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ABSTRACT

The terrorist attack on the United States on September 11, 2001 demonstrated that we live in an interdependent, vulnerable, and fragile global village.  This village, however, does not enjoy the intimacy of face-to-face communication among the villagers.  We live in a largely mediated world ruled by government media monopolies or commercial media oligopolies that construct the images of “the other”.  Promotion of particular commodities and identities are the main preoccupations of the two commercial and government systems.  The two systems thus tend to exacerbate international tensions by dichotomizing, dramatizing, and demonizing “them” against “us.”  Is there an alternative media system to promote peace journalism for international and intercultural understanding?  This essay argues that ethically responsible journalism is a sine qua non of peace journalism.  The locus of most media ethics has hitherto been the individual journalist.  But the individual journalist operates in the context of media institutional, national, and international regimes.  In a globalized world, media ethics must be negotiated not only professionally but also institutionally, nationally, and internationally.  Such ethics must be based on international agreements that have already established the right to communicate as a human right.  However, ethics without commensurate institutional frameworks and sanctions often translate into pious wishes.  To obtain a pluralism of content to reflect the diversity and complexity of the world, the essay calls for a pluralism of media structures at the local, national, and global levels.  The essay concludes with proposals to promote peace journalism through greater freedom, balance, and diversity in media representations.  

“There might have been a narrow isthmus of neutral territory on which we could stand and report such events objectively.  But, if there was, it is now submerged beneath a postmodern consciousness in which the currents of appearance and reality mingle and naturally as the Shannon flows into the sea.  There are no finite, clearly delineated parcels of facts, waiting for us to come and report them.  We are always there, factored in to the calculations of parties to conflicts from Belfast to Bosnia. “

Jake Lynch, The Herald, Glasgow 

(www.peaceandcofnlict.org) 
Introduction

September 11, 2001 may be considered a defining moment in world history.  It demonstrated that we live in an interdependent and fragile global village.  But it also showed that the global villagers entertain profound misperceptions and abhorrence against each other.  Living in a largely mediated world, they are hostage to the images of “the other” received through the mass media.  A growing global apartheid is tearing them apart into opposing camps and centuries (UNDP 1990 ff; Tehranian 1999: 11-26).  Global terrorism appears to be a direct outcome of this apartheid, the hatreds it generates, and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.  

The problem seems to have three linked features.  First, we have witnessed mounting terrorist acts in the past 40 years carried out both by state and non-state actors.  Second, we are witnessing the rise of a new global system characterized by growing gaps among and within nations.  Third, we now live in a global fishbowl in which Hollywood extravaganzas as well as starving children in Africa are displayed for all to see on their television screens. The envy and hatred generated by global communication seems to have outpaced mutual understanding, respect, and tolerance.


In the past decade, Western powers have demonstrated that they can destroy their adversaries with high tech weapons without much damage to themselves.  Terrorism has consequently become the weapon of the weaker states and groups.  The “enemy” in this case is not a territorial state.  It is the larger global resentment against the way the world is being run. We have entered into a new form of protracted politics and warfare of haves against have-not disguised in cultural forms.  Against the commodity fetishism of globalization, identity fetishism has become the ideological vehicle of the marginalized groups.  Benjamin Barber (1995) has called it “Jihad vs. McWorld”.  Against the market fundamentalism of neo-liberalism, religious and ethnic fundamentalism is the new battle cry.  Against post-modern cosmopolitanism of the centers, pre-modern kinship and tribal loyalties are the cultural orientation of the peripheries.  Since the advanced industrial world is powerful but highly vulnerable to sabotage and surprise, the new weapon of shock terrorism is deadly and effective.  In future, it may include other weapons of mass destruction.  The types of weapons that could possibly be deployed by both state and non-state terrorists in the future are too horrible to contemplate.

In the meantime, the global news services, television networks, daily newspapers, and the Internet have transformed world communication.  While the commercial media system in the more developed countries (MDCs) is dominated by an oligopoly of nine transnational media corporations (TMCs), government media monopolies control the flow of information and news in most of the less developed countries (LDCs).  In a world so dominated by government and commercial media monopolies (see Table 1), is it possible to develop peace journalism based global media ethics?  Government media systems are characterized by primarily authoritarian ethos with domestic order and national security as their main ethical imperative.  Commercial systems gravitate towards an ethics of freedom, including the rights to property and maximum profits.  Public media systems such as the BBC and NHK have developed a notion of public service originally defined in terms of elitist cultural concepts but increasingly eroded by the competition from the commercial media.  Finally, the community media systems such as those belonging to the religious or labor organizations gravitate toward their own constituency’s ethical preferences.  A mixed media system includes elements of all four models.  This essay argues that professional media ethics would thrive best in a mixed media system where pluralism of structures gravitates toward pluralism of content and checks and balances in news coverage.

Since the government and commercial media systems tend to dichotomize, dramatize, and demonize “them” against “us,” can there be an alternative system to promote international understanding and world peace?  Ever since UNESCO’s call for a New World Information and Communication Order in the 1970s and 1980s, this question has puzzled many media scholars and professionals.  

This essay focuses on the following three interlocking questions (see Figure 1):

1. What is the current global media situation with respect to ownership, control, and content of messages? 

2. What ought the media providers and regulators do if we wish to safeguard the democratic values of free flow of information, equity of access, and international understanding while promoting the media professional values of accuracy, veracity, plurality, and fairness? 

3. What is possible with respect to bridging the chasm between what is and what ought to be in global media ethics?

The essay substantiates its arguments by reference to the recent trends in global communication and media coverage of world affairs.  

What Is?: Media Pancapitalism 


 During the past three decades (1970-2000), global media have gone through major technological and structural transformations leading to significant penetrations of national media systems.  This has taken place through direct broadcast satellites (DBS), low orbit satellites, digital telephony, the Internet, as well as such micromedia as audiotapes, videotapes, CDs, computer laptops and palmtops, and wireless telephony and Internet.  Global communication has virtually created a world without borders.  While the commercial systems dominate the content of news and entertainment, government systems attempt—often unsuccessfully—to control the flows by censorship within their own territorial sovereignties.

Three technological trends characterize the global media, including digitalization, convergence, and miniaturization.  The technological transformations have led to three structural consequences, including globalization, localization, and fragmentation.  Structural changes have in turn led to three new cultural patterns, including transnationalization, tribalization, and democratization.  For heuristic purposes, Table 2 puts all these trends into a matrix. 

The technological trends became fairly apparent during the 1970s as telephony and computer industries began to converge through digitalization.  In the United States, digitalization enabled a number of smaller phone companies such as Sprint, Long Distance USA, and MCI to effectively complete with AT&T, the American public telephone monopoly.  As a result of technological change and lawsuits, the two giant phone and computer companies (AT&T and IBM) eventually came to an agreement allowing entry into each other’s exclusive domains (Tunstall 1986).  Judge Harold Green’s Consent Decree of l984, leading to the breakup of AT&T into the Bell Laboratories and seven regional operating phone companies, was the outcome of this agreement.  The divestiture of AT&T subsequently led to a mad rush into mergers and acquisitions during the 1980s and 1990s that has created nine media conglomerates dominating the world media markets.  These include AOL-Time Warner, General Electric, AT&T, Disney, Sony, News Corporation, Viacom, Seagram, and Bertelsmann (For further details, see http://www.fair.org/extra/9711/gmg.html).  What distinguishes the nine TNCs is that they have global distribution networks (McChesney 1998: 4) controlling about 90 percent of the market in most media fields, from print to film, broadcasting, cable, satellites, music, sports, and Internet.  Whereas in the past, the commercial media were generally horizontal oligopolies in their own domestic markets, the new global media system has rapidly moved toward horizontal as well as vertical integration.  In the past, media oligopolies dominated a single domestic media market such as publishing, television, or cable (Bagdikian 1992).  The new media conglomerates have moved into cross-ownership of all media and related fields such as sports and music.  The privatization and de-regulation policies of the last two decades of the 20th century as well as technological convergence have facilitated this process.  The positive effect of this trend is a proliferation of media industries, services, and programs.  The net effect is an unprecedented global concentration of media power in the hands of a few conglomerates.

The second technological trend, i. e. the convergence of technologies and industries, is a clear outcome of the first.  In 2000, the merger of AOL (the largest world Internet Provider) with Time-Warner (the largest publishing, broadcasting, and cable empire) was a sign of the times.  

Table 3 provides a chronology of this on-going structural transformation.  The convergence trend demonstrates the technological imperative of mergers among content, conduit, and computing in a variety of media, leading to a global digital media system (The Economist Survey of Television, February 12, 1994: 7).  

Global media used to be called “American” (Tunstall 1977).  It should now be called “Trilateral,” namely, Euro-American-Japanese.  Most of the top global media conglomerates are American, but German, British, Canadian, French, and Japanese conglomerates also have a prominent place among the top 15.  Germany, Canada, France, and Australia are major exporters; UK and US are major importers (Castells 1999: 256).  Through interlocking ownership, however, the nine top conglomerates are deeply intertwined.  The new media capitalism is no longer strictly of one nationality.  It can be therefore called Media Pancapitalism because it is global in cross-ownership and distribution.  Its loyalties are primarily to the stockholders spread throughout the world.  Its strategies for survival and prosperity are global in scope.  As John Gapper (1998) reports, “European media groups took part in 72% of all mergers and acquisitions in the media sector around the world during the first half [of 1998]…  Overall, … merger and acquisitions transactions in the communications and media industries grew 15% in the first half of the year, while the value of transactions more than doubled to $292 bn.”


Miniaturization, the third technological trend, is making the media more easily accessible to an increasing number of users at progressively lower cost.  The introduction of wireless mobile phones, for instance, has made it possible for the LDCs to leapfrog into telephony without heavy investment in coaxial cable.  The innovation and increasing diffusion of laptop and palmtop computers as well as wireless Internet phones have brought news, data, and entertainment to millions of people throughout the LDCs without having to invest in the more expensive desktop and mainframe computers.  

Lest we celebrate universal media access too hastily, World Bank (1998/99: 64) data show the dramatic correlation between income and access to telephones. Telephone density and income per capita correlate positively, while lining up for telephone service shows a pent-up demand in the LDCs.  The World Bank (1998/99: 69) data also demonstrate great inequality between urban to rural telephone density in all world regions, particularly in Africa, Asia, and Latin America.  Clearly, the media are lopsidedly distributed among and within nations.  About 90 percent of Internet users are concentrated in North America, Europe, and Japan (Smith 1999: 84-85).  Tokyo has more telephone lines than the entire continent of Africa.  Although cell phones are making a significant inroad into the LDCs, their users are primarily upper and middle class urban dwellers.  In the mass media field, too, we witness lop-sided development (Smith 1999: 86-87).  In 1996, television ownership in the OECD countries was anywhere between 500-700 sets per 1000 people.  In the rest of the world, TV ownership was about 500-0 sets per 1000.  For newspapers, the global gap in readership is even wider.  Daily copies per 1000 in OECD countries are about 300 and above.  For the LDCs it is significantly below that level.  Thanks to lowering costs, the global diffusion of radio and audio-recording sets has somewhat narrowed the gaps between LDCs and MDCs. 

Technological transformations have inevitably led to structural changes in the media industries, including globalization, localization, and fragmentation.  Localization is as important as the globalization trend.  Commercial media have already discovered that local news and entertainment have an appeal far stronger than foreign imports.  Cost of production appears to be the major factor deterring the global media from producing more localized media menus.  Because of economies of scale, U. S. sales prices of films and television programs are the lowest worldwide, while costs of production are the highest.  Aside from some governments that are keenly anxious about the preservation of their national identity (e. g. France, Canada, and Iran), the rest of the world thus gravitates toward purchasing U. S. media productions.  In some world regions, however, there is sufficient economy of scale to produce highly profitable regional media programs.  India, not Hollywood, is the leading producer and exporter of feature films.  Brazil, Mexico, Hong Kong, and Egypt produce media programs that appeal to vast regional audiences in the Latin America, Chinese, and Arab worlds.  Japanese music and television serials also have proved their appeal in Asia (Ito 1989).  Global media oligopolies have been quick to understand the commercial potential of localization and regionalization of programming.  Commercial global and local media have an interest in common, namely profits.  By joining forces rather than competing, they can maximize their profits.  Global media provide access to foreign markets, while local media can handle public relations and massage the local politicians.  Murdock’s Star TV has massively moved into the European, American, and Asian markets.  When the Chinese government objected to the BBC’s news about China, Murdock was willing to omit “undesirable news” in order to continue his access to the Chinese audiences and markets.  Spanish programming in the United States is similarly a big and growing media business enterprise.  

The proliferation of broadcasting and webcasting channels has, however, led to a fragmentation of audiences.  Network news in the United States is no longer what it used to be.  In the era of star news anchors such as Walter Cronkite in the 60s and 70s, it used to be said that there are three major parties in the United States: ABC, NBC, and CBS.  This is no longer the case.  CNN and Fox have cut into the national network markets while access to foreign news casting such as that of BBC America and webcasting channels has undermined the audience of the national television networks.  

The global cultural consequences of the technological and structural transformations are still unfolding.  However, we may identity at least three major cultural trends that seem apparent: transnationalization, tribalization, and democratization.  The transnationalization of world cultures is all too apparent to globetrotters.  Wherever one goes in the major urban world centers, CNN, Coca-Cola, Hilton, global clothing chains, McDonalds, Sushi Bars, and ethnic restaurants are ever present.  Global advertising has taken a giant leap forward (for the top ten advertisers worldwide, see The Economist Survey of the Advertising Industry, June 9, 1990: 8).  The United States leads the way by its lion’s share of $200 billion of annual spending on advertising (Thussu 2000: 25).  But the rest of the world is fast catching up.  In the newly emerging markets, advertising serves to whet consumer appetites for goods that global corporations need to sell.  Fuelled by consuming identities (K. K. Tehranian 1999), there is a close alliance between global media, advertising, and manufacturing industries.  As the C.E.O. of Westinghouse put it (Advertising Age, 2/3/97), “We are here to serve advertisers.  That is our raison d’être.”

Tribalization trends are the other side of the coin of transnationalization.  Pancapitalism’s commodity fetishism has found its nemesis in identity fetishism. For those layers of population that cannot afford the goods and services offered by global advertising, a convenient security blanket is their cultural beliefs and practices.  That is perhaps the most powerful force behind mass tribalist movements that have appeared in a variety of disguises such as religious fundamentalism, ethno-nationalism, or global terrorism.  Pride in cultural identity gives to the have-nots what consuming identities give to the haves.  Although the leaderships may come from middle class ranks (as in most revolutionary movements), the Hindu, Buddhist, Jewish, Christian, and Islamic militancy have had a strong appeal to the lower and lower middle class population.  Lenin, Castro, Khomeini, and Bin Laden all came from middle class ranks, but their followers were multitudes of disenfranchised people.  Wherever class antagonism has turned into cultural wars, resort to identity politics and violence can be expected.  In the United States, Europe, Israel, India, and the Islamic world, militant religious movements have attracted millions of people to their ranks (Tehranian 1993a&b).  In other parts of the world, such as Russia and Eastern Europe, a complex mix of religion and ethnicity has provided the ideological vehicles.  Studies of commercial media coverage of race and ethnicity in the United States demonstrate a systemic propagation of stereotypes in media constructions of reality (Gandy 1998; Grossberg, Wartella, & Whitney 1998; Keever, Martindale & Weston 1997). 

The democratization effects of the new media cannot be denied.  At the national level, it has provided channels of communication for mass movements hitherto unimagined.  On the international level, it has facilitated the mobilization of a global civil society on behalf of certain human rights causes.  But it also has led to regionalization of mass communication with mixed democratic and hegemonic consequences.

In the past two decades, time and again, the big and small media have combined to beat the odds against a variety of dictatorships.  In Iran during the 1970s, Ayatollah Khomeini and his followers employed long distance calls from Paris to record his messages on cassette tapes while transcribing them on papers duplicated on the Xerox machines of government offices (Tehranian 1980).  All of this was done at His Majesty’s expense while the secret police was being eluded.  Iranians were fighting against autocracy, for democracy, by xeroxracy.  The Filipinos similarly fought the Marcos dictatorship during the 1980s by means of open and clandestine radio stations and leaflets.  The Chinese student movement for democracy in June 1989 employed faxocracy as a means of disseminating its messages inside and outside of the country.  The Russians fought back against the military coup of 1991 against Gorbachev by computerocracy.  The new military rulers seized the print and broadcasting media but forgot about the computer networks.  The news of Yeltzin’s opposition was thus computercast from Moscow to Vladivostok and beyond.  The Zapatistas of Mexico have gone a step further by employing the Internet in their efforts to bring the plight of the indigenous peoples to the attention of the world.  At a time in the 1990s when Mexico was trying to join the North American Free Trade Area (NAFTA), such publicity was extremely embarrassing to the Mexican government and forced it to negotiate with the Chiapas.  The movement has expanded into a national one to defend the human rights of the l0 million indigenous peoples in Mexico (Thompson 2001; Castells 1977-2000, v. 2: 72-83).

At the regional level, catering to the cultural preferences of world linguistic communities is an unmistakable trend.  This trend is taking two distinct forms.  On the one hand, the global media conglomerates have discovered that localization and regionalization of programs are profitable (Thussu 2000: 184-197).  On the other hand, such diasporas as those of the Chinese, Cubans, Porte Riccans, Indians, Arabs, and Iranians have created transborder linguistic communities and media of immense cultural and political influence.  

Three examples will suffice to illustrate the point.  Zee TV, an Indian network, was launched in 1992 to cater to the Hinglish (Hindi + English) speaking communities throughout the world (Thussu 2000: 197-198).  In 1999, it recorded revenues of $100 million rising about 30 percent annually.  It has thus become a multimedia world empire, including print, cable, satellite, TV, and film.  Established in 1995 by a loan from the Qatar government to a BBC-style private enterprise, Aljazeera satellite television has made a far-reaching impact on the Arab world (http://www.wsj.com/public/current/articles/SB1003417218856711840.htm).  It is the only Arabic News Channel in the Middle East offering news coverage 24 hours a day from around the world with focus on the regional conflicts.  Programming also includes a wide selection of political talk shows and documentaries with uncensored debates and free arguments covering events as they happen.  Aljazeera’s Arabic Web-site traffic jumped after the Sept. 11, 2001, terror attack in the U.S. from about 700,000 hits a day to about 1.2 million hits.  Then it jumped to about 2 million hits a day in the first week after the U.S. strike on Afghanistan.  It went up to about 3 million hits a day in the second week. More than 40% of the viewers are from the U.S.  

When in October 20001, Aljazeera broadcast the videotapes of an interview with Osama Bin Laden, it came under criticism by the United States government that considered them as propaganda including possible code messages to terrorists.  U. S. government pressured both the government of Qatar and the U. S. television networks to either ban or censor the videotapes.  “We have,” Aljazeera’s Mahmood Abdulhadi responded, “a different point of view as a part of our policy:  We deal with such items or releases as media items, not as codes or hidden messages. We deal with it with full objectivity, and this is what CNN did in broadcasting the news of the Taliban and bin Laden.  We are trying to introduce a professional media in the Arabic region based on objectivity and neutrality. We are still facing many problems because of that. Let me tell you that for a long time before the Sept. 11 attack, some of Aljazeera's audience accused it and its staff of being agents to the U.S. and Israel because we broadcast interviews with Israeli officials, journalists, writers and commentators.”

The third example, the Iranian diasporic media have entered into satellite radio and television broadcasting.  Following the revolution of 1979 and the exodus of some 2-3 million Iranians, diasporic media have rapidly proliferated in all political and cultural directions (Naficy 1993).  Tehran and Los Angeles (also known as Tehrangeles) present the centers of two opposing media production.  The Islamic Republic of Iran Broadcasting (IRIB) and National Iranian Television (NITV) both provide 24 programs, including news and entertainment.  Despite protestation of professional neutrality, however, they present two opposing political and cultural perspective, Islamic and secular-nationalist.  Since NITV has succeeded in reaching audiences in Iran via DBS, its interviews with Prince Reza Pahlavi, pretender to the Iranian throne, has led to a series of youth riots in Fall 2001 chanting pro-monarchical slogans.  The Islamic government’s protracted efforts to ban satellite dishes and limit Internet access have not fully succeeded.  

At the international level, the democratizing role of the new interactive media is still unfolding.  The Campaign to Ban Landmines is perhaps the best-known case of such tangible effects.  Within a relatively short period of time, a global cyber-democratic movement induced 170 states to sign a Landmines Ban Treaty in December 1997 (Tehranian 1999: 162-165).  Jody Williams, a housewife and leader of the movement, received the Nobel Peace Prize in 1998.  The pattern of such success may repeat itself in years to come.  An alliance of some 1000 non-governmental organizations (NGOs), led by the American Veterans of the War in Vietnam, combined with some middle powers (Canada and the Scandinavian countries) and mobilized through the Internet as well as other social networks to bring about the feat.  However, the United State, China, and Russia have refused to sign the treaty.  

Although global network society privileges the global corporations and national governments, social democratic movements also are catching up to the potentials of the new media.  However, Bin Laden and his Al-Qaedeh organization have demonstrated that the media also can support criminal and terrorist networks.  Real and media weapons are arming the global apartheid.  But audiences are not passive and inert masses.  Audiences measure the credibility of media messages against their own existential and social experiences.  The battle for the minds and hearts of audiences is therefore being fought in a triangular struggle between existential, media, and social constructions of reality.

Communication technologies have historically had multiple effects, concentrating and dispersing power, homogenizing and pluralizing identities, globalizing and fragmenting.  It is the social constructions of technology, not technology per se, that largely determine its net effect. When and if a democratic movement uses communication technologies imaginatively, it can elude the government censors and mobilize domestic and international public opinion more effectively.  But the same technologies can be employed on behalf of commodity or identity fetishism, to promote consumerism or any varieties of fundamentalisms, nationalisms, or racisms (Tehranian, 1993a &b).  Media ethics thus reflect the conflicting commercial, political, and cultural norms in the real world.

What Ought to Be?:  Democratic and Professional Media Ethics


Let us now turn to the second fundamental question:  To overcome the distortions of commodity and identity fetishism, how can we negotiate global media ethics?  

Dearth of ethical principles or studies is not the problem; effective codes, laws, and sanctions are.  The obstacles to ethical behavior consist of at least the following major factors:

· An over-development of ethical codes by media professionals and scholars and an underdevelopment of self-disciplining codes by media corporations and government regulators. 
· Weakness of structural pluralism resulting in commercial and governmental dominance of news, views, and entertainment programming.
· Softness of global governance institutions monitoring, regulating, and developing the world media toward greater international media freedom, equity, plurality, and social responsibility.  

Studies of media ethics have evolved from its Cold War preoccupation with the Four Theories Of The Press (Siebert et al. 1974), to professional codes of conduct (Society of Professional Journalists (www.spj.org/ethics/code.htm), to UNESCO’s MacBride Report (1980) and International Principles of Professional Ethics in Journalism (1983).  The 1999 Parliaments of the World Religions also has issued A Call to Our Guiding Institutions, including ethical guidelines for the arts and communication media as well as religious, government, economic, educational, scientific, medical, civil society, and international institutions.  Presswise’s Webpage (http://www.presswise.org.uk/ethics.htm) provides a rich data base, including a wide variety of national and international codes pronouncing the highest ethical principles of journalism.  

Table 4 offers a bird’s eye view of the most frequently cited norms in the current codes and comparative studies of global media ethics.  It focuses on four ethical loci, including the individual (professional), corporate (media), national, and international.  There are significant parallels among such codes.  At the professional level, the codes reiterate the individual journalist’s commitment to the search for truth and objectivity, but there is controversy as to what constitutes truth and objectivity.  The same can be said about the other professional norms of social responsibility, respect for privacy and human dignity, minimization of harm, and maximization of independence and accountability.  The greatest ambiguity and controversy, however, centers on the international norms of respect for human diversity and unity, and promotion of world peace and the New World Information and Communication Order  (NWICO).  The latter issue, in fact, became the cause celebre of UNESCO’s campaign during the 1970s and 1980s.  The commercial media corporations vehemently opposed NWICO and considered it an intrusion by authoritarian governments into media affairs.  In 1894, the controversy led to the withdrawal of the United States, United Kingdom, and Singapore from UNESCO. 

 As for the media institutions’ codes of ethics, they greatly vary from a conspicuous absence to their pro forma presence and half-hearted observance.  In reality, there are significant differences among government, commercial, public, and community media systems.  While survival for the government media means careful observance of the respective government’s directives, for the commercial media profitability is a critical factor.  For public media systems (e. g. BBC and NHK), survival mostly depends on the sources of financing and how diverse and independent they are.  The same holds for community media that vary greatly in sources of financing from membership contributions to church or trade union support.  

National media rules and regulations may be considered the most critical factor in media ethical performance.  Siebert et. al. (1974) presented four models of national media systems that have been modified by other media scholars (McQuail 2000: 153-159).  Although the communist system has largely disappeared (except in North Korea, Vietnam, and Cuba), authoritarian systems continue to dominate the LDCs.  The libertarian-pluralist models have expanded their global reach from Western Europe and North America to other parts of the world, particularly in Latin America.  The social responsibility model of self-regulation within the context of a mixed system of commercial and public media is characteristic of democratic countries in North America and Western Europe.  In nominally democratic states, however, social responsibility falls victim to the dictates of governments or profit seeking motives of the commercial media.  The egalitarian and communitarian media systems (see Table 1) are often a by-product of affluence in media saturated societies such as the United States and Scandinavian countries where universal service is a policy objective and different ethnic communities can afford their own media (press, radio, TV) outlets.  

Global media are clearly dominated by an enormous diversity of norms and practices.  However, through the work of IGOs (notably UNESCO and ITU), professional media associations, and NGOs (among them World Christian Communication Association), new norms for international media practice have been developed.  Table 4 distills these norms into a composite focusing on the individual, corporate, national, and international ethics.  In the international arena, free and balanced flow of information, equal media access and participation, communication rights and responsibilities, and legality have been frequently cited.  The formula of “free and balanced flow of information” came out of UNESCO’s MacBride Report and its tortured compromises among 14 eminent commissioners from the old First, Second, and Third Worlds (UNESCO 1980).  Equal media access and participation was added to the report’s recommendations at the insistence of the Third World countries and IGOs.  The rights and responsibilities to communicate were primarily the contribution of media scholars and NGOs extending human rights to its logical conclusion in the arena of information and communication (Fisher & Harms 1983; Hamelink 1994; Traber 1986; Traber & Nordenstreng 1992).  Media ethical codes have been formulated also by the UNESCO’s Mass Media Declaration (1978), International Principles of Professional Ethics in Journalism issued by a Consultative Club of working journalists, the World Association for Christian Communication, and various regional organizations in the Arab, Latin American, ASEAN, and European worlds (Nordenstreng 1995: 122-128).  By contrast, information security has been the main preoccupation of governments, dictatorial or not.  

Ethical objectives are ultimately hostage to the institutional, national, and international regimes under which they are or are not being pursued.  Two axial principles are constantly invoked in most discussions of media ethics, “democracy” at the national level and “peace “ in the international context.  The democratic values of free flow of information, media social responsibility, media access and participation, and the right to communicate are the key concepts in this discourse.  The French revolutionary slogans of “liberte, egalite, fraternite” still constitute the democratic holy trinity.  Libertarian, egalitarian, and communitarian versions of democracy emphasize, respectively, liberty, equality, and community.  In the 19th century America, De Tocqueville recognized the profound tensions between the propensities to liberty and equality.  In the 20th century, the contradictions between liberty, equality, and community cum identity became all too apparent.  The tension between liberty and equality led to the rise of totalitarian communism and the sacrifice of liberty at the altar of equality.  The contradiction between liberty and community has led to rise of fascism and its variants in Germany, Italy, Spain, and some LDCs.  The challenge is not therefore to maximize liberty, equality, or community, but to optimize among these competing and complementary democratic norms


Democracy may be considered as government by sustained dialogue, which is a practical way to optimize among competing interests and norms.  Free speech and media eventually may eventually lead to a democratic government, but a government without freedom cannot lead to unfettered public discourse.  To sustain free and unfettered dialogue, we need dialogic norms, rules, and institutions.  However, norms, rules, and institutions cannot be imported like technologies or commodities.  They must grow in the native soil out of the cultural institutions of a society.  Nevertheless, in our age of globalization, there are certain minimum democratic and media professional values that have come to command universal respect.  Simply put, global media ethics is about media freedom and responsibility, both negative and positive.  Global media ethics can be thus negotiated around four sets of critical freedoms and responsibilities:

· Freedom from government as well as corporate censorship and pressure. 

· Freedoms to exercise the professional duties to inform, educate, and entertain the public at the highest possible quality.

· Responsibility toward the professional duties of accuracy, veracity, fairness, and respect for human rights and dignity. 

· Responsibility for promoting the democratic values of free speech, free flow of information, equal access to media and information, diversity and pluralism, checks and balances, transparency, and accountability.

Whereas the currency of economic power is money and that of political power is legitimacy, media’s power rests on credibility.  Without credibility, media loses its legitimacy, audiences, power, and ultimately money.  Whether commercial, government, public, or community, all media need to observe the four freedoms and responsibilities in order to gain credibility.  That is the common ground among them.  However, debate on media ethics between European, American, and Third World media professionals and scholars reveals common ground as well as serious differences.  Reflecting their different traditions of public vs. commercial vs. government media, a French media scholar emphasizes institutional freedom and responsibility while the American scholar concentrates on the individual (Bertrand 1996; Black 1996).  Representing a radically different perspective, a Third World scholar puts media ethics in the larger context of democratization and development ethics (Opazo 1998).


The transition from national to international media ethics is analogous to a passage from a relatively orderly to a Hobbesian world.  In other words, we move from a world governed by more or less strict rules and sanctions to the rules of the jungle.  At first sight, this statement may seem an exaggeration.  But if we consider the frequent arrest, murder, and hostage taking of international journalists in recent decades, its truth would better appreciated.  Global media ethics, therefore, cannot be divorced from the problem of media freedoms and responsibilities at individual, corporate, national, and international levels.  As Figure 2 shows, major stakeholders in global media ethics negotiations consist of the media professionals, corporations, government regulators, and audiences/critics.  The figure suggests that at least four sets of media ethical codes are needed to govern the behavior of the four major stakeholders.  Media professionals have generally developed ethical codes, mostly focusing on the individual journalist.  Civil society organizations such as the World Association for Christian Communication, Accuracy in Media, and Parliament of World Religions have also come up with media ethics guidelines.  But aside from UNESCO’s non-binding declarations, media corporations and government regulators have yet to develop any meaningful codes that can be put to serious public scrutiny.  


Scholarly studies of media ethics, by contrast, are abundant and growing (Christians & Traber 1997; Cooper, Christians, Plude & White 1989; Bugeja 1996; Christians, Fackler, Rotzoll, & McKee 1998; Bertrand 2000; Day 1997; Couldry 2000).  Most studies demonstrate that the media’s moral achievements or failures lie in their power to frame social problems and conflicts, to set the agenda for public discourse, to dramatize, to glorify, or to demonize adversaries in national and international conflict.  For this reason, media ownership and control are critical to an understanding of their ethical or unethical role in world conflicts and controversies. 

What Can Be?:  Peace Journalism

I have argued so far that to obtain plurality of media contents, we need a plurality of media structures.  The structure is the message.  Therefore, a system of checks and balances among the commercial, government, public, and community media structures may be considered the most efficacious method of ensuring individual, corporate, and government ethical behavior.  Pluralistic media structures and processes check and balance competing interests and perspectives.  In this fashion, they may be able to bridge the ethical gap between “what is” and “what ought to be.”  

But can we achieve a media system that promotes peace rather than war, understanding rather than obfuscation, tolerance rather than hatred, celebration of diversity rather than xenophobia?  For such peace journalism, pluralism of structures and contents is a necessary but not a sufficient condition.  Normative preferences at the individual, corporate, national, and international levels also play a critical part.  There is a dialectical tension between structure and culture aptly called by Anthony Giddens (1984) “structuration,” a process in which human agency intervenes in social institutions to change them in particular directions (see Figure 2).

At the individual level, peace journalism appears the simplest to define but the most difficult to enact (see Appendix 1 for a start).  There is significant consensus among various professional media and civil society ethical codes on what constitutes peace journalism (McGoldrick and Lynch 2000).  The Ten Commandments in Appendix I are inspired by common sense and a wide variety of media ethical codes.  Unlike the other Ten Commandments, however, they should be considered negotiable.  They are suggestive rather than exhaustive.  For teaching purposes, they should be supplemented by case studies of international and domestic conflicts in which journalism can and has played a conflict transformation role.  In this respect, the role of the American media in ending the War in Vietnam and in exposing the Watergate scandal cannot be forgotten.  

At the corporate level, however, journalists are caught between the demands of their own conscience and the media organizational imperatives to which they belong.  Most journalists tend to be moral agents caught in immoral predicaments.  However, the dominance of two government and commercial structures of ownership and control impose severe constraints on the freedom of journalists.  Until the early 1980s, with the exception of North America and Western Europe, most broadcasting systems were government controlled.  Even in Western democratic countries, through regulation, broadcasting was directly or indirectly under government control.  Following the de-regulation fever initiated by the Reagan and Thatcher governments, the picture has radically changed.  In most countries, media structures are strongly gravitating toward commercial systems.  Both government and commercial systems have a strong built-in bias in favor of two different kinds of propaganda, namely political and commercial advertising.  Media contents thus tend to present either government propaganda or programs catered to the lowest common denominator of taste attracting the largest possible audiences and profits.

Audiences are not however inert and pliable masses.  In our largely mediated world, reality is often constructed out of the interplay of three different realities, including media, existential, and social constructions of reality.  Audiences come to the media constructions of reality with their own existential experiences.  No media message can reasonably persuade an unemployed person that that there is absolute full employment!  Moreover, audiences often enter into negotiations with their own family, friends, and mentors about their media and existential realities to arrive at a socially constructed reality.  Nevertheless, on issues that are distant from the audience’s existential and social realities, media constructions of reality play a critical and sometimes decisive role.  In the United States, for instance, foreign policy issues are often removed from the audience’s active consciousness until a crisis occurs.  In the early stages of the crisis such as the War in Vietnam, public opinion often supports the media constructions of reality that are largely informed by U. S. government sources.  When and if the crisis leads to tragic consequences such as the arrival of body bags, public opinion begins to be polarized and a serious public debate is likely to take place.  Otherwise, audiences are hostage to media constructions of reality that in foreign policy matters at least often uncritically follows government policies.  Witness the overwhelming public opinion support (about 80 percent) for Bush I (1991) and II (2001) war policies in the Persian Gulf and Afghanistan. 

Communication, power, and conflict are thus inextricably tied together.  But the theoretical debates on media effects have been divided among the proponents of powerful media (“manufacturing consent”, Chomsky & Herman 1988), powerless media (“minimum effects,” Klapper 1960), and power-linked media (“multiple effects,” Tehranian 1990, 1999).  Historical evidence suggests that the media are neither all-powerful nor all powerless.  In our largely mediated world, media institutions play a significant role only when and if they link with other leading institutions such as government, business, educational, and civil society organizations.  In societies where government or business dictate or direct the media messages, loss of media credibility is a likely outcome because their constructions of reality often contradict the existential and social realities.  That is how the media in dictatorial regimes are of little credibility to their audiences.  That is also how the U. S. media have come under increasing skepticism in recent decades.  

The emergence of interactive media alongside the proliferation of traditional mass communication networks is radically changing the situation.  Professional journalism is undergoing profound changes.  Electronic journalism is supplementing print and broadcasting.  Webcasting has become a major factor.  Professional monopolies of news and views are being undermined by a complex variety of Internet journalists.  What is lost in quality control is gained in diversity and muckraking.  Each medium continues to act in accordance with its own social, economic, and political structural and ethical imperatives.  The resulting cacophony of news, views, and prejudices resembles the Tower of Babel.  But for the serious information seeker, the richness of available sources provides an electronic library without borders.  

At the national level, however, it is still the mass media (specially television) that play a decisive role in setting the agenda for public discourse and democratic will formation.  

Given that premise, a mixed media system balanced among government, commercial, public, and community media can best achieve a truly competitive normative environment.  Under such circumstances, media professionals will have a choice among diverse systems but also the freedom to shift from one to another, as circumstances require.  Ethical behavior presumes freedom of choice.  Without that freedom, journalists and audiences are hostage to the information monopolies of one sort or another.  

At the international level, there are clearly no panaceas to the complex problems of media ethics.  However, as J.  A. Liebling (1960) has aptly opined, “freedom of the press is guaranteed only to those who own one.”  Since most of the world population has little media access let alone ownership, we can conclude that freedom of the press is an illusion even for those living in the modern democratic societies.  As Paul Krugman (2001) has dramatized the point, “most Americans get their news from TV.  And what they see is heartwarming—a picture of a nation behaving well in a time of crisis.  Indeed, the vast majority of Americans have been both resolute and generous.  But that’s not the whole story.  The missing images on TV are anything but heartwarming.  A full picture would show politicians and businessmen behaving badly, with this bad behavior made possible—and made worse—by the fact that these days selfishness comes tightly wrapped in the flag.  If you pay attention to the whole picture, you start to feel that you are living in a different reality from the one on TV.”

Americans with access to a computer and a modem can construct for themselves another reality by plowing through the business pages of elite newspapers and the numerous web pages of muckraking Internet journalists.  The mass audiences, however, are subject to TV constructions of reality that highlight the war in Afghanistan while largely neglecting the big stories at home.  An alterative reality suggests that since September 11, 2001, at a time of national crisis, the U. S. Congress has made huge lump-sum transfers from the public to corporate entities.  The transfers have included $15 billion in aid and loan guarantees for airline companies but not a penny for laid-off airline workers, $25 billion retroactive tax cuts for corporations and nothing for their laid-off employees, and $800 million to General Motors alone as an incentive to invest at a time that the company is already sitting on $8 billion in cash.  Few of these facts have received the dramatic attention that the Taliban have been getting on American television. 


In national as well as international media politics, whoever pays the piper calls the tune.  But the consequences of a Western dominated global media system can be counter-intuitive─ against Western interests.  In the post-Cold War era, the media framing of world policy issues largely around the U. S. foreign policy agendas has been a fundamental source of alienation, distrust, and even hatred.  With the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and technological know-how, these negative feelings have now turned into terrorist activities.  The organization of a more balanced and free flow of information is therefore in the interest of both the North and South, the media have and have-nots.  The growing global apartheid is threatening both camps.  Its neglect by the mass media is tantamount to greater tragedies than September 11th. 

In global communication at times of war, the first casualty is the truth.  Two well-known examples should suffice to illustrate the point.  American television legitimated the wars in the Persian Gulf (1991) and Afghanistan (2001) as “just wars” by correctly portraying Saddam Hussein and Osama Bin Laden as aggressors and terrorists.  But it largely failed to show how both Frankenstein monsters had been manufactured by United States policies.  In collaboration with its conservative Arab allies, notably Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, the United State effectively supported Iraq’s war of aggression against Iran (1980-1988).  That, in turn, replaced Iran with Iraq as the great potentate of the Persian Gulf.  Whether he received a green light from the U. S. Ambassador April Glaspie or not, Saddam invaded Kuwait in 1990.  Having rescued Kuwait, President Bush I decided to keep Saddam in power as an insurance policy against Iran.  The Iraqi Kurds and the Shiites, revolting against Saddam at the behest of President Bush, were left largely to Saddam’s merciless revenge.  In the meantime, in collaboration with Saudi Arabia and Pakistan, the United States government supported the most fanatical Islamic elements to fight the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan.  When the Soviets left Afghanistan in 1989, the United States left its Afghan Mujahedin allies to their own devices.  A bloody civil war ensued in which Pakistan and Saudi Arabia supported the more fanatical Pushtun elements.  In 1996, that eventually brought the Taliban to power.  In a country that had been historically tolerant of its multi-ethnic diversity, Pushtun hegemony left little room for other minorities except to fight back and be massacred. Wittingly or not, American media institutions during these two wars largely acted as agents of U. S. government by almost exclusive reliance on its sources and an uncritical coverage of the causes, conduct, and consequences of the two wars.  

In the meantime, the rest of the world with access to alternative media coverage of these two wars received an entirely different construction of the events.  In the Islamic world, the media coverage varied in accordance with the degree of sympathy or antipathy toward U. S. foreign policies.  In spite of great world sympathy toward the United States for defending Kuwait against Iraqi aggression and for suffering the September 11th terrorist attacks, American policies before, during, and after these two wars have come under increasing criticism by friends and foes.  The sore point include the dual containment policies against Iran and Iraq, the support of dictatorial regimes and massive sales of arms to them, the use of Muslim fanatics in Afghanistan during and after Soviet occupation, the support of Israel against Palestinians, and the encouragement of Iraqis to revolt against Saddam without a commensurate support for the opposition.  Clearly, the United States has also heroically tried to settle the Arab-Israeli conflict time and again, most notably during Carter and Clinton Administrations, for which American leadership is remembered with gratitude.   

But when the U. S. government pressured the government of Qatar and the American television networks not to broadcast Osama Bin Laden’s videotaped interviews, this was considered an attempt at muzzling the media in favor of U. S. policies.  “Why can't we watch Osama bin Laden on American television?” Robert Giles (2001) asked provocatively.  “Aljazeera is the primary international news organization providing serious coverage from inside Afghanistan. In an act worthy of the best traditions of American journalism, Aljazeera invited a response to Mr. bin Laden from an American official, Christopher Ross, a former ambassador to Syria and Algeria.” 

The media revolution of the last few decades has made efforts at muzzling, whether conducted by democratic or dictatorial regimes, a self-defeating exercise.  Proliferation of channels of global communication through the Internet, direct broadcast satellites, and global and diasporic press in conjunction with social and political movements have emboldened the democratic movements.  In cooperation with voluntary associations and electronic communities, interactive technologies have provided a new sphere of public discourse, negotiation of reality, and democratic will formation.  However, pluralization of channels without pluralization of structures of media ownership and management has limited the democratic effects of the new media.  So long as a single form of media ownership and control dominates a country, the democratic potentials of modern communication will not be fully realized. 


Global communication has placed the democratic norms of security, freedom, equality, and community on national agendas.  The central task of the media in democratic societies may be considered to be twofold:  (1) to allow for the diversity of voices in society to be heard and (2) to channel that diversity into a process of democratic integration of public opinion and will formation.  Without free and vigorous debate among competing views, no nation can achieve the level of integrated unity and determination necessary for democratic societies to act on public issues.  Generally speaking, media pluralism would serve these purposes better than a media system exclusively dominated by state, commercial, public, or community media.  However, structural pluralism is hostage to the presence of independent market institutions and voluntary associations (political parties, trade unions, religious and civic organizations).  The existence of a strong civil society to counter the powers of the state and the market is therefore a precondition as well as an outcome of media pluralism.


The same principles hold true for global media.  Structural pluralism may be considered a sine qua non of content pluralism.  To achieve free and balanced flow of news and information, a serious attempt at closing the digital divide must be made (Norris 2001).  For peace journalism to take on a sustained life, the voiceless in global communication must be empowered.  To do so, it takes more than pious ethical codes or perfunctory international declarations.  Major resources must be allocated to the development of the global information infrastructure.  The establishment of a World Media Development Bank (WMDB) as a UN specialized agency may be considered the first step in this direction.  GMDB can be financed out of taxes imposed on the two communication global commons, namely the geo-stationary orbit and the electromagnetic spectrum.  Current commercial users of these global commons are privileged to use a public resource and should be obligated to contribute toward a more balanced global communication system.  The Bank may, in turn, provide low interest loans to the following categories of media organizations:

· Committed to a peace journalism code of ethics.

· Aimed at audiences with low or no access to the media.

· Supporting independent media and interactive communication.

Conclusion

This essay has offered the following propositions in support of peace journalism─a kind of journalism and media ethics attempting as best as possible to transform conflicts from their violent channels into constructive forms by conceptualizing news, empowering the voiceless, and seeking common grounds that unify rather than divide human societies.  

· Since ethics without laws and sanctions are largely pious wishes, media ethical codes for peace journalism should be considered necessary but not sufficient.

· Since the structure is the message, structural pluralism in media ownership and control is an indispensable condition for democratic media checks and balances.

· Since currently government and commercial media systems dominate the world, support for public and community media systems is required in order to redress the balance in media structures and contents.

· Since there is a growing gap among and within nations in wealth and media access, the creation of a World Media Development Bank is necessary to foster a greater freedom and balanced flow of information.  

One last point.  We are the stories that we are told.  Modern democratic societies differ from their predecessors in that they are reflexive.  Their resiliency stems from this reflexivity.  In our mediated word, most of the stories are told by our media sources.  If our media sources are dominated by a single structure, the spiral of silence and speech (Noelle-Neuman 1984, 1991) on vital issues will lead to undue homogeneity of opinion and reduce democratic reflexivity and resiliency.  Responsible peace journalism and media ethics cannot survive in such a harsh environment.  
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Figure 1.  Policy Problems: What Is, What Ought to Be, and What Can Be?
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Figure 2.  Media Policy Formation: Structures, Stakeholders, and Processes
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Table 1.   Media Professional and Structural Ethics: A Schematic View

	professional:

Structural:
	Axial Principles
	Security, Privacy, Accuracy, Veracity, Diversity, 

Fairness, Copyright, International Understanding And Peace

	Authoritarian:


	Order
	Mostly government ownership and control, e. g. North Korea

	Libertarian


	Freedom
	Mostly commercial ownership and control, e.g. U. S.

	Egalitarian


	Equality
	Mostly representative party ownership and Control, e.g. Holland

	Communitarian
	Solidarity
	Mostly community ownership and control, e. g.??




Table 2.  Global Media Transformation: Technological, Structural, and Cultural 

	TRANSFORMATION
	TECHNOLOGICAL
	sTRUCTURAL
	cULTURAL

	TECHNOLOGICAL
	Digitalization
	Convergence
	Miniaturization

	STRUCTURAL
	Globalization
	Localization
	Fragmentation

	CULTURAL
	Transnationalization
	Tribalization
	Democratization


Table 3.  Media Mergers — Chronology 
2.13 p.m. ET (1813 GMT) September 7, 1999 

	PRIVATE


PRIVATE "TYPE=PICT;ALT=Associated Press"


A chronology of recent major mergers and acquisitions that have shaped the media industry: 

Jan. 3, 1986 — Capital Cities Communications Inc. purchases American Broadcasting Cos. for $3.5 billion to create Capital Cities/ABC Inc. 

June 9, 1986 — General Electric Co. buys RCA Corp., parent company of National Broadcasting Co. and NBC television network for $6.4 billion.  At the time, the deal was the largest non-oil acquisition in U.S. history. 

Nov. 7, 1989 — Sony Corp. buys film and television producer Columbia Pictures Entertainment Inc. for $3.4 billion. 

Jan. 10, 1990 — Warner Communications Inc. and Time Inc. complete $14.1 billion merger, creating world's biggest media conglomerate. 

Jan. 3, 1991 — Matsushita Electric Industrial Co. of Japan buys MCA Inc. for $6.9 billion. 

Sept. 31, 1993 — The New York Times Co. buys Affiliated Publications Inc., parent company of The Boston Globe, for $1.1 billion, the biggest takeover in U.S. newspaper history. 

July 7, 1994 — Viacom Inc. buys Paramount Communications Inc. for $10 billion after winning a bidding war against QVC Inc. to buy the movie, publishing and sports company. 

Aug. 29, 1994 — Viacom Inc. buys video rental chain Blockbuster Entertainment Corp. for $8 billion. 

June 5, 1995 — Seagram Co. buys MCA Inc. from Matsushita for $5.7 billion and renames it Universal Studios. 

Nov. 24, 1995 — Westinghouse Electric Corp. buys CBS Inc. for $5.4 billion. 

Feb. 9, 1996 — Walt Disney Co. buys Capital Cities/ABC for $19 billion, creating a media conglomerate in movies, television and publishing. 

Oct. 11, 1996 — Time Warner and Turner Broadcasting System complete $7.6 billion merger. 

Dec. 31, 1996 — Westinghouse Electric Corp.'s CBS unit buys Infinity Broadcasting Co. for $4.7 billion, combining the nation's two biggest radio station operators. 

Dec. 1, 1997 — Westinghouse Electric Corp. changes name to CBS Inc. shortly after deciding to sell its traditional businesses such as power-generation equipment and light bulbs. 

Dec. 9, 1998 — CBS Corp. raises $2.9 billion by selling a 17 percent stake in Infinity Broadcasting Corp., its radio and outdoor advertising business.  The initial public offering of stock is the largest ever in the media industry. 

Dec. 10, 1998 — Seagram Co. buys PolyGram NV music company for $10.4 billion. 

April 1, 1999 — CBS Corp. announces agreement to buy King World Productions Inc., the leading syndicator of television programs, for $2.5 billion. 

Sept. 7, 1999 — Viacom Inc. announces deal to buy CBS Corp. for $34.5 billion in what would be the biggest media marriage ever. 

Source: http://www.foxmarketwire.com/090799/cbsside.sml
 Table 4.  Negotiating Global Media Ethics: Locus and Norms


	Individual (1)
	CORPORATE (2)
	national (2)
	international (2)

	Seek Truth and Objectivity
Be Socially Responsible

Respect Privacy & Human Dignity

Minimize Harm
Act Independently
Be Accountable

Respect Human Diversity and Unity

Promote World Peace

Support NWICO
	Survival 

Profitability

Legality
Professional Responsibility

Public Accountability


	Authoritarian:

Order

Libertarian: Freedom

Egalitarian

(Social Responsibility): Equality

Communitarian: Solidarity


	Freed & Balanced Flows

Access & Participation

Communication Rights 

& Responsibilities

International Legality


Sources: 

(1) Code of Ethics: Society of Professional Journalists, www.spj.org/ethics/code.htm; “International Principles of Professional Ethics in Journalism,”  http://www.presswise.org.uk/ethics.htm

(2) Siebert et al. 1974; McQuail 2000: 150-188; Vincent, Nordenstreng, Traber 1999



APPENDIX 1.

TEN COMMANDMENTS FOR PEACE JOURNALISM

1. Never reduce the parties in human conflicts to two. Remember that when two elephants fight, the grass gets hurt.  Pay attention to the poor grass. 

2. Identify the views and interests of all parties to human conflicts.  There is no single Truth; there are many truths.  

3. Don’t be hostage to one source, particularly those of governments that control sources of information. 

4. Develop a good sense of skepticism.  Remember that reporting is representation.  Bias is endemic to human conditions. You, your media organization, and your sources are not exceptions. 

5.  Give voice to the oppressed and peacemakers in order to represent and empower them.

6. Seek peaceful solutions to conflict problems, but never fall prey to panaceas.

7. Your representation of conflict problems can become part of the problem if it exacerbates dualisms and hatreds.

8. Your representation of conflict problems can become part of the solution if it employs the creative tensions in any human conflict to seek common ground and non-violent solutions.

9. Always exercise the professional media ethics of accuracy, veracity, fairness, and respect for human rights and dignity. 

10. Transcend your own ethnic, national, or ideological biases in order to see and represent the parties to human conflicts fairly and accurately.  
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