1. THE CRYSTAL CITY: THE ERA OF PANOPTIC VIGILANCE

2. THE LOSS OF PRIVACY

Since ancient times, images have formed part of the moral world, at times as symbols of power and personal survival and at others as iconic taboos of the sacred or personal identity.  After the 19th century, photography begins the process of democratization to the right of images. One century later we live in an era replete with images
 that threaten our intimacy.

In modern days, the media is characterized by an increasingly intense exchange of information, bestowing reality with a new dimension, new values and new functions.  Obviously this hypothesis is based on McLuhan’s theory according to which a society is defined and characterized by the technologies to which it has access, specifically communication technologies.  This leads us to believe that instead of being governed by people, we are now governed by codes, and any phenomena of power should be analyzed in terms of communication.

As scientists specialized in the political sphere we are interested in the repercussions and consequences of the new information technologies on our democratic societies
. This line of thought, exemplified in the work of M. Foucalt, among others, highlights the problem of vigilance and its strategic use as an instrument of social control. The frontier between what is public and what is private is hazy, comes unraveled, and is distorted, provoking differences in criteria between the graphic eye (i.e. the image) and the intimacy of the subject represented. Gerard Invert is right when he describes this social eye as a degradation of private representation, as social voyeurism. There is a strong consumer demand for intimacy, the only thing not yet consumed.  This is what M. Kundera rightfully terms “imagology”; understood as the desire for happiness (as a substitute) produced by the culture of the image.

This phenomenon, recognized by authors like J. Baudrillard (“La muerte de los social”) and G. Lipovetsky (“La sociedad del vacío”), puts raises an issue which has been unknown in the world of thought until now. Why is there so little social protest against the invasion of our privacy by the new surveillance technologies and the appropriation of our personal data?  In the past we were afraid of a centralized watchman
, the eye of God that sees all. But new technologies make individuals “visible” in a decentralized way; a visibility that is exposed to a multitude of prying eyes coming from different directions in search of different directions.


Reg Whitaker
 reflects on this phenomenon in today’s democracies and considers that new forms of power are often viewed as rewarding rather than penalizing agents.  The strength of this panoptic lies in the voluntary participation of the people thanks to the benefits and advantages that they gain, making them less capable of perceiving the inherent disadvantages and threats. It is not wrong to think this way, since the benefits are direct, real and tangible whereas the disadvantages are less tangible, more indirect and complex.  However, they should not be ignored (credit cards, social security, video surveillance in banks and in the private sphere). Smart cards offer certain advantages, but they also contain information about our insurance policies or lack thereof, our available credit, our illnesses or diseases, family mental illness, AIDS, drug addiction and so on.  Thus, it should not come as a surprise that the title of our paper practically refers to the “end of privacy”.  New surveillance technologies make the world an ever more transparent place; reducing the private sphere where people would take refuge and dedicate time to themselves
.


A fundamental aspect of our conference will be dedicated to the limitations that legislation and jurisprudence place on the right to privacy in the creation and dissemination of images to prevent their misuse.  One of the immediate effects of the era of multidirectional surveillance resides in placing public figures under constant and relentless public surveillance, in both their private and public lives, and is fed by the media’s need to uncover sex scandals and other petty events in the lives of the powerful.  For example, the absurd spectacle of whether the president of the United States had sexual relations or not with the willing (or in love) adult-aged intern.  The affair came to light as a result of the private telephone conversations that were secretly taped when the intern told all to a “supposed friend”; conversations which were later made public. 


There is something unpleasant about the intense surveillance to which diverse public personalities are subjected in contrast to the much less thorough scrutiny to which wealth and power in the private sector undergo.  Because of the legitimacy that politicians owe to their voters, their private life is often considered public property.  Important figures from the private sector, who answer solely to their shareholders, are able to lead a private life that in a public figure would be recriminated by the media.  At a time when States seem to be withdrawing from the international private sector, the trivialization of the public sphere as a comedy of art or trashy television show could speed up the denigration of the public sector in favor of the private sector, or the substitution of politicians for markets and States for multinationals.  In fact, it is becoming more and more difficult to distinguish between the “real” world of politics and the “fantastic” world of television; a confusion that is accentuated by the desire of politicians to appear on television at all costs.  


In this respect, we must point out how the Orwellian model of centralized state power, ironically presented in his book 1984, plays a contrary role to that proposed by the author in that society justifies interference in the private realm with the aim of protecting the citizen due to heightened violence and lack of safety.  In effect, surveillance in public areas is interference by the political authorities and is justified by the argument of defending the rights of citizens who are threatened by delinquency of any kind.  Thus, the first conflict arises between the right to safety and the right to freedom. Yet there exists a second conflict, as well, since the video camera, the social panoptic, can meddle in private lives that are also manifested in public
.

3. TELEVISION: THE OBSCENITY OF PRYING EYES

In the movie “ED TV” by Ron Howard, which portrays the misadventures of a young man hired by a television channel to show the country what he does 24 hours a day, an obvious statement is made: without privacy there is no dignity.

Is this true?  Are we willing to accept this principle?  This seems to be the case. But what happens with the privacy of others? What happens when the privacy of others is exposed before our eyes and we cannot be accused of being voyeurs or gossips in the safety and privacy of our own homes?

The continued success of television
 over the last 50 years has made it the social phenomenon par excellence and the one which best invites us to reflection in conferences that could be titled “Technology, Ethics and Future”. Television, a window to the world, is a magnificent instrument of information and diversion for the majority of people and likely the most egalitarian and democratic.  It is also an instrument of freedom; everyone uses it when they want
 without the participation of others and without having to justify its use.

Television is there before us, before our eyes, occupying a privileged spot in our everyday life.  Yet television defies comprehension. Its interaction with the viewer is so unpredictable that it escapes any type of analysis; either from within in terms of programming or from without in terms of the need for information.  The first thing that we must keep in mind about 21st century television is that we live in a world of business and marketing and not in a world of culture.  Television has undergone an important transformation from being linked to the end of the monopoly of public service to the dominion of commercial television.  Since 1982 U. Eco has distinguished between paleo-television and neo-television. The first is understood as television with a pedagogical and teaching rationale-as an educational public service. The second speaks only about itself and about the contact it establishes with its audience.

In this context too much is said about the offer of television programs
 and very little about the demand and needs of the audience.  I say audience in the singular form (and this is the hypothesis around which my conference centers) because it is stable and permanent: audiences do not exist, only a television audience. If it is true that everyone watches television as Eric Macé
 states, the majority of viewers are socially and culturally determined. This popular aspect of television means that it is not a reflection of society but rather a reflection of its audience; an audience that is predominantly older, more female than male, less active, less urban, less well-educated and with lower income earnings to which a segment of increasingly apathetic teenagers and the large consumer of television must be added (30% of all television viewers consumes 60% of total volume).  In short, this level of consumption means that they determine the programs for the intermediario de las mediciones de audiencia. (No entiendo esta frase)  Thus, the logic behind programming answers to a two-fold rationale: on the one hand commercial television; that is the image that television wants to transmit to its audience and the image that the channel has of its audience; and on the other hand, the rules that govern market consumption
.

The consequences would be horrifying if television were considered “bad” by  the political and cultural criteria of dominant cultural, fault lies with the market, the “audimat”, the professionals: the call for ethics and educational values becomes the only refuge against the invasion of television as spectacle, pornography or sequins.  Yet if we were to heed the viewers, television would figure as one of the first examples of the monopolization of a universal institution by the people.  If television is a mirror of the people, it would not provide culture for the masses but popular-modern culture. Television would be no more than the industrial exploitation of “poor culture” (i.e. vulgar, crass, in bad taste). If we accept this notion, then the true sociological problem is not one in and of television itself, but rather a problem of the people’s relationship with social issues, culture, education and the media.

For this popular culture, television has become a dangerous realm of visibility. Doubtless, it represents a social view of reality transforming that which is lacking in interest, into something important.  But this view places increasingly fewer limitations on unimportant things since they are popular. It is an omniscient view lacking control, nothing escapes it.  This attitude leaves no room for privacy, or better yet, intimacy, prompting excessive viewing, a visual-social obscenity arising from the need we have to be seen, loved and desired.  With it a new concept of society is born, perhaps even a new society, which is invested with a new sensibility and a new mentality that is more complex and difficult to comprehend.

The television program “Big Brother” (Gran Hermano in Spanish), which freely shows the lives of several people shut up in prefabricated houses cut off from all outside contact, was the beginning of an enormously successful product that illustrates how we partake with sickly delight in the most sophisticated kind of voyeurism. For 90 days we are able to observe these “guinea pigs” holed up in a house replete with television cameras. for 24 hours a day they share with us all their activities; including the most private and intimate
.  What is most surprising about it is that what started out as a tragic story of the loss of freedom and privacy (Orwell, 1984) is widely and even gladly accepted today. The innocence of the eye does not exist because the frontier between what is real and what is apparent disappears.

4. THE SPECTACLE: THE DOMINION OF THE EXCESSIVE

Here, the spectacular, so sought after in television images, totally contaminates the message. All becomes visible, even public demonstrations are excessive-making television a generalized and unconscious visual pornography.  It is not surprising that pornographic films, what we call hard porn, are only shown on pay or cable television, and are shown at the same time as regular television shows. Until the safety and secrets of the home do not allow us to overcome our shame in selecting the pornographic channel, this formula will not be successful.  Consequently our feelings are null; we are visually saturated and as consumers become insensitive.  The moment is characterized by the need to feed off images that distort and desensitize and the dominion of the excessive is established.
Why is this not evident? From where does the trust that audiences place in television arise?  We are speaking about an intimacy that we only demonstrate with family members and very close friends. What is it about television that makes us tell our most intimate secrets or do what we would only do before our bathroom mirror?  The answer can be found by observing the audiences that participate in “Lo que necesitas es amor”, “Big Brother” or “The Bus”.

In the 1960s, Guy Debord, a French philosopher and filmmaker who committed suicide, presented a futuristic vision of society that has come true one hundred percent. To define society, he uses the concept of spectacle
 and states that there are two clearly defined functions of spectacle: on the one hand the spectacle is the society in itself, and on the other hand, it forms part of the society and as such remains separate from it and unifies it.

This is what occurs with programs that demonstrate our most intimate side. In a certain way they do not really show it, they only show the spectacular. At times it is linked to what we call intimacy, but at the moment in which it is shown what is intimate disappears and is transformed into spectacle.  Anyone who participates in this type of program is aware of this subterfuge, this trick. The actors know that they are being seen and heard as they act and although they show their feelings they are clumsily overacted.

When someone is asked to play himself, it almost always turns out to be a docu-drama: our essential, social characteristics make us especially awkward when pronouncing the word “I” in public. When an individual appears on these programs he tries to express his most sincere sentiments.  There is always a tendency to exaggerate because when our intimacy is exposed, it is no longer intimate. Our discourse no longer has meaning, it is hollow, we lie.  Truth, like in politics, becomes persuasion; sincerity, the chance to convince the audience that what you are saying is true, that it is credible. This is why television is so extraordinary-the audience catches on very quickly and what may be a hit at one moment is a flop the next because it is not believable or realistic enough.  “Big Brother” was, “The Bus” was not.

Hence,  the curious love-hate relationship that television produces. In his book, Elogio del gran público, Dominique Wolton warns that “television is bothersome, excites, deceives, fascinates and tires, but today it constitutes a part of our anthropology and the difficulty that we have to conceive of it perfectly illustrates the extraordinary ambivalence of the everyday image of a society that simultaneously loves it and promotes it, but does not know what to do with it and mistrusts it”14.  In television there is a perpetual, prohibited desire and a certain amount of frustration, but its power lies in the private consumption of a production for the masses. The spectator has the sensation of participating freely in the social order from his home.

That is why television plays a closer role in cultural integration than in politics, although this last concept has persisted since the audience is thought to be enormously credulous. Thus it is impossible to limit the word communication to its primary definition of dissemination. That is why its second meaning as something to be shared and exchanged, as a source of integration and ethics is systematically underestimated and undermined.

5. PROPOSAL

There is no danger in voluntarily exposing our private lives on hit television programs. Danger resides in the fact that the media exposes without permission and infringes on our right to information at the speed of those who must show the most intimate in order to compete for audience approval.  For this reason, a code of ethics is needed which clearly limits the spectacular (i.e. The Bus or Big Brother) and the informative (i.e. cases of child pornography); a code which perceives of privacy as a right and protects citizens against unwanted exposure.

Politically speaking, it is obvious that the universalization of video surveillance is, conservative.  Liberal thought suggests that the solution to this interference of privacy is to create legal and moral barriers that protect the individual from the eyes of voyeurs (i.e. video cameras, satellites, microphones, data banks) or at least reduce their interference where possible.  Based on this premise, mechanisms are proposed such as commissions and commissioners dedicated to “privacy”, special codes and volunteers from the private sector, and legal measures to block or slow down the flow of information and access to it.  The paradox arises when laws are passed that restrict access to the private data of citizens while at the same time proclaim the freedom to information since the notion of the protection of privacy contradicts the notion of the freedom to information.

Another inconvenience or contradiction is that if everyone and everything flowed through cameras and cassettes which were available to any curious and lascivious eye, the idea of a life solely dedicated to public service becomes not only suspicious but difficult to understand conceptually.  Little by little the concept of privacy becomes an obstacle to the public right to knowledge and this indecent attention will be directed not only at the rich and famous.  Andy Warhol stated that everyone will be famous for fifteen minutes. Yet now it may not be fame but infamy; fifteen minutes where one is denuded of all privacy. Fame, but also nightmare.  Russell Baker naively stated that people who have nothing to hide should not fear this overwhelming technology of surveillance. But one should ask- where are the people who have nothing to hide?15 It is a sticky question, but there is one that is still more terrifying today: What will happen when there is no place to hide? 
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� The predominance of the image has become universal. Although it first occurred in film, television has had a much more devastating effect where the role of the word, still important in film, is almost null.  The omnipresence of advertising (in politics and art) has achieved an incredible assemblage of images and desires that invades all.  The passion and emotions of images impose upon the word as a vehicle of reason and reflection. Technological man is basically a tele-addict; he demands his right to entertainment, which has become a flourishing industry and he cultivates hedonism without remorse.


� A characteristic feature of the powers that govern this world is that man becomes more and more alienated. Power tends to become invisible. It is evident that democracy is not made for these new powers that are above discussing public welfare, social well-being, equality or freedom. Thus, political authorities are relegated to a formal role and must secretly establish ties with these powers that escape popular sovereignty. The current paradox confirms the debate between the need for democracies in the technological age to expand their popular sovereignty or opt for secretiveness.


and a double State.


� Especially if we accept Foucault’s idea that vigilance is but one method of control of a specific multiplicity of elements that are susceptible to control, for example individuals to control their movements and actions, groups or collectives such as hospital patients or students, or higher elements such as nations, peoples or cities. Cf. FOUCAULT, M., Vigilar y castigar, Madrid, 1996, pp.141-179.


� WHITAKER, R., El fin de la privacidad, Cómo la vigilancia total se está convirtiendo en realidad, Barcelona, 1999, pp. 170.


� After August 4, 1997 when the law authorizing video surveillance in public places was passed, anonymity has been lost. It is evident that the law distinguishes between the private realm such as homes, vestibules and other public places where there is no objection to filming the images and sounds of people.  Problems arise when the legislator states that the frontier between both areas can not be determined beforehand, cf. Cejudo R., et al, “La ciudad filmada: videovigilancia del espacio público/privado”, in the papers published from the first Congreso Internacional sobre Ciudades Históricas, (Editores De la Cruz y Román), Córdoba, 2000, pp. 185-194.


� If video surveillance is worrisome it is so because it makes use of our own images and stores them without permission. Although it is not central to this paper,(here we limit our discussion to surveillance in the street), the distinction between public and private vanishes when discussing surveillance from space. This type of surveillance is beyond the control of national legislation. If someone wanted to find out what you had in your back patio or your terrace they would not need your permission to enter or a judicial order. Neither is necessary to obtain high quality images of your back patio from space.


� Tele-addiction is very popular among teenagers. In 1999 he European forum denounced that European children aged 5-10 spent on average 4 hours a day in front of the television set.


� Satori ironically states that homo sapiens has been replaced by homo videor. The presence of video means that a video power has emerged in our lifetimes. Cf. SARTORI, G., Elementos de teoría política, Madrid, 1992, pp. 305 and ss.





� Prior to the section on television in the chapter “Los sonidos y las ímagenes” of Eco’s work Apocalípticos e Integrados, Barcelona, 1968, this later distinction could already be seen.


� Eric MACÉ, “La televisión del pobre”,  en  En busca del público, Daniel DAYAN (Comp.), Barcelona, 1997, p.189.


�The classic idea that the citizen projects a certain feeling of inferiority on the media and believes that the communicators have the power to make things real and determine their degree and mode of existence (i.e. reality or quiz shows) makes no sense from this viewpoint. For more on this classic idea see BENAVIDES DELGADO, J., “¿Cabe hablar de ética en el contexto de los medios de comunicación?”, Instituto Fe y Secularidad, Memoria Académica, 1998-1999, pp. 211-224.





� ECHEVARRÍA, J., Telépolis, Destino, Barcelona, 1994, p. 161  already warned us that the private realm was being invaded by multiple forms of public television. 


� Like everything which is experienced directly, this too, has become a performance. Debord uses the concept of spectacle to explain social relations determined by images. Cf. DEBORD, G., Comentarios sobre la sociedad del espectáculo, Barcelona, 1990 and La sociedad del espectáculo, Valencia, 1999.





14 WOLTON, D., Elogio del gran público, Una teoría crítica de la televisión, Barcelona, 1995, pp. 312 .





15 BAKER, R., “Quiet, Quiet, Louise, There’s a Bug in That Martini Olive”, The New York Times, February 13, 1998.








