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Freedom of expression is under attack in Brazil.
Those words reading like an impact statement, un-
fortunately, declare the reality on the ground for
many people who work with communication in the
country. While censorship in Brazil is not official
State policy, we see that it is systematically used by
different actors in a way that silences voices that
seek to identify, criticize and expose abuses of pow-
er to the public.

These are the voices of the communicators:
people whose regular work and activity involves
communication and the exercising of freedom of
expression. It is as a direct result of their activ-
ity whether by criticisms of those in power - be it
political, economic or military - they suffer many
different forms of violations to their struggle to
speak and be heard. Attempts to impose silence
often result in extreme violence. Violations are ex-
perienced as physical and verbal abuse, arbitrary
arrest, destruction or illegal confiscation of equip-
ment, abusive lawsuits, intimidation, death threats,
attempted murders and even homicide.

The protection of freedom of expression is vital
if we are to guarantee the proper functioning of a
healthy civil society. To enhance and protect these
basic freedoms we must demand that the State ful-
fills its obligation to prevent violence from becom-
ing a logical conclusion to the exercising of the fun-
damental right to free expression in the country.

It is within this context that we have produced this
study. Over the last five years, ARTICLE 19 has mon-
itored serious violations of freedom of expression
faced by communicators in Brazil. During this peri-
od we have registered 152 cases in which communi-
cators have been the victims of homicide, attempt-
ed murders, death threats and kidnappings. These
figures place Brazil among the ten most dangerous
countries in the world for communicators to work.

In this report we present and analyze cases of
serious violations that occurred during 2016 (see
Chapter 2). Figures illustrate a persistent pattern
of incidents by region, of motivation and of perpe-
trators found in previous years. The figures prove
that violence against communicators is not trivial,
nor is it random. Instead we see that violence is a
systematic means of ensuring silence.

In recognition of the scale and gravity of the
problem, international organizations have been
looking at ways of tackling this violence over a
number of years. Both the UN and OAS, have pro-
duced recommendations to guide the way we un-
derstand the issue, but also a series of standards
that look at international protection of freedom of
expression.(See Chapter 3.)

One basic principle affirmed by these stand-
ards is that the State has obligations it must ful-
fill in order to guarantee the means to effectively
combat the violence. These include the obligation
to prevent the violations from occurring; the ob-
ligation to protect the communicators working in
situations of risk; and the obligation to effectively
prosecute those who commit these violations.With-
out the obligations fully undertaken by the State,
it is impossible for the State itself to confront the
problem.

The way in which these obligations are - or
are not - fulfilled by the State varies depending
upon the country and region, as well as internal

demands, needs and contexts. Latin America hosts
some of the most dangerous countries in the world
for communicators. Perhaps because of this, sever-
al mechanisms that seek fulfillment of the obliga-
tions of States have been developed in the region.
Although the context of the data varies from coun-
try to country, violence against communicators fol-
low clear structural patterns, and we look at those
mechanisms developed in Mexico and Colombia for
instance, we do so in order to help us understand
better the situation in Brazil and it can be confront-
ed. (See Chapter 4.)

In Chapter 5 we look at the protection mech-
anism that exist in Brazil. This was developed spe-
cifically for the protection of human rights defend-
ers (HRDs) in situations of risk, and differ from
other Latin-American contexts. While protections
can be relevant to both groups we suggest that it is
essential to understand and recognize the profile of
the victim and the context of the violation, in order
for the mechanism to be effective. To that end, in
the conclusion to the report we provide recommen-
dations that will enable the State to better confront
the violence we have documented.

Addressing violence against communicators is
not a problem that is confined to a certain groups of
professionals. The violence is a matter that affects
everyone, because it directly affects the quality of
the information that everyone has access to. Even
more so, in many cases, the violence affects the pos-
sibility of individuals accessing information on
certain issues.

Making a problem invisible is a tried and test-
ed way to avoid resolving it. This report therefore
seeks to make the problem more visible and in-
cludes not only recommendations to government
but an invitation for everyone to join together in
the fight to guarantee the right to freedom of ex-
pression and information in Brazil.
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Throughout 2016, ARTICLE 19 consistently mon-
itored violations of the freedom of expression in
Brazil. In those cases in which the violations are
considered to be serious (homicides, attempted
murders and death threats), a more in-depth inves-
tigation into each case was undertaken, including
interviews with the victims, work colleagues, the
authorities responsible for the case and other con-
tacts relevant to an understanding of the different
facets of each case.

We also looked at the relationship between
the cause of the violation and the subject of expres-
sion undertaken by the victim. Of the 69 serious
cases investigated we were able to establish a clear
causal link between the violation and the subject of

expression in 31 cases. (See full list of cases at the
end of this report)

This is the fifth annual report that ARTICLE
19 has produced on this issue in Brazil, and it is evi-
dent that besides the very high figures that contin-
ue to be repeated year after year, the same general
trends remain.

From the data we can see 152 cases where
communicators have been the victims of serious
violations simply in the performance of their jobs.
No less than 24 of these people were murdered and
a further 30 survived direct attempts on their lives.
In 2016, the number of cases was slightly higher
than the average for the period, with four homicide
cases, five attempted murders and 22 death threats..

SERIOUS VIOLATIONS AGAINST COMMUNICATORS 2012-16
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WHO SUFFERS THESE VIOLATLONST

The violations analyzed here affect various profiles
of communicators'; that is professional categories
of people who provide communication as a regular
activity, even though their role may not be viewed
as a formal position within an organization. This
distinction is important when we look at the prob-
lem from the perspective of ability people exercis-
ing freedom of expression as a human right. For
instance, the profile of the victims of violations in
2016 demonstrate the importance of this issue. We
know that 35% of the victims were journalists or re-
porters and 35% were bloggers. We also know that
19% who were radio broadcasters and 10% owners of
communication platforms / organistions.

The high number of violations against
bloggers remains the same as the previous year
and understanding specific profile of bloggers
as a category of communicator is important.

Generally, bloggers do not have any institution-
al support and face greater barriers to mak-
ing themselves heard collectively as a profes-
sional category. These barriers increase their
vulnerability not only to more serious violations,
but to other forms of pressure and intimidation,
such as lawsuits or criminal prosecutions, which
often make it impossible for them to continue
their work.

The vulnerability of certain types of com-
municators is also reinforced when we analyze the
group of victims associated with a communication
platform or organization. In 52% of the cases, the
victims worked for platforms or organizations
considered to be alternative, small and non-profit
platforms or outlets. In 42% of the cases the victims
worked for commercial outlets, 3% for community
organizations, and 3% in public entities.

PROFILE OF COMMUNICATORS WHO ARE VICTIMS QF VIOLATIONS

JOURNALIST / REPORTER BLOGGER
— 11 CASES - — 1L CASES -

¢ {

OWNER OF A
RADIO BROADCASTER COMMUNICATION QuTLET
— b CASES - -3 CASES -
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WHERE DO THE VIOLATIONS TAKE PLACE?

In 2016, serious violations occurred in every region
of the country, however, just as in the previous year,
the Northeast region registered the highest num-
ber of cases. The disproportionate figure of 45%
of total violations places the Northeast at the top
of the most dangerous regions in the country, and
reaffirms the need to pay special attention to the
context of freedom of expression - or attacks upon
it - in the region. Next, in terms of the number of
cases, are the Southeast (22%) ; the North (16%); the
South(10%); and the Central-West, with 7% of the to-
tal number of cases in 2016.

Amongst the specific states, Sdo Paulo was
responsible for 16% of the cases followed by three
northeastern states: Ceard and Maranhao, with
13% of the total number of cases each; and Bahia,
with 10% of cases in the country.

In addition to this, another pattern from the
previous year was also repeated: the size of the cit-
ies where the violations occur also appears to be a
factor in the manifestation of the violations. Small

cities, with less than 100,000 inhabitants, pro-
duced 64% of the cases, whilst medium-sized cities,
with between 100,000 and 500,000 inhabitants,
accounted for 26% of the cases. Large cities, with
more than 500,000 inhabitants, were responsible
for 10% of the cases.

It is clear from these statistics that under-
standing the location and environment of the
violation requires us also to consider policies to
confront them. For instance in small cities, the
communicators are much more visible, since
there are fewer outlets and professionals covering
each issue. In cases in which one particular polit-
ical group dominates, the proximity between the
communicator who makes an accusation and the
politician or public agent who is being accused of
wrongdoing increases their vulnerability.?

This scenario not only facilitates violations,
but by inhibiting communicators from publishing
out of fear of reprisal, self-censorship is an unwel-
come bi-product.

MAPS: REGIONS AND STATES

AMATONAS - 7 CASES
RORAIMA - 1 CASE
PARA - 1 CASE
TOCANTINS - 1 CASE

NORTH - 5 CASES

MARANHAQ - & CASES
PIAUL - 2 CASES
CEARA — & CASES
PARATBA - 1 CASE

BAHIA -3 CASES

GOTAS - 2 CASES MID-WEST - 2 CASES

MINAS GERALS - 7 CASES

§A0 PAULO = § CASES SOUTHEAST - T CASES

PARANA - 2 CASES

AD GRANDE D0 SUL - 1 CAst — S0UTH = 3 CASES

18

WHO COMMITS THE VIOLATLONS AND WHYT

It is always important to remember the principal
objective of a violation of freedom of expression is
to silence someone so that information does not cir-
culate freely. Considering this, it is not surprising
that year after year the principal suspects behind
these violations are the same: powerful individuals
who wish to hide information from public opinion.

In 2016, just as in previous years, agents of
the State are the main suspects in the crimes com-
mitted (notably 77% of the cases analyzed in this re-
port concerning violations by agents of the State).
Included in this category are politicians, police offi-
cers and other public officials. It is also important to
stress that in 65% of the cases, the main motivation
for the violation was the publication, by the victims,
of accusations of crimes or wrongdoings against the
suspects of committing the violations, whilst in the
other 35% it was the voicing of criticism or opinions.

In general, these are cases where communi-
cators have published accusations via their outlets
against public authorities, alleging that they have
committed irregularities in public office. There
is a clear relationship between motivation behind
the violation and the threat posed by the decision to
communicate on certain issues.

The scenario is even more worrying when we
analyze the number of cases resulting in a criminal
investigation, let alone prosecutions.? Considering
that the majority of the cases occurred less than a
year before the research was undertaken for this

report, understandably a great many of the cases
are still unresolved. However, in at least one third
of the cases in which a report was filed, there is no
news of any investigation having subsequently been
performed. In other cases, even though the victims
have stated that they were aware that an investiga-
tion had been initiated, the police authorities pro-
vide no transparent information on the progress of
these investigations.

As such, it is not surprising that of those
cases in which the victims were still alive after the
violation, around 11% of these victims had not even
approached the police authorities to register the
crime. Inthese cases, either there is no confidence in
the police authorities’ initiative to performan inves-
tigation, especially as they would need to investigate
individuals who are quite powerful in the region, or
they are frightened that these very authorities are
involved in the violation.

In summary, the State violates the right to
freedom of expression twice over in such cases:
first when their agents are the principal perpetra-
tors of the crimes; and second when the State fails
to investigate and prosecute those responsible.
Worst of all the absence of an adequate or suitable
response to these violations by the State increases
the likelihood of the violation happening again, and
for the violence to become more extreme.*

In 84% of the cases analyzed here, the victims
had suffered previous violations.

SUSPECTS BEHIND THE VIQLATIONS
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TICIAN - PUBLICOFFICIALS  POLICEQFFICER  BUSINESSPERSON'  ORGANIZED CRIME NOTAPPLICABLETO  NOT POSSIBLE
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PATTERN OF THE VIOLATIONS

MOST DANGE ROUS STATES FOR COMMUNICATORS:
S0 PAULO (SP), MARANNAD (MA), CEARA (CE) AND BANTA (BA) TOGETHER ACCOUNT FOR 92% OF THE CASES

1#»

THE NORTHEAST 1S ONCE AGAIN THE REGION WITH THE MOST CASES

6% OF THE CASES TOOK PLACE IN SMALL CITIES, WHERE THESE COMMUNICATORS
ARE MORE VISIBLE AND THOSE COMMITTING THE CRIMES ARE CLOSERTO THE
VICTIMS, A CONTEXT THAT GENERATES A PROCESS OF SELF-CENSORSHIP AMONGST
THE COMMUNICATORS ON CERTAIN ISSUES

JOURNALISTS AND BLOGGERS WERE THE MOST AFFECTED INDIVIDUALS IN 20161
| |

v
. Waw

T
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AGENTS OF THE STATE ARE SUSPECTED OF
COMMITTING 77% QF THE VIOLATIONS

66% QOF THE CASES WERE MOTIVATED BY ACCUSATIONS,
MADE BY THE VICTIMS AGAINST THE PERPETRATORS,

POLICE OFFICER POLITICIAN PUBLIC OFFICIALS OF CRIMES Ok WRONGDOINGS.

®oeeo

THERE IS NO TRANSPARENCY IN THE PROGRESS OF THE INVESTIGATIONS
OR INTHE LINES OF INVESTIGATION CONSIDERED.

IN 9% OF THE CASES, THE INVESTIGATIONS HAD ETHER NOT MOVED
FORWARD OR HAD NOT EVEN BEEN STARTED

IMPUNITY ! 14% OF THE CASES ANALYIED HERE, THE VICTIMS WAD SUFFERED PREVIOUS

OAT ONS WITHOUT ANY PROPER RESPONSE BEING PROVIDED BY THE STATE.

21
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Freedom of expression is a human right, protected
by the most important international declarations,
conventions and resolutions, as well as the 1988 Fed-
eral Constitution of Brazil itself. From this perspec-
tive, the document that has guided the discussion
on human rights around the world for decades, the
United Nations’ (UN) Universal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights (UDHR), adopted in 1948, ensures free-
dom of expression in the following terms:

Everyonehas the right o freedom of opinion and
expression; this right includes freedom to hold
opinions without interference and to seek, re-
ceive and impartinformation andideasthrough
any media and regardless of frontiers.’

As well as everyone’s individual right, the freedom
of expression also has a collective and instrumental
dimension. Collective, since the free flow of ideas
and information is not only the right and interest of
citizens individually, but also of society as a whole,
this being one of the bases of free and democratic
societies. It also has an instrumental character, since
the exercising of freedom of expression is funda-
mental to guaranteeing other human rights, such as
the right to education, to health, to adequate hous-
ing, to a healthy environment, etc.

The role that communicators play in guaran-
teeing this right should therefore be understood, since
they are the ones with most responsibility for the pro-
duction, investigation and circulation of information
and ideas in society. In addition to this essential role
that communicators play in ensuring freedom of ex-
pression, it is important to recognize that their activi-
ty frequently places them at risk of suffering various
crimes, from intimidation and aggression, murder,
attempted murder and death threats.

24

As a result of this, States have a set of obligations
in relation to international law to guarantee the
safety of communicators. Drawing on different in-
ternational documents that establish these obliga-
tions, there are two which deserve special mention
and which are the principal reference points for
this chapter. One of them is the report published
in 2014 by the Inter-American Commission on
Human Rights (ICHR), part of the Organization of
American States (OAS), entitled “Violence Against
Journalists and Media Workers: Inter-American
Standards and National Practices on Prevention,
Protection and Prosecution of Perpetrators™. The
other is Resolution 33/227, adopted by the UN’s Hu-
man Rights Council (approved in September 2016).

Both of these documents stress the three ba-
sic obligations that States should assume to guaran-
tee the safety of communicators, namely: :

m The obligation to prevent the occurrence of
crimes against communicators;

m The obligation to protect communicators in
situations of risk;

m  The obligation to prosecute and punish the
perpetrators of these crimes.

As well as describing the obligations which States
should assume before the international community;,
they also assist civil society in the supervision and
monitoring States commitment to guaranteeing free-
dom of expression and the safety of communicators.
They also provide the basis for how public author-
ities should implement public policies in this area.
The section below sets out the principal elements that
make up each one of these obligations of the State.

WHAT SHOULD THE STATE DO TO GUARANTEE THE SARETY
0F COMMUNICATORS?

ADOPT A'LINE OF PUBLC DISCOURSE THAT CONTRIBUTES TO THE PREVENTION OF VIOLENCE AGAINST JOURNALISTS
TRAIN SECURITY FORCES AND PUBLIC AGENTS ON THE ISSUE

RESPECT JOURNALISTS” RIGHT T0 KEEP THE IDENTITY OF THELR SOURCES QF INFORMATION,
NOTES AND OTHER PERSONAL FILES CONFIDENTIAL

DEVELOP PRECISE STATISTICS ON VIOLENCE AGAINST COMMUNICATORS

CONDEMN THE VIOLENCE AND ATTACKS ON COMMUNICATORS
ESTABLISH WARNING AND RAPID RESPONSE MECHANISMS IN RELATION T0 VIOLATIONS
PROTECT COMMUNICATORS COVERING SITUATIONS QF GREAT RISK

RECOGNTZE THE ROLE OF CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANIZATIONS AND THE MEDIA IN GUARANTEEING SAFETY

PROSECUTE

ADOPT A SUTTABLE INSTITUTIONAL STANDARD THAT ALLOWS FOR VIOLENCE AGAINST
COMMUNICATORS TO BE EFFECTIVELY INVESTIGATED, JUDGED AND PUNISHED

ACT WITH PRECISION AND CARE IN ORDER T0 EXHAUST THE LINES OF INVESTIGATION RELATED 10 THE VICTIM"S JOURNALISTIC WORK
PERFORM INVESTIGATIONS WITHIN A REASONABLE TIME PERTOD
REMOVE LEGAL OBSTACLES TO THE INVESTIGATION AND PUNTSHMENT OF THE MOST SERTOUS CRIMES AGAINST JOURNALISTS

ALLOW THE VICTIMS OR THELR FAMILLES TO PARTICIPATE IN ORDER TO CLARTFY THE FACTS AND IMPLEMENT RESTITUTION

25
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States have an obligation to adopt protective mea-
sures that benefit communicators who are at risk
or in vulnerable situations. One of the ways of re-
sponding to this obligation is to creating formal
protection mechanisms that are provided, orga-
nized and maintained by the State.

These mechanisms are considered espe-
cially necessary in countries that suffer from high
levels of violations and where there are found to
be a structural, systematic and serious patterns of
violence against communicators. The protective
measures adopted, either in isolation or within the
context of mechanisms, should be suited to the in-
dividual circumstances of the person at risk, taking
into account their gender, the need or willingness to

28

continue performing the same professional activi-
ties, and their social and economic circumstances®,

It is important to recognize that in many
States where mechanisms have been created,
the support provided to communicators is included
in wider mechanisms that support protections for
HRDs.

We will be presenting two of the oldest and
most robust protection mechanisms to be found in
Latin America - namely those that are in place in
Colombia and in Mexico. Even with problems, Both
represent important reference points in the fight
against the violence faced by communicators in one
of the most dangerous regions for exercising free-
dom of expression anywhere in the world.

For the development of this study, we used analyses of the protec-
tion mechanisms in place in Colombia and in Mexico produced by
civil society organizations that have monitored the mechanisms
since their creation. The decision to focus on the vision of civil so-

ciety seeks to show not only how the mechanisms are structured,

but also how they function in practice. .




PROTECTION MECHANISMS FOR HUMAN RIGHTS
DEFENDERS AND JOURNALISTS IN MEXTCO
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HISTORY

The protection mechanism in Mexico arose from
a context that saw a high rate of violence against
journalists and HRDs in the country. The ‘Espacio
OSC’ was created in 2008 by a civil society network
of human rights organizations that decided to unite
around a common agenda: to pressure the Mexican
government into recognizing the situation of sys-
tematic violence that affects journalists and HRDs,
and to develop public policies that confront this
situation and provide protection for those in situ-
ations of risk.

Important advocacy actions were also car-
ried out by international organizations that includ-
ed an official visit to Mexico in 2011 by a represen-
tative of the UN High Commissioner for Human
Rights at the time. These measures culminated in
the recognition by the Mexican State of the impor-
tance of a protection mechanism. During the same
year, the then President Felipe Calderén signed a
Presidential Decree that allowed the development
and implementation of a protection mechanism for
journalists and defenders of human rights in the
country..

HOW DOES THE MECHANISM WORK?

Mexico’s Protection Mechanism for Defenders of
Human Rights and Journalists is based upon three
approaches that together make up the concept of
full protection. These are: preventing, protecting
and combating impunity. The mechanism is de-
signed not only to attend to cases through protec-
tion measures, but also to develop effective prac-
tice between public bodies overseeing the context
in which HRDs and journalists work (and who are
included in the mechanism). The goal is to eradi-
cate the threats that contribute to the vulnerability
of individuals and communities in the context of
exercising freedom of expression.

In terms of prevention, the actions are fo-
cused on encouraging the defenders or journalists
receiving assistance to develop permanent process-
es for the analysis of the vulnerable situation they
find themselves in and a capability to implement
protection measures to eliminate or mitigate the
risks. For this to work properly it is essential that
public policy is built on experience and informa-
tion drawn from the victims themselves. As such
the mechanism lays out the following measures:

m Distribution of pamphlets and communication
materials;

m Provision of guides and manuals;

m  Courses and workshops on individual or
collective self-protection;

m  Monitoring human rights observers or
journalists

31

In matters of protection, the mechanism classifies
those cases that need help as either ‘emergency’ or
‘standard’. The imminence of an attack is the big
difference between these two types of case, and it
is the government authorities responsible for re-
ceiving and initially attending to the cases that de-
termine which classification they receive. Each of
these classifications follows a different procedure,
and follows two distinct protocols for providing as-
sistance. The difference between the two assistance
protocols is found mostly in the response time and
steps that should be followed when considering the
specific aspects of each situation. Journalists and
HRDs are afforded the same protection measures,
which are outlined below:



URGENT MEASURES

When recognizing that the risk that a defender or
journalist runs is high and the occurrence of some
sort of violation is imminent, the following mea-
sures can be implemented:

s Evacuation of the victim from the area of risk;

m  Temporary movement of the victim to another
location;

m Specialized security in the protection of
properties..
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PROTECTION MEASURES

When recognizing that the victim is in a situation
of risk, but a violation is not imminent, the follow-
ing measures can be implemented:

m  Provision of communication devices (cellular
phones, radios or telephones with satellite
services);;

m Provision of cameras, locks, lights or other
security measures on a group’s property or at
avictim’s residence;

m  Provision of a bulletproof vest;

m Installation of metal detectors;;

Use of bulletproof cars..

Combating impunity is a fundamental goal of the
mechanism, since it recognizes that the lack of in-
vestigations and attribution of responsibility to
those who commit the crimes against journalists and
HRDs is a principal factor in increasing the systemic
nature of human rights violations. This is why, since
it was formulated, the mechanism has incorporated
efforts to resolve the cases as part of its strategy to
protect journalists and HRDs. This area of the mecha-
nism only works however if public policy is incorpo-
rated at all levels and areas of the State and involves
effective contributions from other public bodies, es-
pecially, those responsible for investigations.

PARTICIPATION OF CIVIL SOCLETY
IN THE MONITORING AND
IMPROVEMENT OF THE MECHANTSM

From the very the start of the Mechanism, civil so-
ciety in Mexico has participated very closely in its
implementation, initially contributing to its cre-
ation, but also monitoring the policy and frequent-
ly developing recommendations for its improve-
ment. It is important to highlight that here is a gap
between the way the mechanism is designed and the
way it actually works. Besides external monitoring
civil society has a formally established role in the
structure of the mechanism through an Advisory
Board. The Board is a forum comprising civil soci-
ety organizations (CSOs) and specialists in matters
related to protection, who take part in meetings and
decisions on cases together with other State actors
responsible for the coordination of the mechanism.

The importance of the participation of civil
society organizations in the mechanism is that they
are in direct contact with journalists and HRDs and,
as a result of this proximity, the experiences and
knowledge that they contribute to public policy is
fundamental. The organizations also make it pos-
sible for beneficiaries of the policy to participate in
the processes involved in the analysis of their cases
and in the determination, implementation and eval-
uation of the protection measures adopted..

33

CRITICISMS/CHALLENGES

Despite playing an active role in the creation and
development of the national protection mechanism
it is clear from their own evaluation that the CSOs
require the State to take a number of steps to tru-
ly and effectively implement the protection policy
throughout the country. Aiming to highlight the
problems and emphasize which parts of the public
policy need to be improved, the Espacio OSC net-
work develops periodic analyses of the mechanism.
The following points were highlighted in the most
recent analysis developed by the network to which
ARTICLE 19 has had access..

1.
Effective involvement of public bodies

The entities that monitor the protection program
have called attention to the lack of participation
and commitment of the public bodies in the pro-
gram. Several authorities were very late to the pro-
cesses of the Governing Body, despite the fact that
they are required by law to be actively involved in
this area. Even today, the lack of certain authorities
at the meetings and spaces of the mechanism shows
that, in practice, a public policy needs political will
to function properly.

Regarding to the access to justice, civil society organi-
zations also question the effectiveness of public bod-
ies to fight impunity in crimes against journalists.
Even when the investigations start, most cases still
don'’t go to justice. In a mechanism designed to have
the fight against impunity as a central issue, it is wor-
rying that this line of action doesn’t actually work.



2.
Lack of transparency and unavailable data

Evaluation of the effectiveness the Mexican mecha-
nism is made more difficult by the lack of transparen-
cy of the authorities who coordinate it. However, the
entities that are members of the Espacio OSC have
individually and collectively documented the expe-
riences of participation in the Mexican public policy
on protection. A collective analysis was included in
the last evaluation performed by this network, and
focused on how the mechanism has worked based
upon the documentation of 59 cases, (covering re-
quests and cases actually attended to by the program
and monitored by civil society organizations).’

Another problem is that the risk assessment
and the development of protection measures do not
take properly in consideration the victim’s families.
Thus, the lack of protection measures that includes
an holistic perspective for the victim’s lives are not
completely effective.

3.
Analysis of risk and suitable protection
measures

In the case of the Mexican mechanism, CSOs have
questions on the processes underpinning assess-
ment of risk and development of the protection
measures offered to journalists and HRDs. In many
cases, such measures have been shown to be inef-
fective or not suited to the context or threat facing
the victim, precisely because the necessary prox-
imity to the CSOs does not exist. Nor does it exist
in relation to the journalists and HRDs for the de-
For this aspect
of the mechanism to work as it should it would be
essential that for the mechanism to be transparent

velopment of the risk analyses.

in relation to the methodology underpinning eval-
uation of risk, especially as there is a lack of knowl-
edge in the CSOs about this process.

Another important question noted by the
CSOs in Mexico is that the mechanism is capa-
ble of articulating other protection measures
beyond removing the victim from their location.
The organizations feel that moving a victim is an
extreme measure, that should only be adopted
when all other possibilities have been exhaust-
ed. The very process of can be extremely painful
for the victim; furthermore, the distance from
their place of work and/or community prevents
the journalist or defender from continuing with
their regular professional activities.




JOURNALLST PROTECTION PROGRAM - COLOMBIA

HISTORY

Colombia has been dealing with a context of armed
conflict for a number of decades that affects many
sectors of society, amongst which are journalists.
As far back as the Colombian Government decided
to adopt a series of measures to enable the devel-
opment of mechanisms to protect against human
rights violations in the country. From those efforts
arose protection mechanisms for specific sectors
where individuals found themselves in situations
of risk as a result of their social status or position.
In a scenario involving armed conflict and guerril-
las, journalists became a political and military tar-
get and the rate of violence increased in the 1990s
when the drug traffickers declared war on jour-
nalists. As such, in 1999, Colombia became the first
country in Latin America to create a protection
mechanism for communicators which, until 2003
operated independently.

In 2003, the State unified all the protection
programs in a single mechanism and at present this
mechanism, called the National Protection Unit,
(NPU) serves the needs of nine sectors of the public,
including journalists.

The creation of a protection mechanism that was
initially destined specifically for journalists served
to position the problem politically and pressure the
State to take active measures to combat it. Moreover,
it was a measure that effectively reduced the number
of mortal attacks on journalists resulting from their
activities.
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HOW DOES THE NATIONAL
PROTECTION UNIT (NPU)
FUNCTLON IN COLOMBIAT

The majority of cases that are brought to the at-
tention of the NPU come via the freedom of ex-
pression organizations that monitor the mecha-
nism. However, journalists can seek assistance
from other public entities working with threats to
FoE.. The police, for example, are obliged to re-
port any cases they become aware of involving
journalists to the NPU. This measure is inter-
esting since it has the potential to transform the
perspective of security agents on crimes against
journalists, and influence the way investigations
into these crimes are conducted.

After becoming aware of a case, a team from
the NPU goes into the field to investigate the informa-
tion and carry out a risk analysis on the victim. This
is fundamental for a true understanding of the
situation and the context in which the journalist
is placed, but it can only be performed if the NPU
has sufficient resources to undertake the research.
Next, the group responsible for deciding what level
of risk the journalist is in issues recommendations
and sends the case to the Committee responsible
for deciding which protection measures should be
adopted by the NPU. The speed of this process de-
pends upon the level of risk that the analysis of
the case establishes, and specific procedures ex-
ist when the risk of an attack is imminent.
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The NPU is responsible for implementing and mon-
itoring the protection measures provided to ben-
eficiaries. It is also required to conduct a new risk
evaluation once a year or if new events relating to
the case occur. It is also the responsibility of the
NPU to assess the removal of beneficiaries from the
mechanism: the decision is taken only on the basis
of an evaluation that a risk no longer exists.

The measures available for protection un-
der the mechanism are divided between hard and
soft. The hard measures are physical and human
resources, such as guards, drivers and bullet-
proof vehicles. The soft measures consist of com-
munication devices, bulletproof vests and trans-
port expenses.



PARTICIPATION OF CIVIL SOCLETY
IN'THE COLOMBIAN PROTECTLON
PROGRAM

Civil society takes a formal part in the NPU, acting
as observer and as representative of the interests of
thejournalists assisted. Each organization provides
any information it can about the cases that come to
the attention of the mechanism. There are four civil
society organizations involved in the Committee for
Risk Evaluation and Recommendation of Measures
that, even though they do not hold voting powers,
are highly active on the Committee: the Colombian
Federation of Journalists (Fecolper); the Colom-
bian Association of Editors of Newspapers and
the Media (Andiarios); the National Media Asso-
ciation (Asomedios) and the Foundation for the
Freedom of the Press (FLIPXX),

CRITICISMS /CHALLENGES

Civil society organizations recognize the enor-
mous advance represented by the very existence of
a mechanism focused on the protection of journal-
ists in the country. In particular the structure and
policy focus of the NPU has also, during the 15 years
it has been in existence, worked to establish public
policy on protection. However, the organizations
stress that the involvement of different governmen-
tal bodies is not enough; what is needed is that the
representatives of these bodies have the political
will and commitment to perform their functions.

The assessment of Colombian civil society
is that fewer and fewer State bodies are assuming
responsibility for the protection policy or finding
ways to resolve the challenges. One symptom of this
is that the Colombian mechanism makes great use
of physical protection measures such as guards and
bulletproof vehicles, whilst less and less attention is
paid to preventative issues that could resolve the sit-
uations of risk which the journalists are experienc-
ing and which could result in a situation where they
no longer need physical protection measures."°

Another extremely important question in
the context of the Colombian mechanism surrounds
accusations of corruption involving the public ser-
vants responsible for the NPU. In 2014 these accusa-
tions resulted in the appointment of a new director
for the Unit.

The overall failure to resolve violations
against journalists in the country contributes to a
general atmosphere of impunity, presenting one of
the biggest challenges to Colombian civil society. In
this context the inability of the public entities re-
sponsible for investigations under the NPU is a sig-
nificant factor in the persistence of violence against
freedom of expression in the country.
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Unlike the creation of protection mechanisms in
Mexico and Colombia, Brazil has not developed
mechanisms specifically dedicated to meeting the
needs of communicators, despite the sustained im-
pact of violations outlined in chapter two of this re-
port.

Against the backdrop of serious violence
against HRDs in Brazil, a program was created in
2005 specifically to focused on this group. At a later
date, once the mechanism was operational, the Bra-
zilian State announced that communicators would
also be reviewed and eligible under the program.
However, no formal recognition of this measure or
more effective alteration in the structure or func-
tioning of the program was made to accommodate
communicators at risk.

HISTORY

The creation of the Defenders of Human Rights
Protection Program (PPDDH) in Brazil was the fruit
of enormous pressure exerted by civil society and
social movements. Despite the United Nations’ Gen-
eral Assembly’s approval of Resolution 53/144 in
1998 that recognized the need to protect those who
fight for the defense of human rights, it was not un-
til 2003 that the Brazilian state began to take steps
towards constructing a national public policy.

It is important to stress that the civil society
organizations and social movements that participat-
ed in the initial process for the creation of the PPD-
DH in Brazil were mainly linked to the fight for land.
The years prior to the creation of the PPDDH saw sig-
nificant violence in many rural areas of Brazil, with
71 deaths being reported in the field in 2003, accord-
ing to data from the Pastoral Land Commission'’.
The missionary Dorothy Stang, was killed in Febru-
ary 2005 in the city of Anapu, in the State of Par4,
and represents an emblematic case that showed the
situation of violence and threats to HRDs in Brazil.
In February 2005, the PPDDH was launched at an
event held in Belém in the State of Para, with the par-
ticipation of civil society and social movements. The
missionary Dorothy Stang was at the event which
took place two weeks before her death.
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When it was created, the PPDDH was designed
to operate as a pilot project at the federal lev-
el and in three states: Para, Espirito Santo and
Pernambuco. On February 12, 2007, the Federal
Government approved!? the National Policy for
the Protection of Defenders of Human Rights (NP-
PDHR), and established a deadline for the drafting
of the National Plan, which would not be imple-
mented until November that year. The plan led to
the publication of the manual of procedures for pro-
tection programs, which systematizes “the strategic
formulations, methodological procedures and the
operational structure of the National Program”. '

During the first decade the mechanism was
based upon that 2007 decree. There is a bill'* that
aims at instituting the PPDDH as a public policy
making its way through the National Congress
since 2009, but it is currently held up and there is
little expectation that it will resume its course.

In April 2016 during the turbulent scenario
surrounding the impeachment of President Dilma
Rousseff, the president signed a decree!® providing
critical changes to the structure of the protection
program, since:

a) the decree restricted the reach of
the PPDDH to people in threatening
situations, going against the OEA’s
resolution 53/144 and the PPDDH procedures
manual itself. The latter had been produced
by the Human Rights Department (SDH)
in partnership with civil society and
other public organs and determined
that protection of defenders should be
provided for individuals or groups in
situations of risk and vulnerability, not
justthose in threatening situations;

b) thedecree also created a decision-making
council within the PPDDH, but only
mandated participation on the council
by organs of the State, and excluded
participation by civil society, which had,
from the very beginning, been fighting for a
joint role. Instead the new structure allowed
for participation by only two members of the
Human Rights Department and one member
of the Ministry of Justice.!



STRUCTURE OF THE BRAZILLAN
PROTECTION PROGRAM AND
SERVICE PROVISION

Because the PPDDH was created within the sphere
of the Human Rights Secretariat of the Presidency
of the Republic, protection policies were always as-
sumed to be the concern of the public body respon-
sible. Even though management of the mechanism
is federal and includes a Department for General
Coordination of the National Program responsi-
ble for providing assistance to cases throughout
the country, the structure of the mechanism was
conceived to operate at state level, through part-
nerships between the Human Rights Secretariat
and the individual States. Twelve years after the
creation of the PPDDH, only nine of the 27 Brazil-
ian states have taken the initiative to establish the
mechanism for certain periods. Currently the PPD-
DH only exists in four states - Minas Gerais, Per-
nambuco, Ceara and Maranhao.

When seeking assistance from the PPDDH,
human rights defenders can go to the state program
or to the national coordination committee in those
states where there is no local office. In addition, any
public organ that is aware of a situation of violation
or athreat to adefender can forward it to the protec-
tion mechanism. Civil society can also forward cas-
es to the mechanism, and this frequently occurs as a
result of the constant monitoring that many human
rights organizations perform for the PPDDH.
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HOW DOES THE PROTECTION
PROGRAM WORK?

The Brazilian mechanism requires the beneficia-
ries to have a proven relationship with the defense
and promotion of human rights. In addition there
must be a causal link between a threatening situa-
tion or vulnerability and the defender’s activity.

It is also important to stress that, contrary to
other protection programs at the federal level, such
as the Protection Program for Threatened Victims
and Witnesses (PROVITA), the job ofthe PPDDH is to
recognize and respect the defender’s established
presence in Brazil, as well as the continuation of
its activities. In order for this to be achieved, the
directive of the PPDDH is “to strengthen the feder-
al pact, through joint and articulated activity at all
levels of government in the protection of and opera-
tions to counter the causes that lead to a state of risk
or vulnerability.”
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MEASURES

The protective measures that are part of the Protec-
tion Program have three dimensions: to act direct-
ly for the security and well-being of the defenders
assisted; to contribute to supporting the activities
of the beneficiaries in the defense of human rights;
and articulate measures that combat the structur-
al situations of conflict within the contexts where
these defenders work.

The Mechanism provides:

Regular visits to the region in which the
defender works;

m Dissemination of the defender’s activities
and actions designed to promote their visi-
bility;

m  Public hearings focused on resolution of
conflicts;

m Articulacio com os érgios envolvidos na
solucao das ameacas;

m Articulation with the organs involved in
the resolution of threats;

=  Monitoring of investigations and accusa-
tions;

= Removal from the region in emergency or
exceptional cases;

m Police protection in high risk cases.'®

First and foremost, the Protection Program was
conceived to provide articulation with the organs
and entities within the state system that can act to
resolve conflicts, and to overcome the causes that
lead to threats to defenders of human rights.



PARTICIPATION OF CIVIL SOCLETY

Civil society has been monitoring the mechanism
since its conception, and this included contributing
to its creation. In the first ten years of the mecha-
nism’s existence, five civil society organizations
formally participated in the composition of the
mechanism’s National Coordination Committee,
(a shared space made up of public organs and civil
society organizations that monitor and assess the
performance of the Protection Program).

The most recent decree that established the
Program’s current institutional design did not in-
clude any participation by civil society. In practical
terms, this Decree terminated the national coor-
dination of the PPDDH and despite appeals from
more than 60 organizations, the Human Rights
Department failed to correct this situation before -
Dilma Rousseff was removed from office.
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CRITICISM / CHALLENGES

Civil Society and social movements, articulated by
the Brazilian Committee of Defenders of Human
Rights (CBDDH), of which ARTICLE 19 is a mem-
ber, is always closely monitoring the execution of
the policy, and annually making recommendations
for its improvement to the federal government®.
Moreover, national coordination of the PPDDH, as
mentioned in the previous item, was made up of
five civil society organizations, all of which were
members of the Committee®.

However, fragile public policy has been grad-
ually eroded by the Brazilian State, with 2015-16
notable for a serious deterioration in the Defend-
ers of Human Rights Protection Program (PPD-
DH). According to information from the Human
Rights Secretariat, the PPDDH currently provides
services for 423 people in the federal sphere?.
Coincidentally, in 2016, a year in which sig-
nificant roll-back of public policy took place,
ocurred the highest number of murders of HRDs
since 2003 (the year preceding the creation of the
public policy in Brazil). In 2016 a total of 68 reg-
istered deaths were recorded.

In the same period other public policies es-
sential to guaranteeing protection for HRDs also
saw much reduced impact, leaving the group even
more vulnerable and exposed.

Principal failings of the PPDDH in the view of
civil society organizations

The Brazilian Committee of Defenders of Human
Rights (CBDDH), which, in recent years, has high-
lighted a number of failings of the PPDDH, has not-
ed the following as being worthy of special mention:

1. Difficulties involved in the processing and
approval of PL 4575/2009 which regulates
the PPDDH;

2. Failure to implement the National Plan for
Protection of Human Rights Defenders;

3. The need to expand the structure and
increase the budget of the PPDDH within the
sphere of the Department of Human Rights,
in order to guarantee protection of HRDs as
a state policy;

4. The need for the creation, within the sphere
of the PPDDH, of a mechanism that articu-
lates responsibilities of various state bodies
to confront the structural causes behind
violations and the contexts in which the
defenders are working;;

5. The need to implement a working plan, in
conjunction with justice and public safety
institutions, focused on supporting and
monitoring court cases and police inquiries
that involve defenders. The plan should cov-
er at aminimum, investigations of violence
or threats, and guarantees of legal assis-
tance in cases involving the criminalization
of their struggle in defense of human rights;

47

8.

The need to expand partnerships with the
federal states and reduce the bureaucracy
in order to move beyond agreements and
towards new ways of implementing protec-
tion policies

The need to improve the methodology of
protection, in order to serve those groups
and communities that fight for defenders,
especially traditional peoples and communi-
ties;

The need for articulation of social policies
that provide for the social protection of the
defenders of human rights included in the
Program, including medical, psychological
and welfare assistance, for example;

The need for the creation and training of
specialized police units for the protection
of human rights defenders, as well as spe-
cialized organs and procedures designed
to receive and process accusations made by
human rights defenders;

10.The urgent need for the creation of a specif-

ic PPDDH mechanism to meet the require-
ments of the federal states of Amazdnia and
Mato Grosso do Sul, involving national and
regional organs;

11. The need to create a specific methodology

to work with defenders of human rights,
incorporating the gender perspective;

12. The need to construct a specific methodolo-

gy to serve communicators in such a way as
to understand the specifics of the violations
that occur within the context of violations
of the right to freedom of expression.



A PROTECTLON PROGRAM FOR
COMMUNICATORS?

It should be stressed, however, that these deficien-
cies and failings have been brought to the atten-
tion of the PPDDH when providing for the needs of
HRDs in general. The fact is that, when we speak of
communicators, the deficiencies and failings are
even greater.

Even though the Brazilian Government has
already publicly stated that the PPDDH should also
serve communicators, in its current form the PPD-
DH is incapable of meeting these demands. There
are no specific methodologies for providing ser-
vices and protection, nor is there any form of ap-
propriate dissemination to this group, even from
the team working at the federal level. Neither is
there is participation from communication enti-
ties, and CSOs and groups that, according to the
original model should be actively participating in
the program.

One significant issue concerns the inclusion
of communicators in the PPDDH. This constituen-
cy are mostly unaware of the program, and do not
see themselves as a group that could be assisted by
the policy.

Another fundamental issue in the provi-
sion of this service to communicators concerns the
methodologies of inclusion which, in this case, can
be differentiated from the methodologies involving
defenders of human rights in general. Many com-
municators work through digital mediums and are
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persecuted precisely for the use of this form of com-
munication due to the reach it has. Others work in
investigative journalism and need to place them-
selves in situations of risk or work anonymously in
order to investigate a particular fact of interest to
society as a whole.

HRDs also use communication strategies to
defend the rights they pursue, often suffering vi-
olence on two fronts. As such, understanding the
specifics and demands of this particular group in
order to construct a methodology of protection that
can be applied to them, is a central requirement for
the protection policy.

Finally, we should give priority to the issue
concerning the participation of freedom of expres-
sion organizations and entities representing the
professional communication sector. As demon-
strated in the Mexican and Colombian mechanisms,
these organizations are essential for the protection
mechanisms to develop real conditions to meet the
needs of the communicators.Organizations that
work in this area collect information on the types
of violations suffered by communicators and the
contexts in which they generally take place. Most
importantly, they are in direct contact with the
communicators, and through this dynamic re-
lationships public policy is made more effective,
and greater numbers of communicators access the
mechanism when faced with risks and threats.
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Despite the specific political contexts of Brazil,
Mexico and Colombia a clear similarity exists in
the situations faced by the communicators at risk
in these countries. People who challenge the es-
tablished powers in order to relate facts that are of
public interest, draw attention to irregularities and
even fight for other rights through the exercising
freedom of expression. While Mexico and Colom-
bia have taken important steps in the preservation
of the right to freedom of expression similar steps
need to be taken by the Brazilian State. The very
creation of protection mechanisms dedicated to
communicators demonstrates this.

Despite important advances, it is also nec-
essary to stress the lack of political will to improve
protection policies and to make them more effec-
tive. Indeed this is a common feature amongst the
Latin-American States that have developed such
mechanisms. Because operational challenges exist
and are common to them all, these public policies
act more as a form of palliative measure rather than
being truly capable of resolving the threats and vio-
lations against HRDs and communicators.

Even so, civil society organizations that
monitor these matters in general agree that a mech-
anism of this nature is fundamental for the State to
recognize the violence that hovers over communi-
cators and HRDs, as well as for the State to assume
its responsibility in providing protection.

1

We have seen that awareness and debate in Brazil
around this critical situation for communicators
has found its way into many spheres of government,
and human rights organizations, and into society
as a whole. However, for this issue to move out of
the “debating room” and into priorities requiring
implementation by the State, involves taking a bold
step towards strengthening democracy itself. To do
so is vital to health of civil society in Brazil.

The government of Brazil must take urgent
measures on protection and prevention of viola-
tions against communicators. Regardless of the for-
mat in which a future mechanism is constructed, be
it through the creation of a specific program or the
incorporation of the communicators into the exist-
ing mechanism, it is necessary that the protection
policies reach those at risk by establishing methods
of risk evaluation and suitable protection mea-
sures. Most of all it is essential that the communi-
cators themselves, along with the CSOs participate
in the creation and continuation of a protection
mechanism.

Despite its numerous limitations the Brazil-
ian State should strengthen the PPDDH to better
protect communicators. To this end we recom-
mend to the executive and legislative powers of the
Brazilian State, the following:.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Swift progress and approval of Bill nr. 4,575 (dated 2009), transfer-
ring the Brazilian protection program (PPDDH) into law, as well as
the establishment of specific resource allocations to state programs;

Repeal of Decree nr. 8724/2016 which altered the structure of the
PPDDH, thereby removing the participation of civil society in its
decision-making Council;;

Greater dissemination of the PPDDH specifically to communicators;

Revision of the protection methodologies contained in the PPDDH,
as well as those of Federal and State teams, considering the specif-
ics of the communicators;

Effective participation of the communicators in the construction
and revision of the methodologies that already exist in the PPDDH,
with a focus on the protection of communicators;
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ARTICLE 19 defines the violation of the right to
freedom of expression as any action from govern-
mental or non-governmental players that directly
or indirectly interferes in the free flow of ideas,
opinions or information. The State’s omission re-
garding these actions is also considered a violation
of freedom of expression.

According to Article 19 of the UN Universal
Declaration of Human Rights (1948), freedom of
expression is the right that everyone has to “hold
their own opinion without interference and to seek,
receive and impart information and ideas through
any media and regardless of frontiers.”

The report on serious violations of freedom
of expression of communicators refers to the cas-
es where the human right of free expression was
strongly violated with intent to put the life of the

victim at risk, through the crimes of murder, at-
tempted murder and death threats.
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To generate the data, the first step is to monitor
the cases, by searching violations daily in the me-
dia throughout the country and mapping them,
as well as contacting communicators and local
organizations.

After the data gathering stage, a more thor-
ough investigation of the violations considered to
be seriousis carried out, by contacting the victim or
their family, workmates, unions or representative
associations and the local authorities responsible
for following up on the case. After these different
players are interviewed, if it is clear that there is
a causal relationship between the exercise of free-
dom of expression and the violation suffered by the
victim, said violation is included in the report.

Therefore, it is possible that cases with sig-
nificant exposure in the media are not included in
the report, if the causal relationship was not clearly
established in the interviews.




APPENDIX

LIST OF COMMUNTCATORS VICTMS OF SERIUS VIOLATIONS TN 2016

HOMICIDES

VICTIM DATE CITY/STATE
Joao Miranda do Carmo 07/24/2016 Santo Ant6nio do Descoberto / GO
Mauricio Campos Rosa 08/17/2016 Santa Luzia/ MG
Luciano Fernandes 10/25/2016 Piripiri/PI
Walter Etna Duval 12/27/2016 Abel Figueiredo / PA
ATTEMPTED MURDERS
VICTIM DATE CITY/STATE
Renato Pitanga 02/19/2016 Carauari/AM
Jair Pereira Teixeira 03/27/2016 Forquilha/CE
Alisson de Mello Schneider 08/19/2016 Colombo /PR
Evaldo de Oliveira 09/26/2016 Franco daRocha/ SP
Luiz Valério 12/12/2016 Boa Vista/RR
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Antonio Leite Xavier
Jucelino Dantas
Samuel Pereira de Souza
Alexandre Bezerra
Euclides Goncalves de Oliveira
Jonas Santos
Lindenberg Tavares
Alex da Silva Carlos
Henrique Beirangé
Carlos Barroso
Delcide Alves Ribeiro
Noerivan do Nascimento Pereira
Caique Marquez
José Alexandrino da Cunha
Francisco Gooldemberg de Sousa
Paulo Cezar de Andrade Prado
Luis Jose Ferreira de Brito
Adelson Meira
Carlos Eduardo Henriqueta
José Saraiva
Samuel Bastos

Wesley Silas da Cruz

01/25/2016

01/26/2016

03/07/2016

03/22/2016

03/31/2016

04/14/2016

04/19/2016

04/20/2016

04/25/2016

05/12/2016

05/31/2016

08/05/2016

08/19/2016

08/20/2016

09/05/2016

09/09/2016

09/19/2016

09/26/2016

09/2016

10/02/2016

11/22/2016

11/30/2016

Assaré/CE
Acopiara/CE
Ribeirdo Pires/SP
Betim/ MG
Niquelandia/ GO
Parintins / AM
Sumé/PB
Igarapé do Meio/ MA
Sédo Paulo/SP
Esperantinépolis / MA
Londrina/PR
Pogoes /BA
Gramado /RS
Chapadinha/MA
Quixada/CE
Sdo Paulo/SP
Jeremoabo / BA
Pogoes /BA
Franco da Rocha/SP
José de Freitas / PI
Coelho Neto/ MA

Gurupi/TO
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Communicators are defined as those working in and through the media as journalists, bloggers, radio broadcasters and
photographers.

A more detailed analysis of the relationship between political coverage and violations of freedom of expression can be
found in the ‘Violations of Freedom of Expression’ report from 2014. The report, in Portuguese, can be found on the
violacoes.artigo19.org portal.

In order to investigate this information, the team from ARTICLE 19 contacted both the victims and the authorities
responsible for the cases (by telephone and official letter sent to the police stations). In many cases, the authorities not
only refused to give any information about the progress of the investigations and the lines of investigation that had been
considered, but also did not state whether an investigation was even under way.

See the ARTICLE 19 report: Cycle of Silence - impunity in murders of communicators in Brazil (2016). The report is
available at: https://www.article19.org/data/files/medialibrary/38542/impunidade_ENG_R04.pdf

http://www.ohchr.org/EN/UDHR/Documents/UDHR _Translations/eng.pdf
http://www.oas.org/en/iachr/expression/docs/reports/2014_04 22 violence web.pdf
https://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G16/226/24/PDF/G1622624.pdf ?OpenElement

In relation to this, please refer to page 42 of IACHR report “Violence Against Journalists and Media Workers: Inter-
American Standards and National Practices on Prevention, Protection and Prosecution of Perpetrators”, at http:/www.
oas.org/en/iachr/expression/docs/reports/2014_04_22 _violence_web.pdf

https://www.scribd.com/doc/272758468/Segundo-diagno-stico-Espacio-OSC

http:/flip.org.co/sites/default/files/archivos_publicacion/15%20a%C3%B10s%20de%20protecci%C3%B3n%20a%20
periodistas%20en%20Colombia_0.pdf

https:/noticias.uol.com.br/cotidiano/ultimas-noticias/2016/04/15/numero-de-mortes-no-campo-e-o-maior-desde-2003-
aponta-relatorio.htm

Decree nr. 6044

Manual of Procedures For Programs of Protection for Defenders of Human Rights. Special Department of Human Rights.
Brasilia, 2017. Page 13. (in portuguese)

PL4575/2009

Decree nr. 8724/2016

http://www.global.org.br/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/RPU-Defensores.pdf

As above

http://www.sdh.gov.br/assuntos/combates-as-violacoes/programas/defensores-dos-direitos-humanos-1 (in portuguese)

Examples of some of the letters sent by the DDH committee with recommendations to the Brazilian State can be found at
the following links (in portuguese):

http:/www.global.org.br/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/Carta_comit—_05_2014.pdf

https://www.ecodebate.com.br/2012/12/17/carta-do-comite-brasileiro-de-defensorases-de-direitos-humanos-a-ministra-da-
secretaria-de-direitos-humanos/

http:/www.inesc.org.br/noticias/noticias-gerais/2010/novembro/sociedade-civil-apresenta-recomendacoes-para-
programa-de-protecao-aos-defensores-as-de-dh

Land Rights, Global Justice, National Movement for Human Rights, Rural Land Commission and Indigenous Missionary
Council

Data provided by the PPDDH at a meeting of the CNDH Protection Programs Sub-commission held in January 2017.
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