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High Commission on Human Rights

“Freedom of the Press. Speaking the Truth Can be Dangerous.”

Dear participant!

Welcome to the Vienna International Model United Nations 2003! We are pleased that you are interested in the topic Freedom of the Press, to be discussed at the Commission on Human Rights. "We", this are the Chairpersons Axel MAIREDER (Austrian, student of media science and international development), Hanna STEINBACH (German, student of  international business administration and law) and Corinna WINDISCH (Italian, student of the Russian and Spanish language). It is our job to lead the Commission on Human Rights during VIMUN 2003 at the UN-Headquarters Vienna and to prepare everything needed for a lively discussion. But it is your job that it takes an interesting and exciting course. This paper is giving you just a brief overview on the topic "Freedom of the Press", on the recent development and on the Commission on Human Rights. You as delegates have to produce a statement of your chosen country, being able to play the role of the country you have chosen and to participate actively at the discussion. Please try to find as much information as possible for your position, including the current situation in the represented country, the media politics of the past and the present, press regulation laws as well as your countries role within the UN, especially the CHR. If this is conscientiously done by all participants, we will have a discussion on a high level and a representative resolution in the end. 

To help you a little bit with your investigation, we put a list of relevant Internet links on the last page of this paper. Good luck with the preparation of the topic, we are looking forward to welcome you at VIMUN 2003 in Vienna.

Yours,

Axel, Hanna and Corinna

INTRODUCTION

"Everyone has the right to Freedom of Opinion and Expression; this Right includes Freedoms to hold Opinions without Interference and to Seek Receive and Impart Information and Ideas through any Media and regardless of Frontiers." (Article 19, Universal Declaration on Human Rights, 1945)”
 


58 years after the Declaration of Human Rights was signed, only 22%
 of the world's population live in countries that guarantee the freedom of expression through media. Although the situation of freedom among journalists and publishers has become better during the last decades, the picture is still a sad one. 

The basic right of freedom of expression is harshly attacked. The attacks are either physical (threats, blows, injuries and murders), done through repressive laws (censorship, bannings, arrests and prison sentences) or else targeted media equipment itself (broadcasting aerials, printing works and offices). At the beginning of the 21st century, being a journalist is still a dangerous job. Printing or broadcasting the truth may put journalists into serious danger and can even cost their life, in many parts of the world.

CHR has worked on this topic for years, trying to ensure freedom of press worldwide. One of the most important tasks entrusted to the Commission has been the elaboration of human rights standards. It has developed standards relating, inter alia, to the right to development, civil and political rights, economic, social and cultural rights, the elimination of racial discrimination, torture and the rights of the child. And, for special relevance to us, freedom of expression and freedom of the press.

The right to speak out what you think and publish your thoughts is an essential liberty in democratic countries. There can not be a Democracy without the ability for people to freely express their thoughts including criticism of the government and its institutions allowing a form of government based on self-governance, multiplicity of views and individual self-fulfillment and self-identity. It is a fundamental democratic law, that governments must not suppress the spread of ideas. That is what makes it possible for a society to develop ideas and decide on the basis of argument and counterargument which way to go.

Western Democracies generally agree on basic principles of free speech. People are admitted to speak, write and broadcast freely and the residents in these countries expect those rights. Differences occur only at the margins, within the core, of protected speech. Disagreement on unusual forms of expression like flag burning or special restrictions on political signs regarding of the country's history (the swastika in Germany) may be examples for differences. 

People in other countries often have strictly limited freedom of speech. Governments in those countries argue in a different way concerning freedom of expression: Countries with a strong religious influence on politics may argue that there is no other truth than the one of god, and that it must not be allowed to criticize this only truth. Governments in collective-based countries may argue that freedom is the duty to do what is best for society and free speech does not lead to the goal.

THE LIBERAL THEORY of PRESS FREEDOM

Freedom of expression was of a little concern until technology offered the ability to communicate on a widespread basis. Johannes Gutenberg's development of the printing press in the 15th century and the spreading of this new technology from Germany to England, France and the rest of the world brought with it the call for people to disseminate and receive information freely. During the period we nowadays call the enlightenment the idea of freedom of thoughts and freedom of expression were some of the main ideas of the new philosophy. The desire for individual and human rights came along with the continuing scientific development process.

The concept of free expression, democracies and the United Nations with its declaration on Human Rights refer to, is the idea of liberalism as it was developed during the age of enlightenment in the 17th an 18th century. The philosophers of this age were the first to put man in the center of society and history. Because of his abilities to think, to remember, to utilize his experience and to arrive at conclusions, man is unique in its being in difference to lower animals. He is the prime unit of civilization and its mover. It is the fulfillment of the individual that becomes the ultimate goal. The prime function of society is to advance the interests of its individual members, and the state exist to provide the individual with a surrounding in which he is able to realize his own potentialities. The state must not fail to further this end.

The belief in one truth was almost existing in the idea of liberalism. But truth was no more given by god. The one unassailable and demonstrable explanation for natural phenomena needed to be found through mechanical experimentation and observation. Although the path to truth might pass dispute and argumentation that what lies in the end of this path was definite, provable and acceptable to rational men.

This was and still is the basic argument to the concept of freedom of expression. With the idea of opinions that need to be discussed to find the truth, the individual must be able to spread out its ideas to take part in the discussion and to enable others to agree or disagree to your opinion or to develop your ideas further. John Milton was one of the first to write a majestic argument for intellectual freedom. He developed the concept of the "open market place of ideas" and the "self-rightening process". In his book "Areopagitica" published in 1644 he argued that if everyone is free to express himself, the truth will survive and the false will be vanquished. The government should keep out of the battle to ensure that every opinion could be weighted within society and enable men to find the truth through dispute.

In England of the 19th century John Stuart Mill created his philosophy of human rights and press freedom. In his point of view all human action should aim at creating, maintaining and increasing the greatest happiness for the greatest number of persons. One of the main ways to reach that goal is giving individuals the right to think and act for themselves as long as they do not harm someone else. The importance of the individual's freedom of expression is expressed in Mill's believe that if we silence an opinion we silence the truth. He assumes that almost a wrong opinion may contain a grain of truth necessary for finding the whole truth. In his work "On Liberty" he writes: “If all mankind minus one, were of one opinion, and only one person were of the contrary opinion, mankind would be no more justified in silencing that one person, than he, if he had the power, would be justified in silencing mankind. Was an opinion a personal possession of no value except to the owner; if to be obstructed in the enjoyment of it were simply a private injury, it would make some difference whether the injury was inflicted only on a few persons or on many. But the peculiar evil of silencing the expression of an opinion is that it is robbing the human race; posterity as well as the existing generation; those who dissent from the opinion, still more than those who hold it. If the opinion is right, they are deprived from opportunity of exchanging error for truth: if wrong, they lose, what is almost as great a benefit, the clearer perception and livelier impression of truth, produced by its collision with error."

Thomas Jefferson, philosopher and statesman, tried to turn his philosophy into practice. He was convinced that although individuals might make mistakes in their opinions, the majority as a group would make the right decisions. Enabling people to do that, they must be educated and informed. And the press was an essential source of information. In order to fulfill its function in a democratic society, the press should be free from control by the government.

THE FUNCTION OF A FREE PRESS IN A DEMOCRATIC SOCIETY

The basis for a libertarian press was developed in the 17th and 18th century as described below. Until today, practically all democratic countries in the world adopted the theories and turned them, more or less, into practice. What Jefferson described as the function of a free press in a democratic society, is almost valid. The purpose of media is to help discover truth, to assist in the process of solving political and social problems by presenting the various opinions that are formed within society. A free and pluralistic media is needed to inform, enlighten and educate people enabling them to form an opinion on the major political questions of the present. If the constitution of a democracy is, that it is the people who decide, they need to have a basis to actively or passively participate in the political process. Some libertarian theorists (like J. S. Mill) assumed, that some information coming out of the multiplicity of voices of the press reaching the public would be false and some opinions unsound, But it must not be the state who decides which opinions are "true" and "good" and which are not. The decision needs to be made by the public.

If we think further, we see that the press is different to all the other parts of an economy. The press and other forms of mass media, and the companies running them, have social responsibility in a democratic society. It is the responsibility to inform and to show a variety of different opinions to the political topics of the present. Clearly it's not needed that every newspaper represents all of these opinions. But it is needed that there are enough different sorts of press units representing a wide range of views. For that reason, it is very important to ensure this pluralism, for that the press is able to fulfill its responsibility. In this case, it is the state that is called for ensuring this pluralism.

ELABORATION of the CENCORSHIP METHODS

„The right of free commentator ship and freedom of expression is an essential precondition for a democratic evolution.” declares Elke Schäfter, Deputy of the International Human Rights Organisation for press freedom, Berlin.

„A free flow of information and opinions is society’s oxygen. “ Director of the IPI Johann P. Fritz

Over the years the ways to laminate censorship have become more and more sophisticated. Especially after September 11th 2001, many countries believe that the fight against terrorism is more important than press freedom, that is to say that press freedom is not a monopole of rich countries.

Censorship - in all its characteristics - is often just remarked as attacks towards one person, who has on times been journalist. Nevertheless, associations, for instance “Reporters without Borders” and the “International Press Institute”, as well as many others, remark offences against the basic human right anchored in the Universal Declaration on Human Rights, Article 19th 1945 “Freedom of expression”. Why censorship arises, can be divided into three main groups: First  Politics, then Religion and eventually Economics. Ruler can abuse their power to suppress the voices of criticism, which would decrease their politic influences; the same for religious matters. Economic laws determine as well the press utterances, e.g. in order not to loose an associated advertising partner, or state furtherances.  By the way: What are the main ways to restrict the freedom to speak? 

Absurd reasoning conceals censorship in order to legitimise it, but the goal is always the same one: Preventing the diffusion of disagreeable information. That is why internet cafés are closed in order to block the information flow via the virtual net. Possible “reasons”: 
the Cafes have no valid licence or the infrastructure does not fulfil modern standards. 
Even if internet is accessible, in certain countries up to 10 % of the search engines are not available, because they are forbidden, for instance “Google”, due to the fact, that they could provide states government endangering news. 

In most countries the license to found a journal goes through state bodies, which are not independent and not able to decide without influence, to which they can give the permission to establish a new information source. Consequently, the editorial independences are not given.

To have control over the press means, besides the exerted psychological and physical pressure on journalists, exists furthermore a kind of pressure called by 
Freimut Duve, OSCE Representative on Freedom of the Media, and his team “structural censorship”. With it he defines a political behaviour: If a journal has its domicile in a state building the censor directs the content of the press communications by the rent. The rent goes up, if the informations are not conforming to the opinion of the ruler, otherwise, the rent goes down.  

Moreover, a filtration of the information appears when an owner of a Media controls the outgoing news. Generally, this lack of truthness can be counterbalanced by other Medias, which share other opinions. But in extreme cases most of the Medias are in the hand of one person and the diversity of sources of information is not ensured. If the one possesses a great part of the countries Medias and the other big part is held by the government he presides, the danger of an information selection is very high. Such a situation goes by the name 
“double-control of the Medias”.

The states constitutions ensure the free diffusion of information without filtering it before. But although the freedom of expression is locked in many constitutions, the free speech is not always therefore guaranteed. The interpretation of the laws varies and so the actions of the executives. Furthermore, there are often some contradictory laws in constitutions: On the one hand the constitutions guarantees the freedom of expression, on the other hand the constitution allows censorship. These are 
“legal anachronisms, statuary reminders of earlier theories and forms of government.”, for instance: “Public offence of foreign Head of States will be fined or punished with up to one year prison.” (1881) or “Whoever offends the honour or the prestige of the President of the Republic shall be punished with imprisonment from one to five years.” (1930). This legal relicts of past governments can, if not yet abolished, still be exerted and abused by new not liberal thinking governments. Such laws exist even in the most modern western countries. A lawyer of a country, defending the idea, that freedom of expression is not possible in a strong and compact state declared: ”…That will authorize us to accuse other journalists who indulge in similar excesses.”

Another subtle kind of censorship is the divulgence of false notices like people, who visit certain homepages were send to jail, leads to a self censoring attitude. Fear imposes many people to control themselves, what they do and say.


”The effective promotion and protection of human rights of people who exercise the right to freedom of opinion and expression are of fundamental importance to the safeguarding of human dignity”. Though NGOs can urge with this or similar statements some countries to allow in their own land a free expression, this means in the majority of cases just a few month of freedom for the journalists, the time to calm the waters. After it, nasty journalists are send back to prison. The consequences of censorship bear most frequently the journalists themselves being constantly threatened, frequently arrested, exiled or even murdered.
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 the „Reporters without Borders“in the bygone year 2002 have been

	25
	journalists murdered

	1.420
	journalists tormented

	692
	journalists seized

	118
	journalists sent to prison

	389
	Medias cut or marked


In the current year 2003 have already been denoted cases of censorship. The problem with bodily injury is that in the most cases the committers are members of illegal clans, e.g. Mafia, and the Public Prosecution Service is not able or does not do enough to catch the criminals, because they do work convenient to their government.

REPORTING in TIMES of PEACE and in TIMES of WAR

There are no law-differences in reporting in times of peace and in times of war, but anyways, there are some terms of reference that guide a reporter during his work in war-places, so, for example, the Geneva Convention. The third Geneva Convention says in article 13:

”Prisoners of war must at all times be protected, particularly against acts of violence and intimidation and against insults and public curiosity.”

Within this article is implied, that showing prisoners´ faces in war time is somehow prohibited. Of course independent Medias can decide by their own what to do with their war-pictures and news, even if the government of their country does not approve the actions. But the Media-owner knows that they may face inconveniences in future. In order to avoid them, the editor does what he is ought to do. The editor is responsible of his journalists’ work, and so it is not clear where the company-ethic ends and the state-censorship begins. Here an up-to-date example, Peter Arnett, former journalist of CNN and National Geographic: Mirror scoops sacked NBC man
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Peter Arnett, the veteran reporter sacked yesterday by NBC after he claimed that American war plans misjudged the determination of the Iraqi forces, has been hired by the Daily Mirror. (…)
"Fired by America for telling the truth. Hired by the Daily Mirror to carry on telling it," declared the paper today, which scooped up the former CNN man just hours after he was unceremoniously dumped by the giant US network, which acted after criticism from the Republican party in the US. 
He is expected to carry on writing frontline reports from Baghdad, where he has been stationed since the start of the war. (…)
The Pulitzer Prize-winning reporter claimed that rightwing media and politicians were looking for any excuse to criticise reporters in Baghdad, and said NBC came under "great commercial pressure" to fire him.
The US station has in the last three months also come under pressure to sack actor Martin Sheen from TV drama The West Wing because of his anti-war stance.
But it took action yesterday after the Republican congressman Ileana Ros-Lehtinen from Florida attacked Arnett for "kowtowing" to the Iraqis.
In his interview with Iraqi TV Arnett echoed scepticism over the Pentagon's war strategy.
"Clearly the American war plans misjudged the determination of the Iraqi forces," he said. "Now America is reappraising the battlefield, delaying the war, maybe a week and rewriting the war plan. The first plan has failed because of Iraqi resistance."
THE UNITED NATIONS HIGH COMMISSION on HUMAN RIGHTS

After centuries of inadequate, piecemeal efforts to protect citizens from abuse their own governments, in 1946 the international community founded a global human rights institution. The United Nations Commission on Human Rights became the first international body empowered to promote all the human rights of all the world’s peoples. The founders assumed that improved respect for human rights would help individuals and would also serve the united Nation’s primary peacekeeping goal by eliminating repressive practices, which provoked war.

The Commission’s original mandate was to submit to the Councils proposals, recommendations and reports regarding an international bill of rights, international declarations or conventions on civil liberties and -related to our topic- freedom of information and similar matters.

The United Nations Commission on Human Rights, composed of 53 States, meets each year in regular session in March/April for six weeks in Geneva. Over 3,000 delegates from member and observer-States and from non-governmental organizations participate.

The Commission can also meet exceptionally between its regular sessions in special session, provided that a majority of States members of the Commission so agree, mindful of the need for the Commission on Human Rights to deal with urgent and acute human rights situations in the most expeditious way. 

During its regular annual session, the Commission adopts about a hundred resolutions, decisions and Chairperson's statements on matters of relevance to individuals in all regions and circumstances. It is assisted in this work by the Sub-Commission on the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights, a number of working groups and a network of individual experts, representatives and reporters mandated to report to it on specific issues.

One of the most important tasks entrusted to the Commission has been the elaboration of human rights standards. In 1948 it concluded work on the landmark Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Since then it has developed standards relating, inter alia, to the right to development, civil and political rights, economic, social and cultural rights, the elimination of racial discrimination, torture, the rights of the child and the rights of human rights defenders.

During the first forty years, the Commission has contributes to the inadequate but nevertheless incremental growth of supranational authority capable of scrutinizing practices that had previously been exclusively within governments’ sovereign jurisdiction. After two decades spent fashioning and promoting human rights law, the commission shifted to enforcement activities, responding to specific complaints against over seventy governments. The process has increased the Commission’s visibility and dramatically transformed its operation while exacerbating fundamental differences over whether political or economic, individual or collective rights deserve priority.

Over the years, the Commission has become a forum where eminent personalities from around the world addresses the session on matters of general or specific developments of the agenda. In 1997 the Commission was addresses by the Secretary-General of the United Nations, making it only in the second time in its history that the Commission has been thus honored. Other important personalities included 11 Foreign Ministers and 3 Ministers of Justice.

The fifty-ninth session of the Commission on Human Rights will be held from March 17th to April 25th 2003 at the Palais des Nations in Geneva.

THE UNIVERSAL DECLARATION ON HUMAN RIGHTS

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights was adopted and proclaimed by the General Assembly of the United Nations on 10 December 1948, “as common standard of achievement for all peoples and all nations, to the end that every individual and every organ of society, keeping this Declaration constantly in mind, shall strive by teaching and education to promote respect for these rights an freedoms and by progressive measures, national and international, to secure their universals and effective recognition and observance, both among the peoples of territories under their jurisdiction”. Forty-eight States voted a favor of the Declaration, none against with eight abstentions. In a statement following the voting, The President of the General Assembly pointed out that the adoption of the Declaration “was a remarkable achievement”, a step forward in the great evolutionary process. It was the first occasion on which the organized community of nations had made Declaration of Human rights and fundamental freedoms. The document was backed by the authority of he body of opinion of the United Nations as a whole and millions of people –men, women and children all over the world- would turn to it for help, guidance and inspiration.

The declaration consists of a preamble and 30 articles, setting forth the human rights and fundamental freedoms to which all men and women, everywhere in the world, are entitled, without any discrimination included the freedom of opinion and expression.

Freedom of opinion and expression is not infrequently termed the core of Covenant and touchstone for all other right interdependence of the two large categories of human rights of the “first generation” that lend the Covenant its name: It unities civil and political rights into a harmonious whole. Behind these two terms are two different conceptions of freedom, whose dialectic relationship formed the classic human right concept of the Enlightenment: the interplay between the collective “liberté-participation” stemming from classical antiquity and the individual “liberté-autonomie” of modern times, between political (democratic) freedom of access “to the State” and liberal freedom “from the State” and in broader sense, also between democracy and rule of law.

Since the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights, over 140 countries have incorporated human rights standards into their legal systems: the resulting jurisprudence from diverse cultural traditions brings new dimensions to concepts first articulated in the 1948 Declaration. Nihal Jayawickrama draws on all available sources to encapsulate the judicial interpretation of human rights law in one ambitious, comprehensive volume. Jayawickrama covers the case law of the superior courts of over eighty countries in North America, Europe, Africa, Asia, and the Pacific, and the jurisprudence of the UN Human Rights monitoring bodies, the European Court of Human Rights, and of the Inter-American system. He analyses the judicial application of human rights law to demonstrate empirically the universality of contemporary human rights norms. This definitive compendium will be essential for legal practitioners, government and non-governmental officials, as well as academics and students of both constitutional law and the international law of human rights.

The most significant of the international human rights laws on the freedom of expression is set out in the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Connected to the freedom of expression is the right to hold opinions and the freedom of the press. Indeed national constitutions protect these rights together as does the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, passed by the United Nations General Assembly on 10 December 1948.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights sets out the freedom of expression and emphasizes its links with freedom of opinion and the media. Article 19 states:

"Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression; this right includes the freedom to hold opinions without interference and to seek, receive and impart information and ideas through any media regardless of frontiers ".

The International Covenant of Civil and Political Rights protects the freedom of expression in a similar fashion. It is subject to certain restrictions: firstly it refers to special duties and responsibilities attached to such rights; and, secondly, it lists other specific restrictions which are provided by law and which are necessary to protect the rights and reputation of others, and for the protection of national security, public order, health and morals. Propaganda for war and advocating national or religious hatred, inciting discrimination, hostility and violence is prohibited.

Similar restrictions appear in the Press Law of 1995, as do statements affirming the freedom of expression and press. However, these statements do little to protect either freedom. While the articles appear to protect the freedom of expression, in fact, they do not have legal enforceability and the restrictions are so broad that they appear to make any right meaningless. Indeed, the purpose of the Press Law of 1995 appears to be to undermine the freedom of expression and the freedom of the press to effectively scrutinize government.

Whereas the rights expounded in the Press Law of 1995 are enforceable, the rights under international law are not even applicable. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights, though possibly providing standards and norms for the respect of human rights does not have legal force. Similarly, the International Covenant of Civil and Political Rights, as a treaty, requires signature and ratification. 

PRESS FREEDOM SURVEY 2002

This survey of 187 countries expands a process conducted since 1979 by Freedom House. The findings are widely used by governments, academics, and the news media in many countries. The degree to which each country permits the free flow of information determines the classification of its media as “Free,” “Partly Free,” or “Not Free.” The criteria for such judgments and the arithmetic scheme for displaying the judgments are described below. Assigning numerical points facilitates judgment. Countries scoring 0 to 30 are regarded as having “Free” media, 31 to 60, “Partly Free” media, and 61 to 100, “Not Free” media. The Annual Survey of Press Freedom 2002 reflects events of January to December 2001. 

The criteria: As with Freedom in the World (the annual Freedom House survey of political rights and civil liberties), this study is based on universal criteria. The starting point is the smallest, most universal unit of concern: the individual. We recognize cultural differences, diverse national interests, and varying levels of economic development. Yet the Universal Declaration of Human Rights instructs: Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression; this right includes freedom to hold opinions without interference and to seek, receive, and impart information and ideas through any media regardless of frontiers (Article 19). The operative word for this survey is everyone. All states, from the most democratic to the most authoritarian, are committed to this doctrine through the United Nations system. To deny that doctrine is to deny the universality of information freedom—a basic human right. We recognize that cultural distinctions or economic underdevelopment may limit the volume of news flows within a country, but these and other arguments are not acceptable explanations for outright centralized control of the content of news and information. Some poor countries allow for the exchange of diverse views, while some developed countries restrict content diversity. We seek to recognize press freedom wherever it exists, in poor and rich countries, as well as in countries of various ethnic, religious, and cultural backgrounds.

Free

Australia, Austria , Bahamas, Barbados, Belgium, Belize, Benin , Bolivia, Botswana, Bulgaria, Canada, Cape Verde, Chile, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Dominica, Dominican Republic, East Timor, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Jamaica, Kiribati, Luxembourg, Malta, Marshall Islands, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, St. Lucia, Sweden, Switzerland, Korea, S, Latvia, Lithuania, Mali, Mauritius, Micronesia, Nauru, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Slovakia, Slovenia, Solomon Islands, South Africa, Spain, Suriname, Taiwan, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Vanuatu

Partly Free

Albania, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Armenia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Brazil, Burkina Faso, Colombia, Comoros, Congo (Brazzaville), Ecuador, El Salvador, Fiji, Gabon, Georgia, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Jordan, Kuwait, Lesotho, Macedonia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mexico, Moldova, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Namibia, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Romania, Russia, Senegal, Seychelles, Tanzania, Tonga, Turkey, Uganda, Ukraine, Venezuela, Yugoslavia

Not Free

Algeria, Angola, Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belarus, Bhutan, Brunei, Burma, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, China, Congo (Kinshasa), Cote d’Ivoire, Cuba, Djibouti, Ethiopia, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, The Gambia, Guinea, Haiti, Iran, Iraq, Israeli-Occupied Territories/Palestinian Authority, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Korea North, Kyrgyz Republic, Lebanon, Libya, Malaysia, Maldives, Mauritania, Oman, Qatar, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Somalia, Sudan, Swaziland, Syria, Togo, Tajikistan, Tunisia, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Vietnam, United Arab Emirates, Yemen, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Press Freedom per Population

By Country
By World Population

Free
 
75 (40%)  
(22%) 1,328 Billion

Partly Free
50 (27%)
(40%) 2,436 Billion

Not Free
61 (33%) 
(38%) 2,332 Billion

TOTAL 

168 (100%)  
(100%) 6,096 Billion

Source: Freedom house - Press Freedom Survey 2002, http://www.freedomhouse.org
FURTHER INFORMATION ON THE NET

· Universal Declaration on Human Rights, http://www.unhchr.ch/udhr/lang/eng.htm
· UNESCO - United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, http://www.unesco.org
· UNHCHR - United Nations High Commission on Human Rights, http://www.unhchr.ch/
· United Nations Net-Library on Human Rights, http://www.un.org/Depts/dhl/resguide/spechr.htm
· The International Press Institute, http://www.freemedia.at
· The World Press Freedom Committee, http://www.wpfc.org/
· The Reporters Committee for Freedom of the Press, http://www.rcfp.org/
· ARTICLE 19, the Global Campaign for Free Expression, http://www.article19.org/
· Freedom House, http://www.freedomhouse.org
· International Federation of Journalists, http://www.ifj.org/
· Reporters sans frontières - International, http://www.rsf.fr/
· Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe, http://www.osce.org/
· Human Rights Watch, www.hrw.org
· Commonwealth Press Union - Press Freedom and Human Rights, http://www.cpu.org.uk/prfree.html
· Amnesty International - Working to protect human rights worldwide, http://www.amnesty.org/
· Human Rights Internet - A human Rights Gateway, http://www.hri.ca
· International Helsinki Federation for Human Rights, http://www.ihf-hr.org/
· European Court on Human Rights, http://www.echr.coe.int/
· Committee to Protect Journalists, http://www.echr.coe.int/
· International Center for Human Rights and Democratic Development, http://www.ichrdd.ca/
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