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Fair compensation

Spravedliva odména

We often have these debates about what
the purpose of copyright is, what's it there
for and there are all these different
perspectives we bring to it. Some people
say, copyright exists to - enrich the public
domain or to serve some cultural policy
goal, to incentivise creativity or some
other purpose. You know, I'm a creator, a
writer, I'm a publisher, and I earn my
living from copyright and so for me the
part that I want to talk about today and
the part that I often attend to is the idea
that copyright, whatever else its doing,
should be ensuring equitable
remuneration to all the different pieces of
the value chain. It should be setting a
policy framework that ensures that the
different people involved in creating
works are compensated fairly through the
way that those works go.

Casto vedeme tyhle debaty o copyrightu -
jaky je jeho ucel a k cemu slouzi. A mame
tu vSechny mozné perspektivy, které do
debaty vnasime. Nékteri lidé tvrdi, ze
copyright existuje, aby obohatil veiejnou
sféru, aby slouzil cilim statni kulturni
politiky, aby podporil vynalézavost a tak
dale. Vite, jsem tviirce, spisovatel, jsem
vydavatel, a zivobyti tedy mam diky
copyrightu. A tak to, o ¢em bych chtél
dnes mluvit a to, co ¢asto vnasim do
téchto debat je myslenka, ze copyright,
ackoliv milize mit rtizné dalsi acely, by mél
zajStovat, Ze vSem tém riznym ¢lankim
retézu pridané hodnoty se dostane
spravedlivé odmény. M€l by utvorit
zakonny ramec, ktery zajisti, ze lidé, kteri
se podili na néjaké tvorbé budou za svou
praci z toho, co se vydéla, spravedlive
odménovani.
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Now, the problem is, I think that for the
last - twenty years - the entire digital era -
we've been getting this wrong. So much
so, that I've actually structured a kind of -
three laws - about how wrong it gets. So
its Doctorow's three laws. Originally I
only had one law, but my literary agent
who is Arthur C Clarke's agent - I told him
I'd made up a law. He said "You need
three laws!" I've made up two more. So I'll
talk about these three laws, and that's
how I'll structure the talk.

Problém ale je, Ze jsme tomu poslednich
dvacet let, celou digitalni éru, Spatné
rozuméli. Az tak moc, Ze mné to postupné
privedlo k popsani jakychsi tfi zakont o
tom, jak moc Spatné k tomu
pristupujeme. Rikam jim Doctorowovy
zakony. Pivodné jsem prisel jen s jednim,
ale m{j literarni agent, ktery byl i
agentem Arthura C. Clarka, kdyz jsem mu
rekl, Ze jsem vymyslel zakon, rekl:
»Zakony pottebujes mit ti!“ A tak jsem
prisel jesté se dvéma dalSimi. Takze
mluvit budu o téchto trech zdkonech.

Doctorow's First Law: Digital Locks

Prvni Doctorowuv zakon: Zakon
digitalnich zamku

So the first law is about digital locks, or
digital rights management technology.
This has been a subject of very heated
debate in technological circles, and it
keeps coming up whenever we think were
done with it it keeps coming back.

Prvni zakon je o digitalnich zdmcich,
neboli o technologii DRM — digital rights
management. Toto je v technologickych
kruzich velmi zhavé téma, a vynoruje se
pokazdé, kdyz uz si myslime, Ze jsme se s
nim kone¢né vyporadali.

Digital locks are software that is installed
on mobile devices, devices like this tablet,
computers, set top boxes or other devices,
and these check to see if you are about to
do something that the copyright holder
has not permitted and tries to interdict
you from doing those things. So for
example - say you buy a movie or an
audio book or a tv show on iTunes, all
those movies, audio books and tv shows

Digitalni zamek je program, software,
ktery je nainstalovany v mobilech, v
zarizenich jako jsou tablety, v pocitadich,
v televiznich set top boxech a dalsi
elektronice. Digitalni zamek sleduje, co se
v zatizeni déje, kontroluje, jestli se nékdo
nechysta provadét néco, co majitel
copyrightu nedovolil, a kdyz ano, tak
tomu brani. TakZe kdy?z si napriklad pies
iTunes koupite film, audioknihu nebo par




on iTunes come with Apple's digital lock
on them.

dilti néjakého serialu, kazdy takovy film,
audiokniha a serial od iTunes obdrzite s
digitalnim zamkem firmy Apple.

Now Apple would prefer that you only
used their hardware to play it back. That's
the whole idea - right - its that you're
buying into the Apple ecosystem. They
want to make sure that when you buy
things, that you continue to buy their
hardware to use it. So, what that means is
that - every time you spend money on an
Apple product you increase the cost of
switching to a competitor's product,
because you can't take your media with
you when you switch to the competing
products.

Applu se samoziejmé hodi, kdyz k
pirehravani nakupi od nich budete moci
pouzivat jen jejich vlastni zatizeni. O tom
to celé je, Ze ano, ndkupem vstupujete do
Apple ekosystému. A v Apple chtéji
zajistit, Ze kdyz uz jste si u nich néco
koupili, Ze budete muset i v budoucnosti
kupovat jejich zatizeni, abyste se ke svym
nakupti dostali. Takze to vlastné
znamena, zZe pokazdé, kdyz Applu za néco
zaplatite, zvySujete cenu pirechodu ke
konkurenci, protoze k tomu, co jste si u
Applu koupili, se od konkurence nebudete
moci dostat.

The prototype for all the digital lock laws
and the template that many other places
in the world have followed is the US
digital lock law the Digital Millenium
Copyright Act (DMCA) which came about
in 1998 and the DMCA says that digital
locks are so protected that its always
illegal to remove them even if you are not
violating copyright. Even if you are the
copyright owner - right - you can't even
remove a digital lock from a work that you
created and hold the copyright to. Only
the company that made the lock can
authorise the removal of the lock.

Prototypem pro vSechny zadkony o
digitalnich zamcich a Sablonou, kterou
nasledné zavedla spousta zemi, je Digital
Millenium Copyright Act, DMCA, ktery
vznikl v roce 1998 ve Spojenych statech.
Podle DMCA je digitalni zamky jednoduse
nelegélni odstranit - bez ohledu na
situaci, je to nelegalni i v ptipadé, zZe
zamek neodstranujete za tcelem
porusovani copyrightu. Je to nelegalni, i
kdyz ten copyright patii vam — opravdu.
Nesmite odstranit digitalni zamek ani ze
svého vlastniho vytvoru, na ktery vam
jinak patri plna prava. Jen firma, ktera
zamek vytvorila, mize legalné povolit
jeho odstranéni.




So let's see how that works out in
practice? Lets see how that plays out in
the creative market place where we're
concerned about creators being equitably
compensated? So, say you're my audio
book publisher, Random House Audio,
division of Bertelsmann largest publisher
in the world, and you go off and you sell a
million dollars worth of audio books
through the iTunes store. Which does sell
90 % of the Audio books in the market,
through the iTunes store - 90 % of the
audio books sold, are sold by Apple,
through the iTunes store. And Apple gets
30% of that money.

Jak to funguje v praxi? Podivejme se, co
to zptisobuje na kreativnim trhu, kde nas
zajima spravedliva kompenzace tviirci.
Reknéme, Ze jste vydavatel mé
audioknihy, firma Random House Audio,
divize Bertelsmann, nejvétsiho vydavatele
na svété, a podari se vam pres obchod
iTunes prodat audioknihy za milion
dolartii. Pres obchod iTunes se dnes
prodava néjakych 90% vsech audioknih
na trhu. 90% prodanych audioknih je tedy
prodano Applem, pres obchod iTunes, a
Apple inkasuje 30% z trzeb.

Now one day Apple might turn around to
Random House as various retailers have
done in the past and say "We'd like to
renegotiate this deal. Instead of giving
you a 30/70 split, we'd like to change it to
a 50 /50 split. We want 20 % more. Now I
think Random House would probably be
able to find someone else who'd be their
preferred vendor at a 30/70 split or even
a better one obviously Google is happy to
compete with Apple in the mobile market
place front. And that would be a great
advantage for them to have - to get
Random Houses audio books. But - there
is one problem here - which is that the
million dollar investment that Random
House's customers have made in Random
House's audio books means that for
Random House to switch to a competitor

Mohl by prijit den, kdy se Apple obrati na
Random House, jako uz to udélali mnozi
prodejci v minulosti, a fekne: ,Radi
bychom s vAdmi probrali nové podminky.
Misto podilu 30/70 bychom ted’ chtéli jit
padesat na padesat. Davejte nam jesté
dalsich dvacet procent.“ Sice si myslim, ze
v Random House by dokézali na misto
hlavniho prodejce najit néjakou jinou
firmu, ktera by prodavala za podil 30/70
nebo i méné — minimalné Google by o
takovou mozst stal, snazi se Applu v
digitalnich prodejich konkurovat. A uréité
by pro né bylo velmi vyhodné moci
prodavat audioknihy od Random House.
Ale je tu jeden problém — ta investice
jednoho milionu dolart, za které
zakaznici Random House nakoupili
audioknihy, znamena, Ze pti prechodu k




they have to trust that their customers
will abandon their libraries or maintain
two separate parallel libraries in order to
switch. Because only Apple, not Random
House, and not the authors Random
House has adapted for audio, only Apple,
can authorise Apple's customers to
remove the digital lock in order to move
their audio books to a competing
platform.

jinému prodejci by zakaznici Random
House museli své stavajici sbirky bud'to
zahodit, nebo rozdélit, a nové knihy
nakupovat do nové ¢asti. Protoze jen
Apple, ani Random House, ani autoii,
jejichz tvorbu Random House nechal
nacist, jen Apple miZe povolit
zakaznikim odstranéni digitalniho zamku
a tedy i moznost presunout své zakoupené

audioknihy na konkuren¢ni platformy.

Now there's an easy policy answer to this
- if you want to make a digital lock law
that - respects copyright - that is in fact
about ensuring equitable remuneration
for all the parties here, you could just say
digital locks only have the protection of
law to the extent that they stop you from
violating copyright. If you remove the
digital lock but you don't in any other way
violate copyright you're not breaking the
law. That seems like a very simple answer
and its so simple that its remarkable that
none of the governments of the world
seem to have hit on it.

Pokud je toto problém, reseni je
jednoduché - pokud je zAmérem vytvorit
digitalni zamek, ktery respektuje
copyright, a ktery se doopravdy snazi o
zajisténi spravedlivé odmény vSem
zUcastnénym stranam, staci stanovit, ze
digitalni zamky pozivaji zakonnou
ochranu jen pokud zamezuji poruseni
copyrightu. Pokud odstranite digitalni
zamek, ale zddnym zplisobem neporusite
copyright, neporusili jste ani zakon. To je
velmi jednoducha odpovéd — tak
jednoduch4, Ze je s podivem, zZe na ni
ziejmeé zadna ze sveétovych vlad neprisla.

The OECD, the Canadian copyright bill
that's just been brought in, bill C11 - all
the various national implementations, the
UK copyright act, and so on, all of these
acts have followed the American example
of adding a special protection for digital
locks. And at each turn what this has done
is taken away market power from
investors in the creative works and given
it to a mere intermediary.

OECD, kanadska copyrightovy zakon,
ktery byl nedavno predstaven, vyhlaska
C11 i vSechny mozné dalsi narodni
implementace - anglicky zakon o
copyrightu a tak dale, vSechny tyto zakony
nasledovaly ptiklad Spojenych statt a
udélily digitalnim zamktm zvlastni
ochranu. A ve vSech pripadech to
presunulo moznost rozhodovat o vlastnim
trznim chovani od téch, kdo by radi
néjaka dila nakoupili, k tém, kdo jsou pri




této koupi pouhymi prostiredniky.

You'd think that, you know, if you've got
his triangle of value added to the work,
you've got the author - me - I wrote the
book, you've got Random House - they
invested a lot of money in recording the
book, you've got Apple - who assemble the
piece of skinny electronics in south east
asia and loaded it onto it - that copyright's
major protection should accrue to either
me or the publisher and certainly not to
the intermediary. We can see where this
goes - right - we can see where it goes
when the government says that if you buy
a book from Apple you have to buy the
book case and the light bulb and the easy
chair from Apple too.

Vite, myslel bych si, Ze — kdyz mame
tenhle trojihelnik pridané hodnoty, kde
mame autora, mné, ktery napsal knihu,
mame Random House, ti investovali
spoustu penéz do nahrani té knihy, mame
Apple, ktery v jihovychodni Asii nechal
smontovat elektronickou placku a nahral
na ni nahravku knihy — Ze copyright by
mél resit hlavné prava autora a prava
vydavatele, ale rozhodné by na prvnim
misté nemél byt prostfednik. A miizeme
vidét, k cemu to vede — vede to k tomu, Ze
prijde vlada a fekne: kdyz jste si od Applu
koupili knihu, musite od nich mit i obal
na knihu a pripinatelné osvétleni a
iKreslo na cteni.

What it does is it creates this increasing
amount of control for the companies that
serve as mere intermediaries, over the
overall destiny of art. So Apple now
totally controls the App Store and you're
not allowed to install apps on your iOS
device without Apple's permission. You
have to break the break the digital lock to
install an app on your iOS device. And
they want a 30 % cut of any apps that are
sold through the App Store and they also
want a veto over the apps sold in the app
store. So Mark Fiore who is a Pulitzer
prize winning political cartoonist made an
app of political cartoons which they
rejected on the grounds that he ridiculed
public figures. Subsequently they rejected
an app that was made buy some anti

Zpusobuje to, Ze stale narista vliv firem,
které slouzi jako prosti zprostredkovatelé,
nad smérovanim umeéni. Apple ma sviij
AppStore pod naprostou kontrolou a na
své Apple iOS zatizeni nemate viibec
moznost nainstalovat aplikaci bez toho,
aby Apple tuto aplikaci povolil. Museli
byste prolomit digitalni zamek, abyste na
svoje zatizeni mohli nahrat libovolnou
aplikaci. A Apple si bere 30% z ceny
aplikaci, prodanych pres jejich App Store,
vedle toho, Ze samozrejmé maji pravo
veta nad tim, co v jejich obchodé bude a
nebude. Takze Mark Fiore, ktery vyhral
Pulitzerovu cenu za svoje politické
kreslené vtipy, byl odmitnut, protoze
zesmeésnoval verejné Cinitele. Nasledné
také odmitli aplikaci, ktera byla vytvorena




drone activists that gave you an update
every time a drone killed someone in
Pakistan - a US military drone - and they
rejected that for the store too.

lidmi, vystupujicimi proti vojenskym
drontim, a ktera ohlasila kdykoliv v
Pakistanu doslo k usmrceni ¢loveka
dronem americké armady. Odmitli to
nabizet.

Now I was a book seller for a long time
and I worked in a book store and I only
stocked the books that I liked - and I
think that's fair and I don't think Apple
should have to stock the titles they don't
like, but I never said the Government
should arrange things so that its illegal to
buy books from anyone's store except
mine, once you have installed the book
case that can handle my books.

Ted’ si vemte, Ze jsem se dlouho dobu zivil
jako knihkupec, mél jsem praci v
knihkupectvi, a objednéval jsem jen
knihy, které se mi libily - a nemyslim si,
Ze by na tom bylo néco v neporadku.
Myslim, Ze Apple méa pravo neprodavat
tituly, které se jim nelibi. Jen bych se
neodvazoval tvrdit, Ze by vlada méla
prohléasit za nelegalni ndkup knih z jinych
obchodii, pokud uz jste si v jednom
poridili regal na knihy.

And I think that we can see what a good
digital lock policy would do and we can
see that we've arrived at the wrong digital
lock policy, and that brings me to my first
law - 'Doctorows first law', which is that
any time someone puts a lock on
something that belongs to *you* and
won't give you the key, that lock hasn't
been put there for your benefit.

A myslim si, Ze ani neni tézké vidét, jak by
to vypadalo, kdyby pravidla pro digitalni
zamky byla nastavena dobfe — a mtizeme
vidét, Ze dnesni podoba digitalnich
zamki neni v poradku, a to mné privadi k
mému prvnimu zakonu — ,,Doctorowtiv
prvni zakon®, ktery zni takto: kdykoliv
nékdo povési zamek na néco, co patii
*vam* a neda vam k nému kli¢, ten zamek
tam nevisi vam ku prospéchu.

If really those locks were there to protect
copyright, copyright holders, and not
intermediaries, would get the right to
control them.

Pokud by tyto zamky skutec¢né mély
chranit copyright, méli by nad nimi moc
majitelé copyrightu, ne prostrednici.




Doctorow's Second Law:
Intermediaries, Fame and Fortune

Druhy Doctorowtiv zakon: Zakon
prostredniki, slavy a Stésti

Now the next law relates to
intermediaries, this group of people who
sit between creators and investors, and
audiences. Intermediaries are anyone -
companies, services, tools, that sit
between creators and audiences - web
hosting companies that host your web
site, payment processors that handle your
money, services like YouTube or Blogger
or Twitter or Facebook, where like,
creators and audiences connect - services
like Google's search or Microsoft Bing -
that let members of the audience find
creative works. These are all
contemporary intermediaries.

Druhy zakon se vztahuje k
prostiedniktim, ke skupiné lidi, kteii sedi
mezi tviirci a investory - a obecenstvem.
Prostirednik je vSechno — firma, sluzba,
nastroj — co sedi mezi tviircem a
obecenstvem — web hosting, u kterého
mate stranky, firmy zpracovavajici penize,
sluzby jako YouTube nebo Blogger ¢i
Twitter nebo Facebook, kde dochazi k
propojeni mezi tvilirci a obecenstvo —
sluzby jako vyhledavace, Google nebo
Bing — které dovoluji obecenstvu najit
vytvorena dila. To vSe jsou dnesni
prostirednici.

Now it used to be that there was a lot
smaller pool of intermediaries. There
were just things like distributors and
retail chains and a few credit card
processors, a couple of major printing
houses a few theatrical exhibitor
chains, just a couple of tv networks.

Byvalo tomu tak, Ze prosttedniki bylo
podstatné méné. Byly tu jen véci jako
distributofi a prodejni fetézce a kreditni
karty od par firem, par vydavatelskych
domt, par fetézct kin, jen nékolik
televiznich kanald.

And at one time or another, every one of
those intermediaries was captured by a
cartel. You know, at one point in America
if you wanted to be an actor in the films,
you had to signup to one of the big studios
because the big studios had taken over the
theatrical exhibitors and the only way that
you could be in a movie that would be
shown anywhere would be to sign with

A postupem casu kontrolu nad vSemi
témito starymi prostredniky prevzal
kartel. Vite, v Americe jednu dobu doslo k
tomu, Ze abyste mohli hrat ve filmu,
museli jste se nechat zaméstnat u jednoho
z téch velkych studii, protoze velka studia
skoupila vsechny retézce kin. Byl to
jediny zptisob - upsat se jednomu z
velkych studii, ¢ehoz studia vyuzivala a




one of the big studios and the big studios
used that advantage to extract incredibly
bad terms out of their actors.

herctim nastavili neptredstavitelné
vydérac¢ské podminky.

This also happened with publishers at
various times, with labels at various
times, at different times we've seen that
when there's a smaller number of
intermediaries, they are liable to being
captured by the investors the publishers
the labels the studios. And that that
control over the market place end up
resulting in worse terms for the creators.
It becomes a buyer's market for the
creativity.

Podobné véci uz se v rtiznych dobéach staly
s nejraznéjsimi vydavateli. Vidéli jsme v
historii opakované, zZe kdyz existuje jen
omezené mnozstvi prostiednikd,
nevyhnutelné budou uchvéceni investory,
vydavateli, studii. A toto uchvaceni moci
nad trhem miva za néasledek propad
postaveni samotnych tviircti. Stava se z
toho trh s nizkymi cenami, ktery dava
vyhodu kupctim.

Now the internet has made it infinitely
cheaper to be an intermediary - the 1990's
you may remember that in 1990 there was
a lot of loose talk that someday we would
have a 500 channel universe. Someday
cable tv would deliver as many as 500
channels of entertainment at one time in
someone's sitting room. At the time that
seemed like an unimaginably vast pool of
entertainment. Well, its been put paid by
the trillion channel web. I mean, we live
now in a world where 500 channels seems
remarkably impoverished. And when that
world - when you live in a world where
you have lots of lots of different channels,
lots and lots of different ways where
creators' work can reach an audience, it
becomes exponentially harder for one of
those intermediaries to work with the

Diky internetu je dnes nekonecné levnéjsi
byt suym vlastnim prostiednikem — tieba
si vzpomenete, jak se v 90. letech mluvilo
o tom, Ze jednoho dne budeme prijimat
500 televiznich stanic. Ze nékdy v
budoucnosti budeme moci pomoci
kabelové televize sledovat v obyvaku az
pét set kanald. V té dobé to pro nas
predstavovalo nepredstavitelné Sirokou
nabidku zabavy. No, a vida, web s
trilionem ,kanali“ to ukazuje z trochu
jiné perspektivy. Vzdyt Zijeme ve svéte,
kde se 500 moznosti zda jako neprijemné
omezeny vybér. A kdy?z Zijete ve svéte, kde
mate spousty riznych kanald, spousty a
spousty rtiznych moznosti, jak mohou
tviirci dosahnout obecenstvo, stava se
uchvaceni trhu nékterym z prostiredniki
za pomoci investord a nasledné omezeni




investors to corner the market and pay
the creators worse. And give lower sums
and give them worse terms.

odmén tvircum hur uskutecnitelné.

But there is one way that that can be
reversed there's one way that we can go
back to those - to that era before where
cartels of investors and distributors
controlled the livelihoods of creators and
that is by increasing the liability on
intermediaries, we make it harder to be
an intermediary.

Ale je jeden zpiisob, jak to zvratit, jak se
vratit do ¢asti minulych, do doby, ve které
kartely investori a distributort diktovaly
zZivobyti tviret — staci, kdyz zvysime
zodpovédnost, kterou nesou prostrednici.
Byt prostrednikem bude zase obtizné.

If we make it more expensive to be an
intermediary, we'll get fewer
intermediaries and the one's that remain
will be more liable to capture by the
investors. So for example, In the US its a
150,000 dollars per active infringement.
For hosting copyrighted material. Now,
clearly there's no way that any company
could make sure they don't host copy
righted material - YouTube getting 72
hours of video every minute.

Kdyz zptisobime zvyseni nakladi pro
prostfedniky, budeme mit méné
prostrednikii a ti, ktefi ztistanou, budou
opét snadnou koristi investorti. Takze
naptiklad v USA dostanete pokutu 150
000 dolari za jedno poruseni copyrightu.
Za vystavovani copyrightovaného
materialu. Samozrejmé neni mozné, aby
jakakoli spole¢nost mohla mit jistotu, ze
copyrightovany material nevystavuje —
jen na YouTube je nahravano 72 hodin
nového videa kazdou minutu.

There aren't enough copyright lawyers
remaining between now and the heat
death of the universe to make even a
small dent in the amount of copyrighted
material YouTube gets, so instead, we try
to limit that liability through things like
notice and take down, where YouTube can
host every thing that arrives but they're

Odted’ az do chvile tepelné smrti vesmiru
nebude Zit dostatek copyrightovych
pravniki na to, aby dokéazali udélat byt
jen maly zatez v tom mnozstvi
copyrightovaného materialu, ktery je
nahravan na YouTube. A tak misto toho
omezujeme zodpovédnost prostiednikii
pomoci moznosti na takovy material




required to speedily react to notices of
copyright infringement. But as you'll hear
later, notice and take down is something
that's under attack all over the world. It is
actually impossible to keep infringement
off of the network. Its impossible to stop
infringement from arriving because you
can't pay the lawyers to do it.

jednodus$e upozornit a pozadat o jeho
odstranéni, takze na YouTube je
vystaveno vSechno, co tam kdo nahraje az
do chvile, dokud to nékdo neoznaci za
poruseni copyrightu. Ale jak si fekneme
pozdéji, takova upozornéni a automatické
odstranéni je véc, ktera je Siroce
zneuzivana. V praxi je nemozné zajistit,
aby se na siti nevyskytovaly poruseni
copyrightu. Neni mozné zamezit
nahravani dalSich a dalSich, protoze tolik
pravniki by nikdo nezaplatil.

There is no business that would be able to
stay afloat if all the material that everyone
produced - every tweet, every blog post
every video had to be reviewed a priori.
The only way to make that work would be
to go back to that cable universe, to that
500 channel universe where there's a
limited number of channels and every
channel works for publishers and
distributors to make sure that all the
material was vetted before its seen.

Neexistuje obchodni model, ktery by se
mohl udrzet, pokud by veskery material,
ktery nékdo vyprodukuje, kazdou zpravu
na Twitteru, kazdy prisp€vek na blogu,
kazdé video mélo byt pred zverejnénim
provéreno. Jediny svét, ve kterém toto
miiZe fungovat, je ten stary svét péti set
kanali kabelové televize, kde je omezené
mnozstvi kanald a kazdy kanal ma jen
takové vydavatele a distributory, ktefi
zarudi, ze vSechen material bude pred
zverejnénim provéren.

Now what would be a disaster for creators
because it means that you can't make any
money at all in the system until you're
signed up with one of the major
publishers, that has the deal that can pay
the lawyers to make sure that your
material doesn't infringe, create the
certification, and get you into the channel.
Its the world that we lived in before the

Coz by samoziejmé byla pro tviirce
pohroma, protoze by ztratili moznost
cokoliv si vydélat, pokud by nebyli upsani
u jednoho z hlavnich vydavatelti, kteri
jedini by méli prostredky na zaplaceni
pravniki, ktefi by provérovali, Ze materiél
neporusuje copyright, oznacili by ho
certifikdtem a na svém kanéle zverejnili.
Tak vypadal svét, ve kterém jsme zili




internet. There's never been a time when
smaller better organised more controlled
marketplaces for music or books or
creativity or news or any other field of
creative endeavour resulted in better
terms for creators - those smaller markets
always resulted in worse terms for
creators.

pred prichodem internetu. V minulosti
neexistovala doba, kde by mensi, 1épe
kontrolovatelny trh s hudbou nebo s
knihami nebo s uménim nebo s novinami
nebo s jakymkoliv dalsim polem kreativni
¢innosti prinesl lepsi podminky pro
tviirce. Mensi trh vzdycky prinasi horsi
podminky pro tvtirce.

Now, its not that creators will go out on
their own and usually or very often do
well. Most creators who try to go out on
their own do very poorly. And that is a
fact of life. There are millions of would be
YouTube stars for every actual YouTube
star. And even being a YouTube star
doesn't mean that you make any money -
as many stars can tell you you can't eat
"fame". Two million YouTube views and 3
pounds will get you a ride on the tube.

Tim nechci tici, Ze by méli bezproblémovy
Zivot tviirci, kteri se snazi publikovat sami
— vétsiné tviiret, pokud se snazi prorazit
sami, se moc nedaii. Na YouTube
pripadaji miliony radoby hvézdicek na
kazdou skute¢nou hvézdu. A ani to, Ze se
stanete hvézdou na YouTube neznamena,
Ze z toho budete mit néjaké penize — jak
vam mnoho takovych hvézd miize fict,
“slava” se jist ned4. Dva miliony shlédnuti
na YouTube vynesou asi tii libry a s tim se
v Londyné tak mozna svezete metrem.

Converting fame into money is very hard
alchemy. Most people fail but the ones
that do succeed succeed in using one of
about a half dozen ways that are the only
ways that creative people have ever made
money off of their creativity. They sell
things, they come up with a product that
people want to buy and price it at a price
they want to pay. They ask people for
donations, they perform their works, they
wrap their works in advertisements they
licence their works to someone else who
has figured out how to make money. They

Prevadét slavu na penize je velice obtizna
alchymie. VétSina lidi selze, ale ti, kteri
uspéji, uspé€ji pomoci asi piltuctu
zpusobi, které jsou témi jedinymi
zpusoby, jakymi kdy tvorivi lidé vydélali
penize pomoci své tvorby. Néco prodavaji
- vymysli produkt, ktery lidé chtéji
kupovat a prodavaji ho za cenu, kterou
jsou lidé ochotni platit. Nebo ziskavaji
dary, nebo své dilo predvadéji, nebo své
dilo obali reklamami, nebo licencuji své
dilo nékomu jinému, kdo vymyslel jak s
jeho pomoci néco vydélat. Nebo délaji




take commissions, those are basically it -
right - you look, you break down every
creative business model since the
beginning and they all look like some
variation on that.

zakazkovou praci, a to je v podstaté
vSechno, ne? Kdy?z si rozeberete jakykoliv
obchodni model, odjakziva to byla n€jaka
variace na toto.

And none of that stuff works if you
haven't been heard of. Nobody can give
you money unless they've heard of your
works, unless you can deliver your works
to them. Now, right now, European
governments are enthusiastic participants
in American led efforts to increase
intermediary liability. And that will just
herd creators into the major publishers'
studios' and labels' stables.

No a nic z toho nefunguje, kdyz o vas
nikdo nevi. Nikdo vAm nemtize dat
penize, pokud neslysel o vasi praci a
pokud mu svou praci nemate jak dodat. A
zrovna v této dobé se evropské vlady
nadsen€ Gcéastni Amerikou vedené snahy
o zvySeni zodpovédnosti pro prostiedniky.
Coz zase jen naZene tviirce do staji
hlavnich nakladateld, vydavatelti a studii.

Through secretive closed door and
unprecedented negotiations like the Anti
Counterfeiting Trade Agreement or
ACTA, and its progeny the Trans Pacific
Partnership, there are stakeholder groups
and governments meeting to figure out
ways to make intermediary liability more
punitive.

Béhem jednani za zavienymi dvermi a
bezprecedentnich vyjednavani, ktera
vedly k dohodé ACTA a k jejimu predvoji,
dohodé o transpacifickém partnerstvi, se
potkavaji zainteresované skupiny a vlady,
aby zaridili, Ze prostfedniky bude mozné
lépe trestat.

Doctorow's Third Law: Information
doesn't want to be free, people do

Doctorowuv treti zakon: Ne
informace, ale lidé chtéji byt
svobodni.

Which brings me to my final law. And its I
think the most important one its the one
that relates to the slide show we saw
before - which is about information. I

Coz mné privadi k poslednimu zdkonu. A
myslim, Ze je to tak, jak mtizete vidét v
nadpisu. Nemyslim si, Ze by informace
cokoliv chtély, a Ze i kdyby chtély, jejich




don't think information wants anything,
and I think if it does its interests should
be of no particular import to us.
Information is a noun not a person and its
desires are irrelevant. Information
doesn't want to be free, but people *do*
want to be free and the policy that we
create around information and around
creative livelihoods has a direct impact on
the freedom of people.

zajmy by pro nas nemély byt nijak zvlast
dtlezité. Informace je podstatné jméno,
ne osobni jméno, a na jejich touhach
nezalezi. Informace nechtéji byt
svobodné, ale lidé ano, a zdkony, kterymi
obestfeme informace a kreativni zivobyti
ma na svobodu lidi pfimé dopady.

Nobody wants digital locks on their
works. No one woke up this morning and
said "You know, I want to buy some music
but maybe some one out there is selling
music that does less than my CDs, maybe
I'll go and find those market places". And
since nobody *wants* a digital lock,
digital locks can only succeed if users
can't remove them. If they can force users
to do things. A digital lock's job,
fundamentally, is to swim up out of the
depths of your computer and say "I can't
let you do that Dave" and that program
will only work so long as there isn't an
icon on your desktop labelled
"halgoo0o0.exe" if you can drag that
program into the trash and the "I can't let
you do that Dave" program stops running,
the digital lock is neutralised.

Nikdo nechce na svém dile digitalni
zamky. Nikdo se rano neprobudi a
nerekne si: ,,Chtél jsem si koupit néjakou
hudbu, ale mozna si misto CD radsi
poridim format, ktery se nebude dat
prehrat vsude. Budu se na ty jejich
AppStory muset podivat.“ A protoze
digitalni zdmky nikdo nechce, mohou
uspét jen v pripadé, Ze je uzivatelé
nemohou odstranit. Jen v takovém
pripadé si mohou na uzivatelich vynutit
néjaké chovani. Funkce digitalniho zamku
v zasadé je vyplout z hlubin vaseho
zafizeni a oznamit vam ,,To ti nemohu
dovolit, Dave,“ a takovy program muze
fungovat jen v ptipadé, ze na plose
nemate umisténou ikonku ,halgooo.exe,
kterou byste mohli presunout do kose a
zajistit tak, ze hlaska ,, To ti nemohu
dovolit, Dave“ se prestane objevovat.

So digital locks have to hide their
existence from their owners. They have
deceptive file names, they're buried in the

Takze digitalni zamky svou existenci musi
prred svymi vlastniky skryvat. Maji
zavadeéjici nazvy, pohirbené hluboko v




filesystem, they're integrated with the
operating system, by means of deep hooks
so that they can't be readily uninstalled,
you can't even find out what they are or if
there running, they don't show up in the
process monitor, they are
indistinguishable from spyware. Because
they do exactly the same thing as spyware
does, they run programs that users don't
want.

souborovém systému, nebo jsou dokonce
propojené s opera¢nim systémem
zptsobem, diky kterému nemohou byt
odstranény, a u takovych nejde dokonce
ani zjistit, Ze tam jsou nebo ze bézi.
Neukazuji se v seznamu procesi, a jsou
neodliSitelné od spywaru. Protoze délaji
presné to samé co spyware — provozuji
programy, které by uzivatelé na svém
zatizeni nechtéli.

And its not just that they are like spyware,
they create the opportunity *for* spyware.
So when Sony BMG shipped 6 million
audio CDs with their own drm on them,
what those CDs did was they secretly
updated your operating system so that
there were certain programs and files that
would no longer be visible if you listed out
all of the programs and files running, or
in a directory. And what that meant was
that any virus that was hidden using the
same means would be not visible to your
computer. And after the Sony root kit
shipped in 2005, immediately virus
writers started writing their own viruses
to take advantage of this scheme because
once you design a facility into a computer
so that it can't know or accurately report
on what its doing, other people will take
advantage of that facility and make it so
that your computer does things that you
don't want them to do.

A neni to jen o tom, Ze se zdmky chovaji
jako spyware — ony skute¢nému spyware
oteviraji nové moznosti. Kdyz Sony BMG
vydalo 6 milionti audio CD, na kterych byl
jejich vlastni zadmek, tyto CD potaji do
operacniho systému nainstalovaly tpravy,
které zptisobily, Ze nékteré programy a
soubory s uréitym jménem uz nebyly
vidét. A to znamenalo, Ze jakykoliv virus
mohl pouzit stejny nazev a nebyl by na
vasem pocitaci vidét. A hned poté, co se
tento root kit od Sony dostal v roce 2005
do svéta, autori virt zacali psat viry, které
vyuzivaly novych moznosti. Protoze
jakmile jednou do pocitace zabudujete
moznost, Ze nebude schopen piesné
hlasit, co zrovna déla, mohou této
moznosti vyuzit i dalsi lidé a prinutit vas
pocitac delat dalsi véci, které nechcete,
aby délal.

Now that's bad enough today, its bad

Uz dnes je situace dost Spatn4, a to jde jen




enough today when its just our laptops
and our phones. These are, after all
devices that we carry with us all the time
that have cameras and microphones that
know our secret thoughts that hear our
little pep talks that we give to ourselves
when we are driving to work that know
who our friends are and know everything
that we do.

o nase notebooky a telefony. Protoze to
jsou zartizeni, ktera sebou nosime porad, a
ktera maji kamery a mikrofony, do
kterych ukladame nase tajemstvi, ktera
nas slysi mluvit samy se sebou kdyz
ridime auto, ktera védi, kdo jsou nasi
pratelé a vlastné o vSem, co délame.

Its bad enough when we start to design
them that way, and to give you a sense of
how bad it can get, in Lower Merion,
Pennsylvania, an affluent school district
outside of Philadelphia, they gave the
students MacBooks and they put in
software that could run without the user
knowing it. And the software activated the
webcam without lighting up the little
green light that told you the app, the
webcam, was there, and it was nominally
there to stop theft. But the Administration
used it to spy on students that they
thought of as discipline cases.

Je dost Spatné, Ze jsme vibec zacali stavét
systémy, které umoznuji takové véci. Kam
to bez problémii mtize dospét si mlizeme
ukazat na prikladu skoly v Lower Merion
v Pennsylvanii. Tam rozdali studentim
MacBooky, do kterych nainstalovali
software, ktery dokazal fungovat bez
védomi uzivatele. A kdyZ software bézel,
mél pristup i k webkamere - bez toho, aby
se u ni rozsvitila dioda, ktera obvykle
hlési, Ze je zarizeni v provozu. Oficialné
tam byl software pro to, aby zabranil
kradezim, nicméné vedeni Skoly jej
uzivalo ke Spehovani studentti, u kterych
ocekavali kazeniské problémy.

And it was discovered when a student was
brought in to his principal's office and his
principal handed him a photo of the
student in his own bedroom the night
before and said "What are you doing in
this photo, you are taking drugs" and the
student said "No I'm eating a candy. And
how did you get a photo of me in my
bedroom?"

Na celou véc se prislo, kdyz studentovi,
predvedenému do reditelny, reditel podal
fotografii, na které byl doty¢ny ve svém
vlastnim pokoji predchozi vecer, a zeptal
se ho ,,Co d€las na této fotografii, beres
drogy, ze?“ a student fekl: ,Ne, jim
sladkosti. Ale kde jste vzali fotku mné v
mém pokoji?“




And this principal had taken thousands of
photos of this student and thousands of
photos of other students awake and
asleep dressed and undressed, and so on.
This is not an aberration, this is the
beginning. That was two years ago.

A tento reditel mél ulozené tisice
fotografii tohoto i dalsich studentd,
probuzenych i spicich, oblecenych i
neobledenych, a tak dale. Neda se to
oznacit za néco vyjimecného, spise je to
jen zacatek. A to bylo pred dvéma lety.

This year the Federal Trade Commission
slapped down a "rent to own" company -
several "rent to own" companies and a
software vendor in the united states
because these "rent to own" companies
which lease equipment to poor people
who can't afford to buy them outright
over long periods during which the total
lease price ends up being several times
the cost of the device, installed the same
kind of software and because its more
modern it could also record video and
audio and plunder their keystrokes, the
files on their hard drive, and so on. The
FTC, in the settlement, these companies
stipulated that they had recorded, secretly
recorded their customers having sex, that
they'd recorded their children naked and
dressed that they'd intercepted
confidential communications with
lawyers, and with doctors, and captured
their banking log and credentials, and
again this gives you a sense of the risk
that you're at when your computers are
designed to be so you can't know what
there doing. But this is just the beginning
of the risk. Because we live in a world
today that is made out of computers.

Tento rok placnula Federal Trade
Commission, Federalni Obchodni
Komise, ptes prsty spole¢nost - vlastné
nékolik spole¢nosti a jednoho prodejce
softwaru ve Spojenych Statech, protoze
tyto spoleénosti dlouhodobé pronajimaly
pocitace chudym lidem, ktef1 si je
nemohli dovolit koupit, ale cena za
dlouhodoby pronajem ve vysledku
nékolikanasobné prekracovala kupni cenu
vybaveni, a na tyto stroje instalovali
podobny druh software — a protoze byl
noveéjsi, umeél také nahravat obraz i zvuk a
odchytavat stisky klaves, cist soubory na
jejich disku a tak dale. FTC v textu
mimosoudniho vyrovnani uvadi, ze tyto
spole¢nosti nahravaly své zakazniky pri
sexu, ze nahravaly zabéry déti oblec¢enych
i nahych, Ze odchytavali divérnou
korespondenci s pravniky a 1ékari, a meéli
pristup i k bankovnim Gétim a
piihlasovacim idajim. Z toho miizete
opét vidét, jak riskantni je mit pocitac,
ktery je nastaveny tak, ze nedokaze
spolehlivé ukazat, co se v ném déje. Ale
stéle to je jen zacatek, to riziko bude
casem jeSté horsi, protoze Zijeme ve svéte,
ktery je pocitaci tvoren.




Your car is a computer you put your body
into, the aeroplane I flew over in, is a
flying solaris box in a fancy aluminium
case, with a bunch of scada controllers.
We put our bodies in computers all day
long. Take the computers out of this
building and it will be uninhabitable
inside of 6 months. Not only that, but we
put computers in our body. The hearing
aids that I will have when I get older
because I'm a member of the Walkman
generation won't be bits of analogue ten
plastic with a transistor in them, they will
be computers that I insert into my body.
And when I insert a computer into my
body, and when I insert my body into a
computer, I want to make sure that both
of those things are designed to faithfully
report what they are doing, and to let me
shut down whatever they are doing that I
don't want them to do. And it is never to
our advantage as creators, as journalists,
as people, who care about the future, to be
demanding the computers be re designed
so that their users *can't* know what they
do.

Auto je dnes poditac, kterému sveérujete
vlastni télo, letadlo, kterym jsem priletél,
neni nic nez létajici server Solaris v
nalesténém hlinkovém S$asi s par scada
kontrolery. Davame pocita¢iim vSanc sva
téla od rana do vecera. Kdyz z moderni
budovy odstranite pocitace, bude do ptl
roku neobyvatelni. Davame si dnes
dokonce poditace do téla. Naslouchatko
pro neslysici, které dostanu az zestarnu,
nebude analogova krabicka s
tranzistorem, bude to maly pocitac, ktery
budu mit vsunuty do zvukovodu. A kdyz
mam mit pocitac v téle, nebo télo v
pocitaci, chci mit jistotu, Ze takovy
pocitac byl vytvoien tak, aby mohl
diivéryhodné hlasit, co v ném bézi, a aby
mi dovolil vypnout cokoliv, co nechci, aby
délal. Pro nas tviirce, zurnalisty, pro nas,
kterym zalezi na budoucnosti, neni nikdy
vyhodné pozadovat, aby pocitace byly
upraveny tak, aby jejich uzivatelé
*nemohli* védét, co se v nich déje.

Now that's on the computer side. On the
network side its even worse.

Tak to mame po strance osobnich
pocitact vSechno. Po strance siti je to ale
jesté horsi.

(I'm almost done, I think I've got about 2
minutes (watching the clock)) On the
network side its even worse. Viacom is of

UZ mi zbyvaji jen asi dvé minuty, ale to
stihneme. Situace sité je jesté horsi.
Viacom je obfi americka spole¢nost, ktera




course the giant American company that
is quite worried that YouTube has got a
bunch of its copyrighted clips on it. And
of course YouTube does have a bunch of
copyrighted clips on it. They've applied to
the US Supreme Court for satori to hear
their case. One of their claims is that
YouTube facilitates infringement by
allowing people to have "private flag"
videos. So YouTube - if you upload a video
to YouTube you can either make it public,
or you can say "only let my friends and
family watch this", I use that. I live in the
United Kingdom, as you heard I'm
actually now technically a British citizen,
although I haven't been issued my accent
yet, this is why I sound Canadian, and the
way that I send videos of my small
daughter in the bathtub home to Canada,
is not by email, because as you know, you
can't attach a giant video file to an email, I
put them on YouTube. I flag them
"friends and family only". Now, YouTube
knows, or Viacom knows, that that's one
of the ways that is used, and they say that
even though its used, the loss of that
feature, the loss of our ability to conduct
our lives in private, is a small price to pay
for their being able to look at all the
videos that are online to see if any of them
infringe their copyrights.

se docela trapi tim, ze na YouTube jsou k
dispozici jimi copyrightované materialy. A
samoziejmé tomu tak opravdu je. Pri
slySeni u Nejvyssiho soudu Spojenych
stati mimo jiné tvrdili, Ze YouTube
napomahé porusovani copyrightu tim, ze
dovoluje lidem oznacovat videa jako
soukroma. Tedy kdyZ na YouTube
nahrajete video, miizete ho oznacit jako
vefejné, nebo miiZete Fict, Ze je jen pro
vase blizké. J4 to pouzivam dost céasto.
Ziju ted v Anglii, jsem ted’ vlastné
technicky britskym ob¢anem, ackoliv
autenticky prizvuk mi jesté nepridélili,
proto znim jako Kanad’an. TakZze zpiisob,
jak posilam domi do Kanady videa své
malé dcery pti koupani, neni pies email,
protoze jak jisté vite, obrovsky video
soubor se do emailu nevejde — misto toho
nahraju video na YouTube, oznac¢im ho
jako ,jen pro pratele a rodinu“. A podle
Viacomu je toto sice jedno z moznych
pouziti, ale rikaji, Ze prestoze tuto
moznost lidé vyuzivaji, mélo by se tomu
zamezit, protoZe ztrata moznosti udrzet
svilj zivot v soukromi je jeSté docela nizka
cena za to, aby si u Viacomu mohli
kdykoliv zkontrolovat jakékoliv video
nahrané na sit a ujistit se, ze v ném neni
ani kousek, ktery by porusoval jejich
copyrighty.

When we create monitoring systems to
monitor for copyright infringement - what
we do first of all - is we end up
intercepting everyone's communications.
Because you can't stop someone from

Pro systém, ktery ma sledovat porusovani
copyrighti, je nutnou podminkou
napichnout veskerou probihajici
komunikaci. ProtoZe neni mozné lidem
zabranit v navstéveé odkazu




visiting www.piratebay.com unless you're
looking at all the links that they enter or
click, and throw away the ones that you
think they shouldn't be seeing. So on the
one hand we surveil 100 % of people's
network traffic in order to stop them from
infringing, and when that doesn't work we
roll out even more draconian procedures
like 3 strikes.

thepiratebay.se, pokud nesledujete
vSechny odkazy, které zadaji nebo na
které kliknou, a zablokovat ty, o kterych si
myslite, Ze by je neméli vidét. Takze
budeme sledovat naprosto vsechno, co
lidé v siti ud€laji, abychom jim zabranili
porusit copyright, a kdyz zjistime, Ze to
nefunguje, vymyslime jesté prisnéjsi
postupy, jako ,trikrat a dost®.

So 3 strikes has been rolled out in France,
the UK and in New Zealand, and it says, if
you're accused of 3 or more acts of
copyright infringement, you and every
one you live with loose your internet
access. In the UK Martha Lane Fox's -
Price Waterhouse Cooper study of access
to the internet showed that the most
vulnerable families in the UK, when they
were given access to the internet for even
a short time, that everything we used to
measure their quality of life, improved.
They had better nutrition, better
education, more access to post-secondary
education, more social mobility, more
money. They were better informed, more
likely to vote, they were more active in
civic politics, and so on. All of those
benefits - if you get them from the
internet, you loose them when you take
away the internet.

Systém ,tiikrat a dost“ byl uveden do
praxe ve Francii, v Britanii a na Novém
Zélandu, a v podstaté rika, Ze pokud jste
byli tfi a vicekrat obvinéni z poruseni
copyrightu, ztracite pristup k internetu a
spolu s vami kazdy, kdo na vase pripojeni
spoléha. V Britanii ukazala studie Marthy
Lany Fox pro Price Waterhouse Cooper o
tom, jak se domacnosti pripojuji k
internetu, Ze i pro ty nejzranitelné€jsi
rodiny v Britanii se zivotni podminky
zlepsily uz po kratké dobé s pristupem k
internetu. Lépe se stravovali, vzdélavali
se, méli lepsi pristup k informacim, ziskali
lepsi socidlni mobilitu, vic penéz. Byli
informovanéjsi, zvysila se
pravdépodobnost, Ze piijdou k volbam,
byli aktivnéjsi v obecni politice a tak dale.
Vsechny tyto prinosy, které jste ziskali
diky pristupu na internet, zase ztratite,
kdyz vam internet vypnou.

And whatever else we think about the
rights of creators - and I am a creator -
but I'm also a citizen of the wider world -

A af uz si o pravech tviirci myslite cokoliv
— aja sam jsem tvirce, ale jsem zaroven i
ob¢anem tohoto naseho svéta — je velmi




its really important not to loose sight of
things. Watching television the wrong
way shouldn't be grounds for having your
access to the political system, to civic
engagement, to nutrition, to education,
and so on, taken away from you. Let alone
being *accused* of watching television the
wrong way.

dulezité neztratit toto téma ze zretele.
Divat se na nevhodné kandly v televizi by
nemélo znamenat, ze vam bude odepren
pristup k policitkému systému, k
obéanskému zapojeni, k informacim o
lepsi strave, ke vzdélani a tak dale.
Natozpak kdyz staci i pouze jen obvinéni
ze sledovani nevhodného kanalu.

Now I believe Viacom can certainly make
more money if they can eliminate our
ability to have private discourse, I think if
they enclose our whole public sphere it
would be better for their business, if they
have more surveillance control and
censorship, I think that Viacom's bottom
line will improve.

Vérim, ze Viacom urcité muize vydélat vic
pen€z, kdyby se jim podarilo zamezit nam
vymeénovat si v soukromi videonahravky,
a myslim si, Ze kdyby se jim podarilo
podebrat celou verejnou sféru, bylo by to
pro jejich obchody vyhodné — diky
plo$nému sledovani a cenzufte by se jim
urcité zvedly trzby.

There are a lot of ways to make money in
the fields of arts and news and that's one
of them, but if your business model starts
with censorship if it starts with
surveillance, if it starts with criminalising
culture you're doing "copyright" wrong.

Ve svété tvorby a umeéni je spousta
zpisobi, jak vyd€lat penize, a toto je
jeden z nich, ale kdyz vas obchodni model
funguje jen diky cenzure, kdyz funguje
dily $piclovani, kdyz vyzaduje
kriminalizaci kultury, asi jste ten
»copyright“ tak docela nepochopili.

Information doesn't want to be free, but
people do, and people involved in the
news media have an especial
responsibility to ensure that that freedom
is preserved in the information laws.

Informace nechtéji byt svobodné, ale lidé
chtéji, a lidé ve zpravodajskych médiich
dnes nesou zvlastni zodpovédnost za to,
Ze v informacnich zakonech bude
zachovana svoboda.

Thank you.

Dékuji vam.




(applause)

(aplaus)
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