prove very resilient.

There are many existing measures used by
governments to restrict free access and use
of the Internet. Some measures are financial,
such as high taxes and tariffs. Other measures
are technical, such as filtering and blocking
software on servers. Others are administrative,
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such as having to obtain permission from
authorities to register Websites and refusing
to install international servers. And yet other
prohibitive measures are legislative, such as
special laws that block sites that a country
considers as ways of obtaining information that
is contrary or perceived to be contrary to certain
political, sexual or moral standards.

The conference at UNESCO was not shy in
pointing fingers at those governments that
censor the information made possible through
the new technologies. Participants noted that
China possesses the most advanced, most
extensive and most sophisticated external and
internal controls for the Internet. There are
more than a dozen ministries and agencies
and a reported 30,000 technicians and censors
devoted to purifying the Internet in China. What
is called the great Chinese Internet firewall
stands as a monument to a government that
has still not opened up to the dynamism and
the prospects of free political debate facilitated
by a free and independent press and unfiltered
news from beyond its borders.

Conference participants also noted that other
leading governmental sponsors of censorship
and surveillance include Belarus, Burma, Cuba,
Eritrea, Ethiopia, Iran, North Korea, Saudi
Arabia, Tunisia and Zimbabwe, and I am not
even mentioning all that were mentioned in
Paris. In Cuba, there is spyware in cyber cafes
that will shut down the Web navigator when
users type so-called banned words in an e-
mail. Typing the name of a known political
dissident is considered a threat to state
security. In Ethiopia, Websites and blogs critical
of Prime Minister Meles Zenawi's government
are blocked. In North Korea, virtually no one
has access to the Internet.

One participant observed that YouTube videos
are filtered in many countries, for instance in
China and Iran, the content being too subversive
in China and too immoral for Iran. And these
are merely a handful of the cases we were
discussing. You will hear more afterwards from
my panelists here.

The conditions and mechanisms of censorship
are different for governments that claim to
support and protect freedom of expression and
access to information. Defamation laws, for
instance, often operate to limit the free flow of
information. Most democratic countries have
enacted national civil legislation limiting free
expression in such cases as libel, breaches of
privacy and paedophilia. These matters are not
without controversy, but in general, such

national legislation commands widespread
support.

But the conference on new media in Paris also
addressed the difficult challenges regarding
the connection between the Internet and
protection against terrorism. Many participants
stressed that global terrorism has led
democratic countries to make law enforcement
access to personal information much easier,
often without maintaining a balance with civil
liberties. In the United States, for example,
regulators recently held that decades of
common carriage rules that govern telephony
- rules that, and this is maybe ironic, nurtured
the very growth of the dialup Internet system
- do not apply to broadband providers. The
broad data retention laws, lower legal
standards for access to information stored in
digital databases and legal mandates to make
broadband networks more conducive to
surveillance, have put privacy and ultimately,
free expression at risk.

The balance between measures required for
fighting terrorism and respect for fundamental
rights is indeed very difficult to strike. There
is a real risk that security measures may
directly or indirectly undermine the very
principles and rights that terrorism seeks to
destroy.

Responsibility for limiting information and free
speech is, however, not only limited to nation
states. Perhaps one of the more important
conclusions from the Paris conference was
that we must look more closely at the complicity
of private enterprises, of corporations.
Participants noted that China's great Internet
firewall was largely built by bricks laid by
corporate America. The tools that enable
governments to control information, the
routers, the software, the filters, the blockers,
the codes, were very often made by market-
driven multinational corporations. Well known
corporations from the information technology
industry must be counted among the sponsors
of censorship and surveillance. China, for
instance, has a political way to force companies
such as Yahoo, Google and Microsoft to censor
their search engines, to filter out specific
keywords in Websites. The Web phone network
Skype has an agreement with China to block
certain keywords. The connection between
private industry and government restriction on
information is worthy, we believe, of further
exploration, if we are to confront the more
systemic conditions that allow censorship and
surveillance in the media.

It is dangerous to establish rules for the free
flow of information. Not only does it really
hinder the flow of ideas and opinions, but it
may also force unwanted ideas expressed
exclusively underground, making it impossible
to openly counter, for instance, hate speech
and propaganda with informed arguments.
Furthermore, there is the risk that ideas and
opinions that could enhance the open debate
on controversial issues will be silenced.

Let's bear these challenges in mind as we
reflect upon the role of new media. I believe
that the real challenge is to fully explore the
potential of new media without compromising
our fundamental rights for free expression.

One of the main lessons of the new media
conference was that the free flow of ideas by
word and image is the pre-requisite for any
social and economic development. Efforts to
support new communication technologies,
therefore, must be placed alongside efforts to
support press freedom. We also heard from
participants that efforts to support press
freedom must be complemented with capacity
building to strengthen professional standards
and socio-economic programmes that enhance
education and combat poverty. The impact of
new media is, after all, dependent on the quality
of journalism and the scope of accessibility. In
both developing and industrialised countries,
new media has great potential to strengthen
the institutions of representative government
and civil society. All of that, to enable citizens
to gather information and mobilise coalitions
around policy issues and to improve also
government efficiency and transparency
through better communication with its citizens.

Moreover, the Internet is a highly disruptive
technology. The Internet is challenging well
established legal principles, regulatory regimes
and business models. Equally important,
economic gain is often not the key motivation
for content production on the Internet. In our
globalised world, where information is often
produced and mediated by individuals and

corporations with a substantial economic
power, the Internet does provide an alternative
means of knowledge production that
sometimes bypasses the barriers inherent in
structural economic disparages.

Indeed, in this regard the Internet has untapped
potential to fundamentally change the world.
Blogs are increasingly becoming a means of
expression for certain social, political and
religious groups and minorities, whose causes
rarely or never find their way into traditional
mainstream media.

I believe at this point what is perhaps the
greatest role that the new media can play in
our world, namely the potential it has for peace
and understanding. Mutual understanding can
only be achieved through a continuous
exchange of information and knowledge,
through the free flow of ideas by word and
image as UNESCO's Constitution puts it. And
in our age of information and communication
technologies we have new opportunities and I
believe also a responsibility to find practical
ways of using these practical tools of expression
with an eye towards building peace.

Let me in conclusion end with a quote by the
American abolitionist and author Frederick
Douglass. He said in his famous plea for a free
speech in Boston in 1860 some words that I
think we could remember today. He said,
"Liberty is meaningless where the right to utter
one's thoughts and opinions has ceased to
exist. That, of all rights, is the dread of tyrants.
It is the right which they first of all strike down.
They know its power. Equally clear is the right
to hear. To suppress free speech is a double
wrong. It violates the rights of the hearer as
well as those of the speaker."
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During the UNESCO session in
February I was asked to make a
presentation about how on-line media
is regulated in Russia and the
presentation I made there is already
available on the Website of the World
Association of Newspapers and, as we
heard, will also be available on the
UNESCO Website. Since then, there
have been three months in which
some serious changes have taken
place, so I have had to re-write my
presentation.

In February, I said that the cases we know of
when the state moved in to curb some forms
of expression in the on-line media were so
scarce and so small in number that probably
they do not affect the general situation of the
on-line media, which is a situation of total lack
of control. But looking at some of the latest
developments, I have had to re-think that
conclusion.

The first thing that should be noted is that the
Russian authorities, who have been very keen
to control the traditional media, predominantly
the newspapers and television, have paid little
or no attention to the Internet and to regulating
on-line speech. Any new laws that have been

passed limiting expression on paper and in
broadcast media have not concerned the
Internet. No law regarding the Internet media
has been passed over the last seven or eight
years, which is a good thing, meaning that the
government did not interfere. But the reason
for that was not necessarily the commitment
of the government to the free speech agenda,
but rather to the fact that they did not consider
the Internet to be a serous communication
medium worth their attention. This is not exactly
the case in 2007, because at the moment we
have 28 million Internet users in Russia alone
and also 33 million users outside Russia and
that gives us a total of 61 million users of
Russian-language Internet Websites. The top
five leading on-line news publications in
Russian have a monthly audience of two to
three million unique visitors. Russia's biggest
news aggregator has a monthly audience of
4.6 million unique visitors, while the biggest
blog hosting in the Russian language, which
happens to be the American-based
lifejournal.com, has a monthly audience of six
million unique visitors.

On-line media is also very big in Russia. There
are 750 news Websites updating daily, and
27,000 new articles are published on a weekday
and 6,000 on a weekend. Thirteen per cent of
the overall population, not of Internet users
but of the country's entire population, say that
they receive news on-line, instead of from
television or newspapers. Among active Internet
users, 40 per cent have abandoned the
traditional news sources and receive the news
on the Internet.

At the same time, as I have already said, there
are no rules in Russia that would define
Websites, that would define on-line news. There
is no government or executive or judiciary body
to regulate on-line media and on-line speech.
In the absence of such a body, which is
supposed to be created by this autumn, the
only source of applicable law is court rulings.
And there are serious problems with Russian
courts when it comes to the Internet. The
problem with the courts is that first of all the
judges have no laws to look at when they pass
judgements on Internet disputes. Also, they
have no previous rulings to base their
judgement upon and it is very difficult for the

judges to come up with their own judgements
because many judges have never seen a
computer in their life and the ones who are so
advanced as to have seen a computer have
never used the Internet. This problem leads to
another problem. The judges cannot employ
the use of experts the way courts do in the
United States, because a Russian judge,
typically, cannot tell the difference between an
expert and an illiterate. Also, since the Soviet
era, the courts in Russia view their task as to
pass guilty sentences; 99.7 per cent of the
verdicts passed in Russian courts are guilty.
Also, the verdicts in provincial Russia are mostly
dictated by the executive, by the prosecution.
That is part of the local legal tradition.

Due to all these problems, most of the
judgements passed by Russian judges on
Internet issues are extremely stupid in nature.
Not necessarily out of some evil intention, they
are simply outright stupid. I will name a few:

* One court ruling fined a Website, a consumer
forum, six million roubles, which is more that
a quarter million dollars, for an anonymous
comment made by a user on that forum.
* A criminal lawsuit was brought against a
journalist who is suspected of anonymously
posting a comment in a forum saying bad things
about the Vladimir district governor
* A criminal lawsuit was brought against a rock
musician who was charged with inciting hatred
towards the police, because he posted a live
journal comment, saying he was unhappy with
the police actions.
* A Website was found guilty of infringing a
sports news agency's copyright and sentenced
not only to a fine, but also to having its domain
shut down for copyright infringement
* A chief editor of an on-line newspaper in the
provincial town of Ivanovo was fined for calling

President Putin "a phallic symbol in Russia."
That was his reaction to Putin's call to increase
the fertility of Russian women.
* In the Siberian city of Kemerova, a court ruled
that a computer should be physically destroyed
for being a host to a critical article about
Vladimir Putin.
* In the Abakan and Komi regions, two courts
ruled that Websites should be closed because
they do not have a mass media registration
licence, which is not required for anyone to
have.
* In the Altai region, a court was asked by the
Ministry of Press to close down an information
agency called BankFax for an anonymous
comment somebody posted on that information
agency's Website.

These are only eight examples that I cited, but
I could go on citing dozens more.

The conclusion is pretty simple. So far it has
been very good in that there was no law
governing the Internet separately from the
laws governing the press. But in the future this
could be a risk factor, because, for a lack of
laws, rules could be made the way those
regional judges have been making them up.
One of the reasons why the Russian authorities
are not very keen on imposing their regulations
and controlling the Internet is that they realise
that you cannot do that selectively. You can
either control it all, control the users, or the
users will find a way to circumvent any
limitations you might set.

Therefore, it is a political decision to build a
big Chinese firewall, or not to build it. At the
moment, the Russian authorities are still
undecided on whether to start building one.

On-line Regulation in Russia

Anton Nossik, Chief Blogging
Officer, SUP Fabrik, Moscow
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Before I talk about the current press
situation in Somalia, which includes
modern communication technologies
and the democratisation process in
my country, I would like to talk briefly
about the history of the Somali media.

As you know, Somalia, one of the poorest and
least developed countries of the world, is
located in the eastern corner of the Horn of
Africa. It gained its independence in 1960,
known to many as the "Year of Africa", due to
the many countries on the continent gaining
independence from the colonial European
powers.

The media first emerged in Somalia during the
colonial era after the British government, which
colonised the northern part of Somalia,
established the first radio station in 1948 in
Hargeisa, which was called Radio Hargeisa,
while the Italian government, which colonised
the southern part of Somalia, subsequently
founded Radio Mogadishu in 1952.

The two radio stations released programmes
in English and Italian, with a small portion of
the programme, translated into Somali, aimed
at implementing the colonial interests,
spreading the political objectives and putting
on display modern civilizations and cultures.
At the time, there was also a small number of
newspapers published in Arabic, English and
Italian. However, such media were under the
control of the colonial administrations and

transmitted information relating to their
concerns to create pressure against the
widespread struggle of the Somali people to
end the colonial rule. But the two parts of
Somalia gained their independence from the
British and the Italian colonizers and then
united. The two radio stations were handed
over to the Ministry of Information of the civilian
government of the Somali Republic, which was
established in 1960. Unfortunately, the media
did not develop in the nine years of civilian rule,
due to financial barriers and the weak
knowledge of media activities.

The Somali citizens were mostly illiterate and
the script of the Somali language was not
developed. People were freedom oriented and
were unable to think of development in other
fields. But the situation changed after the
overthrow of the civilian government by the
military forces. In 1969 the military announced
that Mohamed Siad Barre was the President
of the Somali Republic. Everything was placed
under the control of the military government,
including the media. The establishment of any
kind of independent or privately owned media
was banned. This repression and media
domination lasted 21 years. The fall of the
tyrannical government of Siad Barre led to the
appearance of the first independent newspaper
in 1991. Although the ownership of the
broadcasting media industry during most of
the 1990s was dominated by warlords,
comparatively independent electronic media
emerged in the late 1990s.

More than six independent newspapers, nearly
20 privately owned radio stations and three
independent television stations are currently
operating in Somalia. On-line media also
appear strongly. The Somali Diaspora launched
various Websites. Almost 200 Somali Websites
are currently available, but most of these
Websites defend the interests of specific clans
or sub-clans instead of serving the public.
Some of them have clan or sub-clan names,
or the name of a specific clan's district or
region. Such Websites are used to disseminate
disinformation by a clan or sub-clan.

Around 34 websites are privately owned, news
oriented Websites and have considerable
audiences. These Websites are mostly hosted
and administered in Europe, USA, Canada and
Asia. Tens of thousands of Somalis access
these Websites daily. The work of these modern
media is significant to Somali nationals living
in the Diaspora, as well as people living in the
country. A growing number of citizens in the
country are increasingly logging on to these
Websites on a daily basis. This growth was

encouraged by competing Internet service
providers and reasonable prices in relation to
local living standards.

Furthermore, wireless telecommunication for
Internet was established in Mogadishu three
years ago. The provider of this service, Wireless
African Broadband Telecommunication,
supplies high speed Internet and has attracted
a large number of clients in many regions and
districts of the country.

When talking about modern communications,
I believe that we are also talking about
telephones, e-mails and SMS text messages.
Telephone services are extensively available
and hundreds of thousands of people use
mobile phones, both in the main cities and
rural areas. This service also helped journalists
and media workers to communicate and
sometimes compile reports immediately by
using cell phones. Most of the Internet is low
priced and the media establishment use the
Internet. Despite the prolonged conflicts and
the poor economy in the country, Internet
services are even accessible at homes, even
by children.

Journalists, media assistants and Somali
citizens in general are faced by shocking
violations to the right to both impart and receive
information. But there is no substantial
censorship or violation of freedom of speech
when using some parts of modern
communication, such as the Internet, mobile
phones and satellite dishes. There is no
blocking of Internet sites and there is no
censorship of telephones, because everything
is private.

The prolonged clan-based hostilities have
severely ravaged the whole nation and thus
endangered the lives of ordinary citizens,
together with the media people. Attacks on the
press and continued impunity have created a
discouraging image. Though each form of
media has its own special difficulties, the
modern media encounter quite a lot of
exceptional aggressions. The violence against
the modern media, particularly Internet media
and its practitioners, is carried out by individuals
who recognise the mounting influence of the
on-line media in Somali society, the ever
increasing use of the Internet by the Somalis
in five continents, accessible archives on the
Web, the rising connection of the international
community to Somali Websites to get more
and fresh information about Somalia's current
affairs, the Internet as an instrument mobilizing

supporters of particular clans to provide
financial and material support, and the Internet
as a tool educating the population.

Some of Somalia's top political authorities
discount the new media and try to challenge
its work and importance. For example, one of
the ex-warlords, who is now in the transitional
government, calls the Internet media the forum
of hearsay. The abusive criticisms are directed
mainly against workers of the Internet media,
because their Websites are hosted outside
Somalia. Some politicians have declared that
the Internet media can hardly be oppressed,
since it is mostly based in foreign countries.

On-line journalists always have problems with
their payments and costs are increased when
carrying out an assignment for the Website
they work for. Despite insufficient salaries
some of the on-line journalists do not get
regular payment and have difficulties finding
ways to contact their Webmasters or Web
administrators when claiming their payment.
Some journalists have not been paid for
months. The inadequate and sporadic pay of
on-line media workers has left Internet
journalists open to corruption, fear and
dishonesty.

Professionalism and ethical standards are very
limited, since on-line media executives do not
encourage it. The media associations, NGOs
and the media development in the international
organisations concentrate on building the
capacity of Somali professionals in other
industries, such as print and electronic media.
Therefore, if the modern media is to thrive and
to keep up its vital role of informing the
population of the news and current affairs, a
special media development programme should
be designed to build the capacities of the media
professionals of the modern media, particularly
of those in countries of conflict and in transition.

Omar Faruk Osman, General
Secretary, National Union of
Somali Journalists, Somalia

Modern Communication Technologies
and Press Freedom
in Somalia
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I am humbled following a day of
conversation about serious conflicts
with censorship and repression and
problems that proportionately we
have very little of in the United States.
But we have some challenges that are
perhaps just as serious in terms of
their effect on freedom of expression
and the persistence of a professional
journalism process that I want to talk
a little bit about today.

In the last 35 to 40 years newspaper readership
has declined from around 70 per cent to about
35 per cent. People are not consuming serious
journalism, they are detaching. We are losing
the hearts and minds of the audience and now
we are confronted with a whole new set of
problems coming from the Internet, where
anyone can become a publisher, anyone
eventually will be a publisher. Many
professional journalists are reacting by
attacking the blogosphere and acting as if the
blogosphere is some sort of communist threat
to the imperial majesty of traditional journalism.

We have to remember, I think, that freedom of
the press, freedom of expression is not the
province of the press. It is a fundamental
human right and it is the responsibility of every
serious journalist to stand up and defend the
right of the individual to self-publish and tell
his or her own story using whatever tools are
available.

At Morris Communications we are trying to
embrace this change that is talking place,
rather than fighting it. And we are creating a
series of new products, new kinds of Websites,
and in some cases new print products that
work together using the community's
participation, the community's conversation,
as an integral part of the journalism process.
We have got a lot of attention, perhaps an
inordinate amount of attention, for one of these,
Bluffton Today, which is in a very small and
very wealthy golf course community on the
Atlantic coast of South Carolina. I will talk a
bit about what we have learned from that
project today.

When we launched our Bluffton project, I
received probably 20 or 30 telephone calls from
newspaper publishers. They had heard we were
doing something different that involved
something that unfortunately had been labelled
"citizen journalism". The got very excited about
it. They called and wanted to know how they
could get some of that good "citizen journalism"
stuff and get rid of those expensive reporters
that cost so much to feed. And I had to give
them the "bad news" that this is not about
replacing journalists with citizens, this is about
making journalism better and making the
community a stronger place. I shifted to using
the term "participative journalism", trying to
get away from this label and quickly concluded
that the problem was not the first word, but
rather the second. The word "journalism" is a
powerful word that brings with it a lot of
assumptions and a lot of baggage. So I am no
longer using that term. I am trying to describe
this as "citizen media" or perhaps "participative
media". It is a world in which anyone can
participate, not as what we would call a
journalist and not as what they would call a
journalist, but rather as themselves and telling
stories in their own voices and their own ways.
In some cases news will flow naturally through
this new medium and in many ways this new
medium performs some of the same social
functions as traditional journalism, but I prefer
not to try to put it in the box of journalism,
because that doesn't work for anyone.

Those of us in the mainstream media now find
ourselves facing a choice. We can play in this
space, we can be part of this process or we
can stand by and allow others to do it. Flickr,
which is owned by Yahoo, and Blogger.com,
which is owned by Google, are emerging as
powerful competitors to traditional media and
they do not in general share our value systems,
our sense of what is  important, our sense of
the social and political component of what
journalism is all about. If we choose to not
participate in this process by facilitating and
aggregating the community's own individual
voices, then others will do it and we'll be
marginalised and increasingly disconnected
from the communities we serve.

However, if we choose to participate and engage
in this new Internet enabled conversation, we
can make our journalism better and we can
help make the conversation better. This works
in what we call a virtuous circle and it is not,
and I want to emphasize, it is not the
professionals being on the left side and the
community being on the right. It is about the
professionals crossing over and being part of
that conversation, listening carefully,

understanding what is going on in the
community, emerging from the conversation
with a broader array of sources, a broader
array of story ideas. Sometimes it is catching
rumours early in the process, stepping in and
debunking them, but the journalist emerges
from the conversation with a better idea of
what to cover and then goes out and does the
traditional professional journalism job. And by
doing so creates journalism that is more
interesting, that is more well grounded, that
is more well sourced and eventually is better
consumed, better read. And it in turn then
informs the community, which has
conversations about it and we go round and
round until we eventually achieve some sort
of perfection.

In the early 1800s, Alexis de Tocqueville, the
French writer, toured the United States trying
to figure out what made American democracy
work. There were a lot of sceptics. It was a
huge political experiment to create a society
that was self-governed, not by aristocrats, but
by everyone. And what de Tocqueville found
was that in this new country, composed of
immigrants from all over, people had come
together and emerged as a society of joiners,
people who joined together in clubs and
associations, civic, political, fraternal, religious
organisations, and that this process of joining
together in conversational organisations was
the foundation of American democracy. It is
what made the political process viable.

If we fast forward to the 20th century and the
21st, we find that things are declining in that
area. We now have a different language to
describe this. The word social capital comes
from sociologists and political theorists who
describe this measurable layer of trusting
relationships among individuals that enable
them to have civic conversations and civic
interests. We believe that social capital and
civic engagement, caring about your community
and news readership are all very tightly
connected. So one of the primary drivers for
the decline of newspaper readership and
consumption of serious journalism is an overall
decline in civic engagement, an overall decline
in social capital. So anything we can do to turn
that around is going to help.

We also believe that small talk, small
interactions, conversations about things that
may not seem important, are critical to this
process. If you and I can have a conversation
about music or about our dogs and cats or
about our children and it is a good conversation,
a respectful conversation, a rewarding
relationship, perhaps we can take the next step

Steve Yelvington, Senior
Strategist, Morris
DigitalWorks, Augusta, GA
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and begin to talk about the areas where we
don't agree, politics, maybe even religion.

We have had some success in this area with
our project in Bluffton, S.C., where we launched
a newspaper and a Website that work together
as a process. The newspaper is a newspaper,
the Website is not an on-line newspaper, it is
an on-line conversation space where everyone
in the community has a weblog, everyone in
the community can have a photo gallery,
everyone can join in the community
conversational process and we listen and
participate in that process. The voice of the
community then becomes part of the
newspaper through the journalism process
and what we have found is a tremendous
improvement in readership of the newspaper.
Now we did some other things. This newspaper
is free, it is very much inspired by some
European inventions like 20 Minutes and Metro,
in that it is very compact, colourful, bright,
tightly written. But it also is a newspaper that
has the voice of the community sort of bubbling
up through this Web connection that we have
with many, many individuals. We believe that
this is building a stronger community and it is
certainly building stronger readership. Our
readership numbers are comparable to what
newspapers had in the 1970s, as opposed to
the 21st century.

Some key learnings that we have taken away
from his process. There are many, many things
we have learned, some of them quite tactical,
such as how to lead a conversation without it
turning ugly and nasty. But the most important,
I think, are these:

1) Citizen media and professional media can

be viewed as complimentary and not
competitive. We are not enemies with one
another, we can work, we can use each tool to
achieve a common goal.
2) Internet based social capital is real. The
connections that people build with one another
on-line do transport offline. We've had a
number of opportunities for clubs and
associations to form off-line among people
who met on-line, in the on-line conversations.
We have also had off-line political action and
participation. We have much anecdotal evidence
of this.

I will tell one very quick story involving a road
construction project that was poorly managed.
In most of our cities, a poorly managed road
construction project could go on for years. All
you could do about it would be to go home and
sort of complain to your wife or husband and
it wouldn't go any farther than that. Because
we had created this civic space on-line, where
people could have conversations, that
conversation moved out and became a
community wide conversation that lead very
quickly to the formation of a committee to fix
the problem and a helicopter full of state
officials flying down to stop the project and
intervene.

Essentially what we have done is discover a
way to use the Internet to empower individuals
to take political action. So I want to end with
the last point which is that print is not dead.
Too many of us from the on-line side of things
have positioned ourselves as opponents of
print, opponents of newspapers, trying to
replace print with the Internet. What we have
discovered is that print and the Internet can
work together to build towards success.
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The Knight-Ridder Story

I'd like to just say two things as the
moderator of this session. One is that
I think we'll find as we talk two themes
sculling around in this coming hour.
One is the sort of changing nature of
media ownership as the Googles of
this world move in and everything
begins to mill around. But more
specifically, I think we will be talking,
given the panel and the people on it,
about something which is a
phenomenon, which you can't just say
is an Anglo-Saxon phenomenon or an
American phenomenon, namely the
changing nature of newspaper
ownership.

At IPI we always begin our motions saying the
organisation of editors and publishers
condemns this or condemns that, and it is
always about press freedom, but in the most
benign, but complex sense, looking around the
world, editors and publishers are not always
at one about press freedom or what it
constitutes. And that is really what we are
going to be examining today.

If I look at the world from Great Britain, I see
my old friend David Montgomery, sacked from
the Mirror Group, parading across Europe,
buying up newspapers in Scandinavia, in
Poland, in Germany and last week in Holland,
and becoming a big factor on the scene there.
If I look at India, I see huge growth in the media,
but I also see our old friend Rupert Murdoch

starting a tabloid newspaper called The Sun,
so watch out for that. If I look at the United
States, I see the same Mr. Murdoch bidding
for Dow Jones for The Wall Street Journal.

That follows a whole variety of other moves in
the changing nature of media ownership, with
the one crucial debate floating down, which is
can public companies, with shareholders to
protect and investors and bankers and equity
capitalists floating around or actually on the
board, deliver the kind of returns? Can
newspapers do that? Or is there some change
into a private mode that helps? How do we
solve this situation, where newspapers are
constantly stretched on the rack of having to
produce almost guaranteed levels of returns
for their shareholders? Having been very
profitable and still being very profitable, but
victims of economic cycles and all that stuff,
how do you do that without impacting
dramatically on the editorial product, the
quality, the ability to investigate, all of those
things which are in a sense well covered as
part of freedom of the press.

We are very well placed on our panel today to
examine some of these issues. We could call
it, if I was writing a film script, "The Philadelphia
Story".

Anyway, I am very pleased to have one of the
big names of American journalism, Tony Ridder,
former CEO of Knight-Ridder, who a couple of
years ago experienced situations, saw the
media scene changing and sold out to the
McClatchy company, who thereupon sold the
Philadelphia bit of that operation, a very
distinguished paper, edited at one of its most
distinguished points by one of our most
distinguished former chairmen, Gene Roberts,
to a community-based Philadelphia holding
company owned by the second speaker Brian
Tierney, who obviously took it private and has
views to put on that. Once they have told us
their perspectives on life in general, and
Philadelphia in particular, perhaps they will be
quizzed by Charles Eisendrath, who as
everybody here knows is our new American
Board Member from the University of Michigan
and the Knight-Wallace Fellows Director there,
and by Konstantin Kamaras from Greece, who
is CEO of the big Web sports network there
and also a regular columnist on media affairs.

The Changing Nature of
Newspaper Ownership

Peter Preston, Co-Director,
Guardian Foundation, London Tony Ridder, former

Chairman & CEO, Knight-
Ridder, Woodside, CA

Until ten months ago, there were very
few substantial newspapers in the
United States that were not owned by
one of the public newspaper
companies. And of those companies,
there were only three that had one
class of stock. It also happened to be
the three largest, in this order:
Gannett, Knight-Ridder and Tribune.
All the others, The Washington Post,
Dow Jones, New York Times, Belo,
and McClatchy had two classes of
stock, and what two classes of stock
means is that the founding family, or
the founding shareholders, have
super voting stock. So in the case of
the New York Times, the family has
something like 20 per cent of the
actual ownership of the New York
Times Company, but they have
something like 80 per cent of the
voting shares. So the shareholders
have unequal voting rights.

In the case of the three largest that I mentioned,
the only defence, really, against a takeover has
been to keep the price of the stock high. And
if the price of stock is high, it takes out the
incentive for somebody to try and take over the
company or to force you to sell the company.
And so all the companies, whether they had
two classes of stock or not, would, when
revenue was rising, add people in boom times,
and during difficult times, when revenue was
falling (in the early 1990s, in 2000, 2001 and
2002), cut back on staff to try and control their
expenses. That's basically the way it worked.

But what happened is that in 2004 employment
classifieds, which had been falling, suddenly
turned the corner, and that is what all the
newspaper analysts had been anticipating.
Then other things happened to the revenue
stream and suddenly all companies fell out of
favour, not just the one class stock companies,
they all fell out of favour with the analysts, and
so stock prices of all the companies started
falling, fell in the second half of 2004, and were
falling in early 2005.

Now I would like to tell you about the Knight-
Ridder story. The largest shareholder by far
was a company called Private Capital
Management, a division of Legg Mason, a very
large money manager in the United States.
And they were, other than the Sulzberger family,
the largest shareholder of the New York Times,
other than the McClatchy family, the largest

shareholder in McClatchy. They are very large
in Belo, very large in Gannett, and they were
our largest shareholder. They had never
complained to me about our performance. They
had never said your expenses are too high.
They had indicated that they were happy with
Knight-Ridder and then all of a sudden, out of
the blue, in April 2005, I got a call from the
head of the firm, Bruce Sherman, who said,
"Tony, I think you ought to sell your company.
Your second largest shareholder and your third
largest shareholder feel the same way that I
do." So I told him that we had no interest in
selling the company and this went on over a
period of the next seven or eight months, where
he would call, some of the others would call.
It was not about, "We don't think you are doing
a good job, we are unhappy with you doing this
or that." It was always about, "The business is
having a very difficult time. You only have one
class of stock. We think that you ought to sell
the company." This was done in a private way
and suddenly in November 2005 they went
public and started to run a sort of public
campaign and it was at that point that we
decided we would sell the company.

So there was a great deal of interest from many
private equity firms; there was a smaller firm,
Media News, which was semi-interested. But
at the end of the day there was only one person
that bid on the company and that was
McClatchy, which is a very fine company and
a company that I have always felt was most
like Knight-Ridder, although much smaller,
maybe a third our size. It was the most like
Knight-Ridder in the terms of values, in terms
of commitment to journalism in all sorts of
ways, commitment to their communities. So,
with that one and only bid, we decided to sell
to McClatchy. But we were too big for them to
swallow the whole company, so they turned
around and sold off 12 of the newspapers,
representing about 45 per cent of the revenue.

Then the same sort of thing happened with the
Tribune Company. The Tribune Company was
the third largest newspaper company, actually
a larger company than Knight-Ridder, because
they had substantial television interests and
they had pressure from their largest single
shareholder, about the same size as Bruce
Sherman, but much smaller when you consider
that we had three shareholders that were
pushing for us.

The three represent 37 per cent of the company.
The Chandler family represented 18 per cent,
something like that, but they went through the
same thing, they never could find a buyer
essentially, and so Sam Zell came along and
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The Philadelphia Story
came up with a recapitalization scheme that
will take their debt up to 13.5 billion dollars,
which is over ten times their cash flow, which
is an extraordinary amount of debt. And so that
is really what is going on in the Unite States.

The private equity firms in the United States,
for the most part, are not interested in buying
newspaper companies. They have looked at
them, they have looked at Knight-Ridder, they
have looked at the Tribune Company, and they
do not seem to be interested in buying
newspapers, because they are not sure where
newspapers are going to be three years from
now or five years from now, when they exit,
because typically they come in, they may cut
costs, they may try to change things, they may
change the management, but they are in the
game only to try to turn the business around,
change the business and then sell the business
at a substantially higher price.

Now the state of the industry in the United
States is that last year overall ad revenue
declined slightly and that is why the market
doesn't like them. That is why their stock prices
are declining, because revenue is not growing.
If revenue is not growing, then the only way
that you can improve profits is to cut costs and
that is a very short term approach. I mean it is
one thing if you are going through a cycle, but
I think the feeling is now that there is going to
be not great revenue growth. So, before I turn
over to Brian, let me just make a couple of
other points.

I think that the daily newspaper business is
terribly important to the future of democracy
and civilization. I can speak much more about
the United States, but if you don't have strong
daily newspapers then who is gong to do all
the watchdog kind of reporting. How are people
going to really know what is going on in their
community, in their state, in their country, if
you don't have newspaper journalists with
resources to do the job that needs to be done.
So I think that our business is terribly important.
It is a business that I love, but if you look at
just the print newspaper, not the Internet part
of the business, the print business, the ad
revenue has been declining for some time.
Now, when I said ad revenue was down last
year, that included the Internet revenue, but
the basic newspaper, the newspaper that we
all love and work for or have worked for, that
revenue has been declining for some time.

I think you can get some periods where if you
add promotion you can grow circulation over
one period over another, but unless you keep
spending more, there is clearly a slow decline

in circulation in the United States and it has
been going on for some period of time. That is
why the market looks at it and the market says,
"Look, it's not a growing business, so we don't
really want to recommend to our people that
we work with to invest money, we are not
recommending that they invest in newspapers."

I just want to touch on two more things. I do
think that there is tremendous opportunity in
the Internet and I think that there is tremendous
opportunity on the content side and I think on
the revenue side. Basically, our Internet sites
are like our newspaper. An editor decides what
goes on them and people go and browse the
headlines on the Website in a way they do on
a newspaper. And yet 90 per cent of all Web
sessions are people that use "search". And so
people that use "search" are clearly intent
driven, they are not browser driven, they are
intent driven. And I think that when people are
searching for information that we have, we
have got to make that site richer when they
get there. It can't just be the one story we ran
in the paper, it has got to be a much richer
experience, including community journalism
as well, which would be photos and blogs and
so forth from the community. But we have got
to make it a much deeper, richer experience.

The other thing is advertising. Local ad
spending in the United Sates on Websites last
year was 3.4 billion dollars. That is just local,
not national. All shopping in the United States,
80 per cent is done 15 miles of where somebody
lives. So it is local advertising. That is projected
to go to 12.4 billion dollars by the year 2010.
3.4 last year to 12.4. So I think that represents
tremendous opportunity. Are we really geared
up to get that? I do not think on the whole that
we are doing nearly as good a job on either the
content side or the advertising side in that
Internet space. It represents so much
opportunity.

Brian P. Tierney, Chief
Executive, Philadelphia Media
Holdings LLC, Philadelphia,
PA

I have to tell you that for someone
that a year ago was not in this
business, but was hoping to someday
be in this business, I am truly
honoured and humbled to be, not only
in the industry, but to be here
particularly at IPI.

We stirred up a lot of interest in what we did
in Philadelphia. I think these are terrific
businesses right now. I do not think that they
lend themselves to public markets right now.
I think that when McClatchy stock was in the
70s and now it is in the 30s, if you are an investor
in McClatchy stock you are upset, because I
bought it at 75 dollars and now it is 35. But
that does not mean that it is not a fundamentally
great business, if you have a longer term view.

So what we were able to do in Philadelphia,
and it has been described by Peter here and
others as the "Philadelphia Story", is put
together a group of community business
people, as diverse as our community. Men and
women, a labour pension fund, not one of our
own unions, but a carpenter's pension fund.

Successful men and women, black, white, a
very diverse group that stepped forward and
said, "We have a long term view". In our
ownership group nobody can sell for five years.
After five years, you can only sell it back to the
company. If the company doesn't want to buy
it, you can sell it back to the other investors.
If they do not want to buy it, you can only sell
it outside with our approval.

What I promised people is this would make
economic sense. It is not a charitable
contribution. We are targeting a 12 per cent
return in terms of our money. But if you have
that long term view and if you do not have the
glare of the public markets - and I have worked
for publicly traded companies, I was the vice
chairman of a publicly traded company - and
if your earnings are off in America, in the UK,
I am sure in your own countries as well, if you
are off by a penny, you can lose five per cent
of the value of your company overnight.
Understandably and appropriately, if you have
that fiduciary responsibility as an executive, as
a CEO of a publicly traded company, you run
your business in a different way. So we are
investing 22 million dollars in the business.
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Questions & Answers:
Most of that investment has two and three year
horizons, but that is okay, we are going to be
here. I am 50 years old, I just turned 50. I hope
my children are involved with this business
years from now. I know my other investors feel
the same way. So when people say, "How is it
going in Philadelphia?", it's going well, but it's
not easy. In parts of the world, like India, the
business is booming. In America, it's more
mature, it's a different kind of environment.

But I also take some solace in people like Tony
O'Reilly, who turned around H.J. Heinz, who is
now buying newspapers. They are making
splendid evolutions into the Internet. In most
communities, the newspaper is the dominant
local Internet site, as we are in our community,
and this gets lost sometimes. A well designed
and well written newspaper is the most efficient
way to find out what is happening in your world.

Briefly, what is going on in Philadelphia is that
we are focusing on long term quality. And we
start with what is the most important thing,
namely journalism. So even though we have
had to make some painful reductions in terms
of the size of the Inquirer's newsroom, the key
thing is that we changed some of the work
rules, as it related to silly work rules that we
had. For instance, we have two papers that are
produced at the same time, the Inquirer and
the Daily News. The teamsters drivers insisted
that they travel in separate trucks; very
inefficient. So we would have the same store
having two deliveries at the same moment. We
got them to get rid of that and a series of
different things like that.

But the key hire that I have made has been to
bring in one of the most respected journalists
in America, a fellow named Bill Marimow.
Some of you know Bill Marimow, and other
than the choice of my wife 26 years ago, it is
the best decision I have made. What he has
done has not only attracted some great people
like Vernon Loeb from the Los Angeles Times,
but the whole quality of the existing team is
playing at a different level. It shows you what
that kind of local leadership is able to do. In
fact, I received an e-mail that somebody sent
in about a story we recently wrote, and it said,
"This reminds me of the Inquirer of the old
days." And when they talk about the Inquirer
of the old days, they are of course talking about
the Inquirer under Gene Roberts, who I had

the privilege to meet in person over the last
few days.

So in Philadelphia, because we have brought
in great people in terms of operations, we are
running the business more efficiently, we are
purchasing paper at a better price, we are
purchasing insurance, we are making the
business operations run with excellence. We
are taking journalism up to a higher level and
we are marketing. I am a marketer. I am an
avid newspaper reader. I read foreign
newspapers every day and I have read
newspapers all my life.

We are running it across the board, though
more efficiently, where we can. We are running
it better in terms of the journalism. I do not
know if there are lessons for the industry as a
whole. I think what we have is very much a
"Philadelphia Story", but it is an exciting time
and we are marketing better. That is a good
thing. We tell our advertisers, "If you advertise
in here, i.e., if you market, you will sell more
refrigerators, pantyhose, sofas, whatever. We
need to do the same thing ourselves. So we
are marketing ourselves better and I am
pleased to say that when the numbers came
out a few weeks ago, the Philadelphia Inquirer
was one of three or four newspapers in the
country to have an increase in circulation and
we are going to have it, I believe, again in
October and next year. But, most importantly,
our Web traffic is through the roof, it is up 46
per cent in the last nine months. We are doing
both at the same time and I do not think that
they are contradictory.

It is an exciting time in Philadelphia. I am
hopeful that we will be able to maintain the
momentum. It is not easy, but it is such
incredibly important work for our region and
our community. I have never been more proud
to be involved in any business in my life or any
endeavour in my life than in the last nine
months.

Tony Ridder, former
Chairman & CEO, Knight-
Ridder, Woodside, CA

Charles Eisendrath, Director, Knight-
Wallace Fellows, University of
Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI:

I have one very short question for both of you
and one somewhat longer question.

The short question can be summarised in two
words: Sam Zell. Is this the best deal you have
ever seen, financially speaking, for him? And
secondly, do you think Mr. Zell is a force for
good or evil in the newspaper business?

Tony Ridder: They are highly leveraged, they
have tremendous debt on a cash flow of about
US$ 1.2 billion and so they are going to really
be strapped to try to meet that obligation. Is it
like selling to a company like McClatchy that
has the same values as the Tribune Company?
No, it certainly is not. Nobody knows what he
really stands for, what he will do. I happened
to go to the University of Michigan at the same
time he was there, but I did not know him and
I do not think he knew me. I just do not know
very much about him. I know he is very good
at real estate, but I worry about the incredible
amount of debt that they have got to service.
It is a private company, which certainly has its
advantages, but they have got to pay off that
debt. So that is really going to squeeze
resources.

Brian Tierney: I think he is going to be a
breath of fresh air. I think an outsider's
perspective is good on the business side of this
operation right now. Sam Zell says, "The
Tribune Company owns two billion dollars of
real estate." Most American companies do not
own that much real estate, unless it is their
factory. They do not own office buildings. He
will sell that. That makes sense to lease that
back, because that is two billion dollars of
value that has been cooped up at that company
unnecessarily. I think that he is going to
challenge the common wisdom as relates to
Google and Yahoo. I think that's great. People
say to me, "Well I can get my news from Yahoo."
And I tell them, "If you type in Philadelphia
under Yahoo News, the news you get is my
news." We're paying reporters to produce that
and we get really nothing in return other than
traffic, which was fine for the first era. But now
that Yahoo and Google basically own the world,
it is time that we get paid for some of that
content as well. And so I think in many ways,
Sam Zell will be a breath of fresh air. I told
him, "I think you are a Brian Tierney wannabee."
He laughed at that point, but, anyway, I look
forward to learning a lot from Sam Zell.

Tony Ridder: For those of you who do not
know what he did, he lent the Tribune Company
US$ 325 million - he is getting interest on that
money. That is all he has actually invested in
the company. He did not buy the company, he
just lent them that money. He has the option,
it is not mutually agreed to, for 500 million. He
can covert that into 40 per cent of the equity
of the company. I mean Sam Zell made a
fantastic deal, I think.

Brian Tierney: I assume that was the best
deal the Tribune Company could get. The
market spoke, I guess, at that point.

Charles Eisendrath: The second question
concerns what I do as a day job, which is run
a fellowship programme for young journalists.
And I look around the audience and see a great
many faces representing news organisations
that have sent people to the programme. For
the last 15 years, the depression factor among
this group of people, working journalists in
their late 20s to 40s, has been going down even
further than newspaper stocks. This concerns
newspaper journalists and television and radio
journalists. I regarded the programme as a
place where the holy fire could be kept going
until things turned around. This year, for better
of worse, I began saying something different
to this group of people, which is to say, there
is a huge opportunity there and I said that
mostly on the strength of an experience last
year of urging one of the people who was
graduating from the programme to go out on
his own in a news enterprise. And he got
funding for it; he invested small in an
investigative Website with one e-mail. Then I
began asking around what else was going on
in the United States. So what I am now saying
is that this is a tremendous time for young
journalists, whether it is with news
organisations that are being sold and re-bought
or whether it is by people starting up their own.
I would like to hear you both comment on
whether I am right or wrong and what young
journalists should think.

Brian Tierney: I have spoken to the
American Society of Newspaper Editors (ASNE).
I have spoken to some other groups. I happen
to have had the honour to speak to Charles's
group. The problems of the industry are way
overblown. I mean, it is a time of fundamental
change in North America and in Europe, not
unlike the changes in health care. If you were
a doctor getting into this business in 1975,
there were changes, and it is not what you
expected, but people still need quality health
care. And if you look at it from that perspective,
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they will need it 30 years from now. There is
always going to be a need. I live in the fourth
largest market in America and there will always
be a need for quality journalism and
information. People are going to want to know
what is happening in their world, whether it be
their government, their sports teams, or
whatever. So I am fundamentally optimistic,
but it is a time of real change and change is
difficult and it is uncomfortable, but it is a
reality too. If you embrace the new technologies,
if you embrace the opportunities, if you can get
out of the past, I think it is an exciting time to
be in the business and there will be all kinds
of start-ups and changes and blogs, but there
will always be a premium for quality and that
is what we believe in Philadelphia. And as long
as we are the quality source of news and
information, there is a bright future for us.
There is a bright future because our readers
will want it and there is a bright future because
we will be serving our advertisers. Let's face
it, 20 per cent of our revenue is circulation, 80
per cent comes from advertisers. We need to
make sure that we are relevant, that we have
power and quality and that advertisers are
served as well by what we are doing and I am
really optimistic about it.

Tony Ridder: Newspapers are and will
continue to be the main source of news
information and advertising in the communities
that they serve. In television, there is a lot of
hand wringing over what is happening to
circulation, but TV audiences for news have
been declining at a much more rapid rate than
newspaper circulation. I think there is
tremendous opportunity in the Internet that
newspapers throughout the United States have
not really figured out at this point. But people
do not go into journalism because they think
they are going to end up like Rupert Murdoch.
They go into journalism because they can make
a difference, because they can give people a
voice, they can expose corrupt politicians.
People want their life to be meaningful and
this is a business that is meaningful, incredibly
meaningful.

Constantine Kamaras, Vice Chairman,
Interactive Advertising Bureau (IAB)
Europe; CEO, Sport.gr Network,
Athens:

I would like to stay a bit more with the issues
of private ownership and private equity. In the
media business, we are used to seeing things
happening in America very frequently being
replayed in the rest of the world. Mr. Preston,

in his introduction, mentioned the private equity
deals taking place in Europe. Now it appears
in the case of Knight-Ridder and the Tribune
that private equity took a step back and did not
touch those companies. Is it the case than
perhaps the tide is turning with regard to private
equity, either because it was part of a rush to
alternative assets or because the macro
conditions are changing or because private
equity may be realising it is over paying? In
short, is it a trend or a fad?

Brian Tierney: I believe private equity is not
as interested, because private equity is looking
for a three to five year return. And they want
something that is quick, mostly financially
engineered, and then they search for people
to go run things. I have friends in private equity,
they keep looking for people to actually run
the things, because they have billions of dollars,
but they are not sure what to do with it. One of
the challenges that I have seen is that the
journalists in our industry, in their 20s and 30s
or 40s, are really very bright people. The
business side of people in their 30s and 40s
that I have met in this business are not very
bright people, to put it bluntly. I think the
business side has let down the journalism side.
I went to the University of Pennsylvania. I never
met anybody who said, "I really hope I can get
a job at Gannett." I know people who said, "I
want to be a reporter, I want to be a journalist,
I hope I can get a job working for a Gannett
newspaper." But I never heard anybody say,
"My goal in life is to work for the Gannett
Corporation or Tribune." I think there is a new
outside perspective when it comes to the
business side of this business, which I hope
that we are doing in some small way in
Philadelphia. My head of finance worked for
JP Morgan for 25 years. My head of strategy
went to Harvard Business School, etc. I am
finding people from outside the business to
finally match up to the quality of the journalism.

Tony Ridder: I think part of the issue is that
we love to write about ourselves and we are
fascinated by all the details of the business,
so we write about all the problems with
circulation, the problems with advertising. So
if you were a student at Wharton and you kept
reading about all the problems with the daily
newspaper business, you would probably be
more inclined to go into a business where you
thought the business was actually growing. I
think on the private equity side, it is interesting
that we had every large private equity firm in
the United States with these enormous funds
of US$ 25-30 billion. There is an incredible
amount of money represented by these people,

with whom I went through all our books: We
had all these presentations, and not one
stepped up to the plate. I think that is very
interesting. I think they are waiting to see where
the business is going. In 2005, as an industry,
including the Internet, I would say the average
revenue gain on the advertising side was maybe
up by 2 1/2 per cent. Last year, including the
Internet, ad revenue was down one per cent.
So I think they are waiting to see when we start
growing as a business, before they jump in.

Constantine Kamaras: Are all private
equity companies the same? Are they all the
same, or are there good and bad private equity
companies? And if you were a newspaper
publisher and were approached by such a
group, what would you be looking for? What
would the key criteria in choosing to work with,
or do a deal with, a private equity company be?
Like in every industry, there must be good ones
and bad ones.

Brian Tierney: I think the key thing is to
make sure that they understand the horizon
of their investment. You have to have folks that
are patient. In America, there was a lot of
excitement about a fellow named Ron Burkle
and his investment company called Yucaipa

buying the Philadelphia Inquirer. And I had to
remind the journalists, if Yucaipa buys this,
look at their materials. They sell after five
years; they won't be here after five years, six
at the longest. I think the advantage of private
equity at this point is, if you need it for growth,
if the controls that they are putting on you are
going to be controls that you can accept, I think
it can work.

Tony Ridder: I would look at how highly
leveraged they are going to take the newspaper,
or the newspaper company, because if you are
highly leveraged and all you do is work towards
making that debt payment every month, then
how are you going to grow the business? Our
business needs to invest more money in the
Internet. When we sold Knight-Ridder in 2005,
we were spending about US$ 2 million a year
on the Internet. In hindsight, I wish that we had
been spending more, but I think that we might
have been spending more than anybody else
in our industry. You have to be able to invest
in that business, because that can drive your
revenue, and if your total revenue is going up,
that deals with the issue of what kind of a future
your journalists will have? Will there be more
jobs in the future? Different jobs? Are you
growing or are you shrinking?
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Monday, 14 May 2007

REPORTING IN A WORLD WHERE WE ARE ALL OTHERS
Moderator Temuçin Tüzecan, Director, Corporate Communications,

Hürriyet Printing and Publishing Co., Istanbul

Panelists Kavi Chongkittavorn, Assistant Group Editor, Nation Multimedia
Group, Bangkok
Michael Ehrenreich, Co-Editor, Kristeligt Dagblad, Denmark
Miklos Haraszti, OSCE Representative on Freedom
of the Media, Vienna
Elif fiafak, Novelist, Istanbul

"We will talk about creating 'others'
through the media, through literary works,
and the impact of that on our world today."

Temuçin Tüzecan
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Five Lessons from the Cartoon Crisis
I am going to try to concentrate on a notion,
a concept, which is very dear to me, that is
very central to my work as a writer, and that
is the concept of the threshold. The Ottomans
used to be very wary about the threshold.
They called it the "abode," the domain of the
genie, because it was so elusive. It is the
space between here and there, or, as I
understand it, between East and West,
between "Us" and "Them." Perhaps it is the
limbo, the purgatory, the space that is
between categories, that are thought to be
mutually exclusive. I think the notion of the
threshold is very central for all people who
are involved in intellectual and artistic
creativity. And yet, at the same time, we are
living in a world, especially after 9/11, in
which the concept of the threshold is very
much in danger, because we are living in an
increasingly polarised world, where
sweeping generalisations are produced
mutually and internalised constantly.
Unfortunately, the number of people who
believe in a "clash of civilisations" taking
place, basically between Islam and Western
democracies, is increasing every day.

Within this troubled framework, Islam is seen
as a monolithic whole, as a homogeneous
entity. Unfortunately, nuances, shades, are
constantly being lost, especially the differences
between esoteric or heterodox or mystical
interpretations of Islam, and more orthodox
interpretations of Islam are, I think, constantly
ignored or neglected. But this is a big loss,
given the fact that the formal interpretation of
Islam has always been much more open to
women and has, in my opinion, come up with
more gender equality, both in theory and in
practice. What I would like to emphasise is the
big irony that on the one hand we are living in
the age of information and on the other hand
cultural ignorance. Religious ignorance can
find its way so easily within this world.

One thing that saddens me, that worries me,
both in Turkey and elsewhere, is the flight from
heterogeneity. I think we are building for
ourselves safe spaces of like-minded people.
We want to live with people who are just like
us and unfortunately xenophobia seeps into
our daily lives. But perhaps what is going on
is not a "clash of civilisations" between the so
called East and West, but a "clash of opinions",
which takes place within every country. And
these days, in particular countries, this "clash
of opinions" is more visible, perhaps it is more
audible than in other countries, including
Turkey. There is a "clash of opinions" in Turkey,
there is a "clash of opinions" in France, there
is a "clash of opinions" in the United States of
America. Within this convoluted framework,
what we need to see is how hard-liners create

more hard-liners elsewhere. Fundamentalists
of one religion create more fundamentalists
elsewhere. And if we can see how
interdependent things have become, how no
country exists in a social vacuum anymore,
especially after 9/11, perhaps we will have all
the more reason to build more cooperation,
more dialogue, between democratic forces,
progressive forces in Turkey, progressive forces
in Europe, progressive forces in America.

One other point that I find very important is the
position of women in this general situation,
because I think many ideological battles take
place around women's bodies, women's
images. So women play a very central role,
sometimes willingly, sometimes unwillingly.
And it interests me, intrigues me, to see how
every woman is taught to thank her own
patriarchy. I have heard many women in the
Western world pitying Muslim women because
when they see a woman with a headscarf they
automatically think it means oppression. But
on the other hand, I have also heard many
women in the Middle East pitying Western
women, because they think Western women
are reduced to a sexual role, to a sexual entity.
So in the end I think every woman who
internalises these sweeping generalisations
ends up thanking her own patriarchy, thanking
that she was not born in the shoes, in the place
of the other.

As a writer, as a woman writer, as a woman
writer from Turkey, I find this whole framework
very troubling, because it is a situation in which
identity politics always walks ahead and defines
what we are doing, what we are producing and
tries to pigeonhole us into one or another
category. However, art necessitates thresholds,
I think literature necessitates thresholds,
intellectual creativity necessitates thresholds
and today's world has very little patience and
time for thresholds. In the Western world, the
label that is often attached to me as a writer
is a "woman writer from the Muslim world" or
a "Muslim woman writer," and once you are
defined in that way, you are expected to produce
accordingly. It pains me to see how Turkish
writers always have to struggle with these
identity politics. Politics always walks ahead
and the quality of our art, the quality of our
fiction, has to follow a few steps behind,
because nobody is that interested in what we
are producing. I believe freedom of speech,
freedom of expression, are universal values,
but also freedom of creativity, freedom of
imagination. These, too, are universal values
and they should be cherished as such. And for
them to take place, for them to continue
operating, we need thresholds I believe more
than ever.

Thresholds

Elif fiafak, Novelist, Istanbul

Michael Ehrenreich,
Co-Editor, Kristeligt Dagblad,
Denmark

I come from Denmark, which, ever since some
very volatile events more than a year ago,
has been known as the "cartoon country."
Whenever I leave my country people ask me
a lot of questions about the crisis and what
we learned from it. So I thought I would give
you my pick of five points, or five lessons,
which we learned back home from these few
months.

The first lesson we learned was that the right
to publish and freedom of speech stand really
untouched in Denmark. We have known for
many years, of course, that the right to publish
is very important for Danish democracy, but I
think it has dawned on the average Dane that
the right to publish and freedom of speech is
even more important to our society and
democracy than we thought before the crisis.
So the awareness of this very valuable thing
has certainly increased.

The second lesson I would like to give you is
that many Danes have learned that religion is
certainly an area of great importance and
sensitivity to many people, both in Denmark
and abroad. And some of you may say that I
am just stating the obvious, but Denmark is a
highly secular society. It is among some very
secular societies in northern Europe and I think
that we all learned a very important lesson
here. The third lesson is about the knowledge
of our minorities in Denmark, especially the
Muslim minority. And I think it is fair to say
that out knowledge of the Muslim minority has
increased.

The fourth lesson that we learned is that the
global village is here to stay and that in certain
respects it is laying new ground rules for
journalism. What happened during the cartoon
affair was that what appeared in a Danish
publication suddenly became an issue in
remote villages in faraway lands, far away from
Denmark, and this is certainly a new
phenomenon that we have to talk about.

And the fifth lesson is that during the crisis
there were a lot of misunderstandings about
Danish society. We think that the complexities
of Danish democracy were not fully understood.
In many places around the world people did
not understand why the Danish government
simply did not shut down the newspaper where
the cartoons appeared. So I think it is fair to
say that the Danish government has actually
changed the focus of Danish foreign diplomacy
since the crisis. The underlying message of
Danish diplomacy has not changed, of course,
but the way diplomacy is being conducted has
changed and will change even more in the
future. Traditionally, Danish diplomacy has

operated on a
government level, on a
political level, and even
on a public level. From
now on, Danish
diplomacy will also
operate on a grassroots
level to increase
understanding and
knowledge of Danish
society.

Before I finish my
preparatory remarks,
I would like to also just
dwell on a couple of things that I think we, as
journalists and editors, should think about
when we look back on what happened during
the crisis. One lesson to be learned, one thing
to discuss, is about journalistic perspective. I
am not in a kind of a blame game here, but I
just thought that, looking back on many of the
stories that were published and especially
shown on television, I would have wished that
more of the stories had another perspective
than was actually seen. I thought that we saw
a lot of stories about demonstrations in foreign
countries against the cartoons and against the
Danish government and the state of Denmark.
I would doubt that all of the demonstrators in
foreign countries actually knew where Denmark
is, had seen the cartoons, or knew the fine
print of Danish official policy in this area. My
point here is that the crisis and the turmoil
was used by certain governments and certain
authorities, outside my own country, for specific
purposes, for example to let out steam in some
totalitarian countries and to take away
pressures from the government.

I think we should discuss whether this
perspective was in the forefront of reporting,
as I think it should be, during the crisis. I would
also like to make a parallel to the Papal speech
in Regensburg some months ago. I remember
the speech as an academic lecture, of a very
comprehensive nature, but I think it is fair to
say that the speech has gone into history for
something completely different. I have forgotten
myself what the speech was actually about;
the only thing I remember, and I think this goes
for a lot of people, was the so called attack on
Islam. These were not even the Pope's own
words; he was actually quoting somebody else,
but again his remarks were used by others for
certain purposes. I am not taking away
responsibility from the Pope or his advisors
for their actions and his words, but I am only
saying that in 20/20 hindsight, I think that we
as journalists and editors should discuss what
happened afterwards.
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Seeing the Big Picture

My subject is, strictly speaking, the
same as Mr. Ehrenreich's, but I would
like to concentrate on the aftermath
of the cartoon crisis and the lessons
learned. My main message is that
freedom of expression and freedom
of religion are not different entities
that should be pit against each other.
They are historically, philosophically
and sociologically two sides of the
same coin. One does not come without
the other. Therefore, all
interpretations of the lessons learned
from the cartoon crisis, demanding
less freedom of expression in order
to have more freedom of religion are,
I believe, quite misleading.

My job is to observe media freedom
developments in the 56 nations of the
Organisation for Security and Cooperation in
Europe (OSCE), which is practically the
Northern Hemisphere from Vladivostok to
Vancouver or San Francisco. And what I see
there is that the mainstream media has learned
its lessons from the crisis - by enhancing their
self-regulatory vocabulary, understanding the
growing need for sensitivity, learning the lesson
of the global village that newspapers cannot
act in isolation. All this has become the
knowledge and the wisdom of the editors of
the free press worldwide.

We have not met, I am afraid, a reciprocal
maturation of wisdom in the standards of the
protagonists everywhere. We have seen in the
Arab and in the predominantly Muslim
countries many lawsuits since the cartoon
crisis started against caricaturists or writers

for incitement allegedly committed by
depictions of religious subjects. Actually, the
same pattern we saw in Denmark can be seen
in previous intercultural crises. Secular, non-
religious depictions of religious topics,
especially visual depictions of such topics, were
the ones that ignited the tension, even violence.
In many countries this has become almost a
state policy and those trials in the Arab and in
the predominantly Muslim countries have very
rarely ended with acquittals.

In the OSCE area, we also have seen this
upsurge of trials against writers, opinion writers
and caricaturists who depicted sensitive
cultural issues. Let me mention only a few
countries where this happened. In Russia, there
were two cases. They ended without conviction,
only because both press outlets, which were
provincial print paper outlets, stopped the
publication before the conviction of the editors.
We have seen issues in Denmark and France
and there, happily, both protagonists recurred
to the means of law. I greeted that because
the two sides peacefully recurred to the courts
and that it is the way, I think, such legal
complaints about hurt sensitivities should go.
Always civil suits, never criminal.

Finally, two cases are still going on in the OSCE
area, one in Belarus and one in Azerbaijan.
Only last week in Azerbaijan, four and three
years in prison, respectively, have been meted
out to an editor and journalist/writer of a remote
intellectual monthly, which mused about
differences, similarities of Christians and
Muslim/Islamic values, under the title, "Europe
and Us".

So let me end my short presentation with
conceding that the rules of politics may allow
that governments sometimes have to distance
themselves from the publishers of potentially
offensive cultural expressions. But I believe all
journalists of the world should insist that when
doing so, governments should not give
concessions to demands which are
unfortunately quite centred to many current
protests and governmental demands in the
Muslim world that governmental leaders
should somehow take responsibility for the
actions of the free press and should even curb
"their" media, as if the media would belong to
them. And, I believe, that the necessary dialogue
between cultures, the necessary goals in the
understanding of sensitivities, should be
mutual. It should be conducted in a way that
would make it possible for the Muslim world
to understand the sensitivities of those who
believe in the separation of powers and the
separation of press and government.

Two Sides of the Same Coin

Miklos Haraszti, OSCE
Representative on Freedom
of the Media, Vienna

The topic today is creating "others".
As you know, on Christmas Day 2004,
while the world was celebrating
Christmas, something happened, a
tsunami hit Phuket. The first report
came out, "My God, a big, big wave hit
Phuket, several hundred people died."
This was the first report by Thai
journalists, by TV 11. The reporter
had no idea what happened, he just
reported. He had a very narrow
knowledge of the world; he did not
know that if it is a tsunami, it does not
hit your country alone. Elsewhere, it
flattened Aceh in Indonesia; you have
Sri Lanka and Maledives. Around
236,000 people died and a lot them
were Europeans. The Swedes
suffered a lot.

Consider these events. When the economic
crisis hit Thailand, we thought, well, it hit
Thailand alone, we are a bad country, so we
suffer a lot. When SARS was first identified on
16 November 2002, we thought it was only in
Canton, China. Well, China withheld it for three
months before the world knew everything on
11 February the next year. And then you have
avian influenza, or bird flu. When it happened
we thought, well, you know, Vietnam did not
take care of its chickens and poultry. And then
what happened? It affected not only Thailand,
but also South Korea, Indonesia and the whole
Asian region. SARS already claimed over 130
victims worldwide and avian flu is a new
worldwide disease.

What I am trying to say is that, when we write,
when we report on these phenomena, we do
not know, particularly with regard to disasters
and catastrophes, that there are other issues
that have already been touched by the three
panellists, sensitivity. But in our area we create
"others" by not knowing. You have leadership
idiosyncrasy, you do not write about Lee Kwan
Yew in Singapore, you do not write about the
Thai King. When Suharto was in power, you
seldom talked about him. He was in power for
32 years. And then you have these political
cultures. Vietnam is a communist country, you
do not talk about the politburo.

South East Asia is the most diverse region in
the world. We are a Disneyland of political
systems. We have absolute monarchies,
constitutional monarchies. We have half baked
democracies. You have Cambodia and Thailand,
where all hell can break loose at any time. You

have the Philippines, and then you have
isolationist countries like North Korea and
Burma, and you have something in between,
controlled by one party rule, like Singapore
and Malaysia. So you have these cacophonies
of political systems.

There are other issues, because when you write
about "others" and "others" write about you,
you have these key factors. In my view, it is
that journalists sometimes are very parochial;
they write about themselves, they do not write
about common, shared values. It is a fear of,
let us say, interference. Certain journalists
think that they should not write about other
countries. For example, journalists in Laos will
not write about other countries, because they
think that it is interference.

How do you overcome this? Some of the
panelists said that journalists are the most
important persons. As the person who reports
on what is going on, you lay the groundwork
template for future discussions. The first slab
of history is in your hands. I think we need new
kinds of journalists who see the big picture
and follow the international norms of
journalistic ethics. You have to understand
local, regional, global contexts and their
linkage. And then you have to know trans-
national issues. When the tsunami hits your
country you must have the big global picture.
When you look at avian flu in America, in
Europe, in Turkey, you have to know local
history and international law.

Kavi Chongkittavorn,
Assistant Group Editor, Nation
Multimedia Group, Bangkok
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CONGRESS SNAPSHOTS

Welcome Reception at Dolmabahçe Palace (from left to right): Kadir Tobafl,
Metropolitan Mayor of Istanbul; Vuslat Do¤an Sabanc›, Publisher, Hürriyet, Istanbul,
and Vice Chairperson of IPI; Johann P. Fritz, Director of IPI

Opening Ceremony (from left to right): Johann P. Fritz, Director of IPI; Piotr
Niemczycki, Publisher, Gazeta Wyborcza, Warsaw, and Chairman of IPI; Süleyman
Demirel, former President and Prime Minister of Turkey; Vuslat Do¤an Sabanc›,
Publisher, Hürriyet, Istanbul, and Vice Chairperson of IPI

Enjoying the view of the Bosphorus from Ciragan Palace

Opening Dinner at Ciragan Palace: Dancing to the music of Dolapdere Big Gang

Dinner Reception at Divan Kuruçeflme

Dinner Reception at Divan Kuruçeflme

From the floor: Bassam Tibi, Director, Centre for International Affairs, University
of Göttingen, Germany, poses a question

Whirling Dervishes at the Closing Ceremony

From left to right: Altan Öymen, Columnist, Radikal, Istanbul; Michael Oreskes,
Executive Editor, International Herald Tribune, Paris; Markus Spillmann, Editor-in-
Chief, Neue Zürcher Zeitung, Zurich

Belly dancing at Cicek Palace Hajiya Bilkisu Bintube, Editor, Citizen Communications, Nigeria

From left to right: Peter Schieder, Honorary President, Parliamentary Assembly of
the Council of Europe; Gerd Bacher, former Director General, ORF - Austrian
Broadcasting Corporation; and Peter Radel, former Director, ORF

Johann P. Fritz, Director of IPI (left), and Ismaila Isa, CEO, New African Holdings,
Kaduna, Nigeria;

Milica Miletic, Project Manager, Media Center, Belgrade (left) and Thomas Bauer,
Professor, School of Journalism, University of Vienna, Austria
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