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A. Overview 

1. The Respondent’s submissions completely fail to address the fundamental unfairness of 

the decisions below, which will force a foreign newspaper to defend itself in a jurisdiction where 

it cannot even compel the witnesses necessary to its defence. The Respondent also ignores Pepall 

J.A.’s observation that the test for jurisdiction, as applied by the courts below, allows a plaintiff 

to purchase a trial in a forum that has nothing to do with the facts of the case.
1
   

2. Canada’s judicial reach over defamatory material published in other countries on the 

internet is an issue of national and international importance that has not been dealt with by this 

Court.
2
 How the law adapts to the new reality of the internet is a critical issue in Canada and 

globally, as demonstrated by, for example, the case of Google Inc. v. Equustek Solutions Inc. et 

al.,
3
 which has attracted international attention for the novel jurisdictional issues it raises in the 

internet context. In particular, how the Van Breda test applies to internet publications has serious 

implications for both jurisdiction and the right to freedom of expression in Canada and abroad.
4
  

B. The issues in this case are different from Breeden and Banro 

3. Contrary to the Respondent’s assertion, Goldhar’s reputation in Canada was not 

“targeted”,
 
let alone impugned.

5
 The Applicants invite the Court to simply read the Article. It 

says nothing about how the Respondent conducts his affairs in Canada and is entirely focused on, 

or “targeted” at, Goldhar’s ownership and management of a soccer team in Israel, where the 

topic is a matter of great public interest.  Indeed, Goldhar’s reputation in Canada could not have 

                                                

1
 Applicants’ Memorandum of Argument, dated September 27, 2016 at paras 16-17, 19-20, 38-39, 44 [“Applicants’ 

MOA”].  
2
 This is not, as the Respondent submits, an area that has been settled by this Court: Respondent’s Memorandum of 

Argument at para 24, dated October 27, 2016 (“Respondent’s MOA”). 
3
 Leave to appeal granted in [2015] SCCA No 355, File No 36602, appeal to be heard on December 6, 2016. And 

see Douez v. Facebook, Inc., leave to appeal granted in [2015] SCCA No 367, File No 36616, appeal heard 

November 4, 2016. 
4
 Consider an example: the Toronto Star, after writing about the management of the Toronto Maple Leafs by a 

foreign owner, who enjoys celebrity status in Toronto as a result, is forced to stand trial in a foreign country (which 

may be half-way around the world) where it is unable to advance a complete defence. All simply because the owner, 

who did not like the article, has a business and residence somewhere else, where nobody is interested in Canadian 

hockey and very few people even read the Article. Exposure to such actions raises concerns about libel chill and 

restricting the free flow of information on the internet.  
5
 Respondent’s MOA paras 1, 11. 
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been targeted, because Canada was not targeted at all. Haaretz sells no newspapers in Canada,                           

has no marketing activity in Canada and has minimal online readership here.
6
  

4. This is certainly not a case like Breeden, where there was a basis to conclude that the 

defendants “did target and direct their statements at Ontario”, making it reasonably foreseeable 

that “posting the impugned statements on the internet and targeting the Canadian media would 

cause damage to Lord Black’s reputation in Ontario”,
7
 and where there was, in fact, massive 

republication of the impugned statements in Canadian media, both in print and online.
8
 Nor is 

this a case like Banro, which involved targeted publication of a book to libraries and bookstores 

in Ontario and had nothing to do with the internet.
9
 This case is, to use the Respondent’s words, 

one of “incidental or unexpected publication into the Canadian jurisdiction”.
10

 

5. Nor is the Respondent’s on-the-fly undertaking the same as the undertaking given by 

Conrad Black in Breeden.
11

 In fact, as Pepall J.A. pointed out, it is “materially different” from 

Black’s undertaking (which at least was in the record) because Goldhar has not relinquished his 

right to sue for damages in other jurisdictions, but has only limited his damages to those in 

Ontario “at the trial of this action”.
12

 In addition, as noted by Justice Pepall, this Court did not 

rely on Black’s undertaking “in isolation”. Unlike Goldhar, Black led “detailed and extensive” 

evidence of the significance of his reputation and of massive publication and republication – and 

therefore the potential for large damages – in Ontario. Goldhar’s narrow promise to limit 

damages to Ontario in this action should not be permitted to distort the jurisdiction analysis.
13

  

C. Jurisdiction and rebutting the presumption  

6. The Applicants do not, as misrepresented by the Respondent, attempt to “modify” or 

“change” the test for jurisdiction over defamation actions, or seek to “carve out” special 

                                                

6
 Applicants’ MOA at paras 10, 12. And see Goldhar v Haaretz.com et al, 2016 ONCA 515 at paras 117, 119, Pepall 

JA, dissenting [CA Dissent], Application Record for Leave to Appeal Tab 2D, BA Tab 8: “At its heart, the article is 

about one of the most popular soccer teams in Tel Aviv and how it is being managed by its owner.” [emphasis 

added]. 
7
 Breeden v Black, 2012 SCC 19 at para 13, [2012] 1 SCR 666 [Breeden], BA Tab 1. 

8
 Breeden, ibid, at paras 20, 36; Applicants’ MOA at paras 23, 36. 

9
 Éditions Écosociété Inc v Banro, 2012 SCC 18 at paras 6-7, BA Tab 6; Applicants’ MOA at para 23.  

10
 Respondent’s MOA at para 14. 

11
 Respondent’s MOA at para 19. 

12
 CA Dissent, supra, at paras 161-162 [emphasis added]. 

13
 CA Dissent, supra, at paras 163-165 ; Breeden, supra, at para 20. 
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exemptions for narrow categories of torts.
14

 Rather, this case provides an opportunity for this 

Court to give much needed direction with respect to how the test should be applied in the context 

of alleged defamation over the internet – an issue it has not yet considered. 

7. The Respondent fails to address the fact that where the words on the internet are read - as 

with the issue of where damage is suffered - is an unreliable basis on which to presume 

jurisdiction.
15

 “Publication” of material over the internet, which occurs everywhere anyone 

chooses to download it, does not on its own create a substantial relationship between the 

litigation and the forum,
16

 and should not automatically give rise to a presumption of jurisdiction, 

especially when publication is minimal and is not targeted at Canada.
17

 As Justice Pepall warned, 

“[t]he willingness of a foreign court to exercise jurisdiction for defamation actions based on 

where the defamatory content is accessed rather than where it is produced exposes foreign 

newspapers and foreign journalists to legal actions in countries around the world.”
18

  

8. It is indeed important that this Court resolve the issue, consistent with principles of order 

and fairness, and the right to freedom of expression. The result of this case conflicts with those 

values, and with more restrained approaches taken in the United Kingdom and the United 

States.
19

 If this issue is not resolved, Canada risks becoming the new capital of “libel tourism”.
20

  

9. Recognizing the unique nature of internet libel would not “undermine” the goals of 

“certainty” and “predictability” underlying the Van Breda test.
21

 Rather, it is the creation of a 

virtually irrebuttable presumption of jurisdiction where there is no targeting to, and no 

substantial publication in Canada, that creates unpredictability and inconsistency. As applied by 

                                                

14
 See, e.g., Respondent’s MOA at paras 22(a), 22(b), 25, 30 and 41. 

15
 Club Resorts Ltd v Van Breda, 2012 SCC 17 at paras 55, 89, [Van Breda], BA Tab 3. Nor can the Respondent’s 

position be reconciled with this Court’s statement that the mere fact that a website can be accessed in Canada is 

insufficient to create the presumptive connecting factor of doing business in the jurisdiction. (Van Breda at para 87.) 
16

 Van Breda, supra at para 92; Applicants’ MOA at para 25. 
17

 CA Dissent, supra, at para 127: Publication “is virtually automatic in a case of defamation on the Internet, where 

online publications are readily shared and accessed by users across the world.” 
18

 CA Dissent, supra, at para 173 [emphasis added]. 
19

 Applicants’ MOA at para 29. In the United States, jurisdiction is only assumed when there is “targeting” of the 

jurisdiction with particular content; mere publication of a website that is generally accessible worldwide is not 

sufficient. See Young v New Haven Advocate, 315 F (3d) 256 (4th Cir 2002), leave to appeal to the Supreme Court 

ref’d, 538 US 1035 (2003), Applicants’ BA Tab 19, at 262-264. See also Defamation Act, 2013 (UK), c 26, s 9. 
20

 See, e.g. CA Dissent, supra, at paras 173-175 where libel tourism is discussed in the context of applicable law. 
21

 Contrary to the Respondent’s submission, guidance from this Court in this area is required in order to ensure a 

“harmonized” approach to the assumption of jurisdiction in Canada.  
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the Courts below, the test for jurisdiction in Canada exposes anyone who publishes material on 

the internet to litigation anywhere in the world. The only “certainty” or “predictability” in this is 

that Canadian courts will be chilling free expression all over the world and the free expression 

rights of the Canadian media will be subject to the same fears and limits.   

10. The Respondent seems to suggest that newspapers, such as Haaretz, should somehow 

restrict access to their information based on geography - engage in “geo-blocking” - to avoid 

being sued in Canada or elsewhere.
22

 This advocates, astonishingly, for a de facto prior restraint 

on freedom of expression - both in terms of publishing and accessing information - a 

fundamental violation of the domestic and international right to free expression.
23

 As Justice 

Pepall observed: “The Internet makes information easily accessible across jurisdictional lines. In 

the newspaper world, as a matter of practical reality, it is not easy for a publisher to restrict the 

availability of its published materials…”, as “ours is a world without informational borders.”
24

  

D. Forum non conveniens and choice of law 

11. There is nothing “difficult to understand”
25

 about conducting a “robust” and “careful” 

review – called for by the Applicants and properly carried out by Pepall J.A. In making this 

assertion and invoking the principle of deference, the Respondent avoids dealing with the serious 

legal and factual errors that “infected” the forum non conveniens analysis, including the failure to 

consider issues of comity, and the incorrect and speculative conclusions drawn regarding the 

availability of “Letters Rogatory” and videoconferencing.
26

 The Respondent’s objection, and the 

division in the Court of Appeal on this approach, demonstrates the need for this Court to provide 

guidance on how the forum non conveniens analysis can temper the consequences “of a strict 

application of the rules governing the assumption of jurisdiction” and ensure fairness to the 

parties if jurisdiction is presumed on the low threshold of internet publication”.
27

 

                                                

22
 Respondent’s MOA at para 12. 

23
 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, United Nations Treaty Series, vol 999, (16 December 1966) 

art 19; Universal Declaration of Human Rights, GA Re 217(III), UNGAOR, 3d Sess, UN Doc A/810 (1948) art 19. 
24

 CA Dissent at para 173, citing Daniel Taylor, “Libel Tourism: Protecting Authors and Preserving Comity” (2010).  
25

 Respondent’s MOA at para 40. 
26

 Applicants’ MOA at paras 17, 36, 39 ; CA Dissent at paras 137, 145-156. 
27

 Van Breda, supra, at para 104. It is not the case, as the Respondent claims, of the Applicant simply arguing that 

the dissent was right and the majority wrong. (Respondent’s MOA para 46.) 
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12. The Respondent’s unsupported assertion that the choice of law question, and whether to 

adopt a place of “most substantial harm” test, should await a trial with a full evidentiary record is 

untenable.
28

 Choice of law is a factor in the forum non conveniens test which must be dealt with 

at a preliminary stage.
29

 The evidentiary record is entirely adequate to consider choice of law 

now, and will not change at trial.
30

 And, contrary to the Respondent’s submissions, this situation 

is different from Breeden where, under either analysis, the applicable law would have been 

Ontario.
31

 Here, the Court of Appeal divided as to whether the applicable law is that of Ontario 

or Israel on a “place of most substantial harm” analysis.
32

  

13. The Respondent’s assertion that this issue does not arise because there is no claim for 

damages outside Ontario underscores the need to address the test to prevent the kind of 

manipulation employed by the Respondent in this case.
33

 Goldhar’s offer to “give up” a claim for 

damages (in this action) in the jurisdiction where the vast majority of publication, and potential 

harm, actually occurred (Israel) – something this Respondent can afford to do – distorts the 

choice of law analysis, and has led to the absurd result that a trial about the management of an 

Israeli soccer team, written by an Israeli newspaper for its large Israeli readership, will take place 

in Ontario, under Ontario law - a forum with no interest in the subject matter, to which unwilling 

witnesses cannot be compelled to attend, and to which any willing witnesses will have to travel 

half way across the globe to testify, mostly in Hebrew, through translators. This is precisely why 

LeBel J. left this issue for another day.  Leave to appeal should be granted. 

  

                                                

28
 Respondent’s MOA at paras 51-52, 55. 

29
 Banro, supra, at para 49.  

30
 As the Respondent has said he will only seek damages for harm to his reputation in Ontario in this action, 

evidence of harm elsewhere will be irrelevant, and the Respondent has already adduced evidence from readers of the 

Article in Ontario, which shows the (absence of) harm suffered in Ontario. 
31

 Respondent’s MOA at para 53; Breeden, supra at para 32. 
32

 CA Majority at paras 83-84; CA Dissent at para 186. 
33

 Permitting such manipulation is contrary to the weight and direction of the law in this area. See, e.g., Defamation 

Act, 2013 (UK), c 26, s 1 which requires “serious harm” and the recent amendment to Ontario’s Courts of Justice 

Act, “Prevention of Proceedings that Limit Freedom of Expression on Matters of Public Interest…”, ss. 137.1-137.5, 

which requires that “the harm likely to be or have been suffered” by the plaintiff “is sufficiently serious that the 

public interest in permitting the proceeding to continue outweighs the public interest in protecting that expression”. 
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ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 4
th

 day of November, 2016. 

 

____________________________ 

Paul Schabas 

____________________________ 

Kaley Pulfer 

Blake, Cassels & Graydon LLP 

Counsel for the Applicants, Haaretz.com, Haaretz 

Daily Newspaper Ltd., Haaretz Group, 

Haaretz.Co.ll, Shlomi Barzel and David Marouani



 

23021599.2 

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES 

 

No. Authority Paragraph(s) 

1.  Breeden v Black, 2012 SCC 19 4, 5, 12 

2.  Éditions Écosociété Inc v Banro, 2012 SCC 18 4 

3.  Goldhar v Haaretz.com et al, 2016 ONCA 515 3 

4.  Club Resorts Ltd v Van Breda, 2012 SCC 17, [2012] 1 SCR 572  2, 7, 9, 11 

5.  Young v New Haven Advocate, 315 F (3d) 256 (4th Cir 2002), leave to 

appeal to the Supreme Court ref’d, 538 US 1035 (2003) 

8 

  



 

23021599.2 

RELEVANT STATUTES 

 

Courts of Justice Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C.43 

PREVENTION OF PROCEEDINGS THAT LIMIT FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION ON 

MATTERS OF PUBLIC INTEREST (GAG PROCEEDINGS) 

Dismissal of proceeding that limits debate  

Purposes 

137.1 (1) The purposes of this section and sections 137.2 to 137.5 are, 

(a) to encourage individuals to express themselves on matters of public interest; 

(b) to promote broad participation in debates on matters of public interest; 

(c) to discourage the use of litigation as a means of unduly limiting expression on 

matters of public interest; and 

(d) to reduce the risk that participation by the public in debates on matters of public 

interest will be hampered by fear of legal action. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Definition, “expression” 

(2) In this section, 

“expression” means any communication, regardless of whether it is made verbally or non-

verbally, whether it is made publicly or privately, and whether or not it is directed at a 

person or entity. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Order to dismiss 

(3) On motion by a person against whom a proceeding is brought, a judge shall, subject to 

subsection (4), dismiss the proceeding against the person if the person satisfies the judge that the 

proceeding arises from an expression made by the person that relates to a matter of public 

interest. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

No dismissal 

(4) A judge shall not dismiss a proceeding under subsection (3) if the responding party 

satisfies the judge that, 

(a) there are grounds to believe that, 

(i) the proceeding has substantial merit, and 

(ii) the moving party has no valid defence in the proceeding; and 

(b) the harm likely to be or have been suffered by the responding party as a result of the 

moving party’s expression is sufficiently serious that the public interest in 

permitting the proceeding to continue outweighs the public interest in protecting that 

expression. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 
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No further steps in proceeding 

(5) Once a motion under this section is made, no further steps may be taken in the 

proceeding by any party until the motion, including any appeal of the motion, has been finally 

disposed of. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

No amendment to pleadings 

(6) Unless a judge orders otherwise, the responding party shall not be permitted to amend 

his or her pleadings in the proceeding, 

(a) in order to prevent or avoid an order under this section dismissing the proceeding; or 

(b) if the proceeding is dismissed under this section, in order to continue the proceeding. 

2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Costs on dismissal 

(7) If a judge dismisses a proceeding under this section, the moving party is entitled to costs 

on the motion and in the proceeding on a full indemnity basis, unless the judge determines that 

such an award is not appropriate in the circumstances. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Costs if motion to dismiss denied 

(8) If a judge does not dismiss a proceeding under this section, the responding party is not 

entitled to costs on the motion, unless the judge determines that such an award is appropriate in 

the circumstances. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Damages 

(9) If, in dismissing a proceeding under this section, the judge finds that the responding 

party brought the proceeding in bad faith or for an improper purpose, the judge may award the 

moving party such damages as the judge considers appropriate. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Section Amendments with date in force (d/m/y) 

2015, c. 23, s. 3 - 03/11/2015 

Procedural matters 

Commencement 

137.2 (1) A motion to dismiss a proceeding under section 137.1 shall be made in 

accordance with the rules of court, subject to the rules set out in this section, and may be made at 

any time after the proceeding has commenced. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Motion to be heard within 60 days 

(2) A motion under section 137.1 shall be heard no later than 60 days after notice of the 

motion is filed with the court. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 
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Hearing date to be obtained in advance 

(3) The moving party shall obtain the hearing date for the motion from the court before 

notice of the motion is served. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Limit on cross-examinations 

(4) Subject to subsection (5), cross-examination on any documentary evidence filed by the 

parties shall not exceed a total of seven hours for all plaintiffs in the proceeding and seven hours 

for all defendants. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Same, extension of time 

(5) A judge may extend the time permitted for cross-examination on documentary evidence 

if it is necessary to do so in the interests of justice. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Section Amendments with date in force (d/m/y) 

2015, c. 23, s. 3 - 03/11/2015 

Appeal to be heard as soon as practicable 

137.3 An appeal of an order under section 137.1 shall be heard as soon as practicable after 

the appellant perfects the appeal. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Section Amendments with date in force (d/m/y) 

2015, c. 23, s. 3 - 03/11/2015 

Stay of related tribunal proceeding 

137.4 (1) If the responding party has begun a proceeding before a tribunal, within the 

meaning of the Statutory Powers Procedure Act, and the moving party believes that the 

proceeding relates to the same matter of public interest that the moving party alleges is the basis 

of the proceeding that is the subject of his or her motion under section 137.1, the moving party 

may file with the tribunal a copy of the notice of the motion that was filed with the court and, on 

its filing, the tribunal proceeding is deemed to have been stayed by the tribunal. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Notice 

(2) The tribunal shall give to each party to a tribunal proceeding stayed under subsection 

(1), 

(a) notice of the stay; and 

(b) a copy of the notice of motion that was filed with the tribunal. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Duration 

(3) A stay of a tribunal proceeding under subsection (1) remains in effect until the motion, 

including any appeal of the motion, has been finally disposed of, subject to subsection (4). 2015, 

c. 23, s. 3. 
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Stay may be lifted 

(4) A judge may, on motion, order that the stay is lifted at an earlier time if, in his or her 

opinion, 

(a) the stay is causing or would likely cause undue hardship to a party to the tribunal 

proceeding; or 

(b) the proceeding that is the subject of the motion under section 137.1 and the tribunal 

proceeding that was stayed under subsection (1) are not sufficiently related to 

warrant the stay. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Same 

(5) A motion under subsection (4) shall be brought before a judge of the Superior Court of 

Justice or, if the decision made on the motion under section 137.1 is under appeal, a judge of the 

Court of Appeal. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Statutory Powers Procedure Act 

(6) This section applies despite anything to the contrary in the Statutory Powers Procedure 

Act. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Section Amendments with date in force (d/m/y) 

2015, c. 23, s. 3 - 03/11/2015 

Application 

137.5 Sections 137.1 to 137.4 apply in respect of proceedings commenced on or after the 

day the Protection of Public Participation Act, 2015 received first reading. 2015, c. 23, s. 3. 

Section Amendments with date in force (d/m/y) 

2015, c. 23, s. 3 - 03/11/2015 

 

 
  



 

23021599.2 

Defamation Act, 2013 c. 26 (UK) 

 

1    Serious harm 

(1) A statement is not defamatory unless its publication has caused or is likely to cause 

serious harm to the reputation of the claimant.  

(2) For the purposes of this section, harm to the reputation of a body that trades for profit 

is not “serious harm” unless it has caused or is likely to cause the body serious financial 

loss. 

 

9    Action against a person not domiciled in the UK or a Member State etc 

(1) This section applies to an action for defamation against a person who is not 

domiciled— 

(a) in the United Kingdom; 

(b) in another Member State; or 

(c) in a state which is for the time being a contracting party to the Lugano 

Convention. 

(2) A court does not have jurisdiction to hear and determine an action to which this 

section applies unless the court is satisfied that, of all the places in which the statement 

complained of has been published, England and Wales is clearly the most appropriate 

place in which to bring an action in respect of the statement. 

(3) The references in subsection (2) to the statement complained of include references to 

any statement which conveys the same, or substantially the same, imputation as the 

statement complained of. 

(4) For the purposes of this section— 

(a) a person is domiciled in the United Kingdom or in another Member State if the 

person is domiciled there for the purposes of the Brussels Regulation; 

(b) a person is domiciled in a state which is a contracting party to the Lugano 

Convention if the person is domiciled in the state for the purposes of that 

Convention. 

(5) In this section— 

“the Brussels Regulation” means Council Regulation (EC) No 44/2001 of 22nd 

December 2000 on jurisdiction and the recognition and enforcement of judgments 

in civil and commercial matters, as amended from time to time and as applied by 
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the Agreement made on 19th October 2005 between the European Community 

and the Kingdom of Denmark on jurisdiction and the recognition and enforcement 

of judgments in civil and commercial matters (OJ No L299 16.11.2005 at p 62); 

“the Lugano Convention” means the Convention on jurisdiction and the recognition and 

enforcement of judgments in civil and commercial matters, between the European 

Community and the Republic of Iceland, the Kingdom of Norway, the Swiss 

Confederation and the Kingdom of Denmark signed on behalf of the European 

Community on 30th October 2007. 
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International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights,  

United Nations, Treaty Series, vol 999, p 171 (16 December 1966) 

 

Article 19 

1. Everyone shall have the right to hold opinions without interference. 

2. Everyone shall have the right to freedom of expression; this right shall include freedom to 

seek, receive and impart information and ideas of all kinds, regardless of frontiers, either 

orally, in writing or in print, in the form of art, or through any other media of his choice. 

3. The exercise of the rights provided for in paragraph 2 of this article carries with it special 

duties and responsibilities. It may therefore be subject to certain restrictions, but these 

shall only be such as are provided by law and are necessary: 

A. For respect of the rights or reputations of others; 

B. For the protection of national security or of public order (ordre public), or of 

public health or morals. 

 

Article 19 

1. Nul ne peut être inquiété pour ses opinions. 

2. Toute personne a droit à la liberté d'expression; ce droit comprend la liberté de 

rechercher, de recevoir et de répandre des informations et des idées de toute espèce, sans 

considération de frontières, sous une forme orale, écrite, imprimée ou artistique, ou par 

tout autre moyen de son choix. 

3. L'exercice des libertés prévues au paragraphe 2 du présent article comporte des devoirs 

spéciaux et des responsabilités spéciales. Il peut en conséquence être soumis à certaines 

restrictions qui doivent toutefois être expressément fixées par la loi et qui sont 

nécessaires: 

A. Au respect des droits ou de la réputation d'autrui; 

B. A la sauvegarde de la sécurité nationale, de l'ordre public, de la santé ou de la 

moralité publiques. 
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Universal Declaration of Human Rights 

GA Re 217(III), UNGAOR, 3d Sess, UN Doc A/810 (1948) 

Article 19 

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 and regardless of frontiers. 

 

Article 19 

Tout individu a droit à la liberté d'opinion et d'expression, ce qui implique le droit de ne pas être 

inquiété pour ses opinions et celui de chercher, de recevoir et de répandre, sans considérations de 

frontières, les informations et les idées par quelque moyen d'expression que ce soit. 

 

 


