
  
 

 

 

The International and European Federations of Journalists (IFJ and EFJ) are asking all journalists in 

Europe to write to the Members of the European Parliament in support of a piece of legislation on 

copyright.  

In the run-up to this 12 September vote, MEPs have been bombarded by automated phone calls and 

software-generated emails demanding that they instead weaken your copyright (see below). These 

messages purport to come from “grass roots” campaigns – but there is increasing evidence that they 

are facilitated by those internet corporations that make a fortune by reproducing your work and 

selling ads on the strength of it.  

So the IFJ & EFJ propose that it would be a very good idea to write a letter, print it out, and put it in 

the post in good time. We may not have the funding of the anti-copyright forces: but we do have the 

authenticity of our well-informed and factual concerns. 

Below is a draft of the letter I shall be sending. Use it for inspiration as much as you like – but write 

your own letter, telling your MEPs of your own experience.  

It would be safest to post it to your MEPs at both the Brussels and Strasbourg seats of the European 

Parliament: addresses below. You can find their names and office numbers at 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meps/en/search.html?country.  

Please consider sending a copy to your national MEPs and our union for information.  

{UNION REP SIGNATURE} 

 

 

Dear {MEP}, 

I am writing to you as a journalist – and thus as someone whose existence as an independent 

professional capable of ethical reporting in the public interest depends on being able to make a 

living from that work.  

I know you have received a barrage of electronic messages about the Directive on Copyright in the 

Digital Single Market. I am writing to correct misinformation in those messages. 

I ask you to vote on 12 September to accept the report of the Parliament's Legal Affairs Committee 

on the Directive. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meps/en/search.html?country


  
 

Copyright and authors' rights have nothing to do with censorship. They are the time-tested way to 

ensure that our societies can benefit from the work of dedicated, professional authors who are 

independent because they can make a living from their work. If a shopkeeper objects to you taking 

carrots without permission, that is not “carrot censorship” nor even “rationing”: it is the basis of our 

economy. 

If I had to rely instead on sponsorship or patronage to pay my bills, my independence would be 

crippled. I believe my independence as a journalist and as an author is an essential – if in my case 

small – ingredient of the functioning of a democratic society. 

We are already seeing the results of the weakening of journalism, in successful efforts to sway 

citizens' votes on the basis of appeals to prejudice, rather than to the facts that all independent 

ethical journalists strive to report. The campaign against the Directive, which serves the interests of 

dominant internet corporations, is an example of this. 

None of the fears raised in this campaign are justified. Specifically, I note: 

 That Article 11 is a necessary measure to prevent free-riding by internet corporations on 

newspapers and the journalists who produce words and images for them. The International 

and European Federations of Journalists have adopted with European newspaper publishers' 

organisations a joint position on Article 11 and wording for Recital 35 (available here), to 

ensure that the benefits deriving from the future publishers' neighbouring right are shared 

fairly and proportionately between journalists and publishers. Contrary to the claims of the 

anti-copyright campaign, hyperlinking is clearly protected and the Legal Committee's text 

poses no threat to individuals, only to the financial interests of commercial “information 

society service providers”. 

 That the European Data Protection Supervisor found1 that the monitoring requirements in 

Article 13 are proportionate – contrary to what you may be told by lobbyists who oppose 

regulation of any kind. Licensing through collecting societies will provide my colleagues 

who are news photographers with some compensation for the rampant unauthorised use and 

consequent devaluation of their work; and such licensing, rather than filtering, is the logical 

outcome of this Article. 

 That the “transparency triangle” proposals in Articles 14, 15 and 16 provide a basis for me 

– and other authors and performers –to receive the fair payment that I need in order to 

continue to work as a dedicated professional who can contribute to democracy, through 

ethical independent news reporting. 

                                                 
1 https://edps.europa.eu/press-publications/press-news/news_en#news_4813 accessed 26/08/18 

 

http://www.ifj.org/nc/news-single-view/backpid/1/article/statement-on-publishers-right-from-journalists-and-publishers/
https://edps.europa.eu/press-publications/press-news/news_en#news_4813


  
 

Again, you will have received many semi-automated messages offering opinions that contrast 

starkly with these facts. Those opinions are crafted to give the impression of being the views of 

“civil society”. They claim to be independent and to speak for the public, but they are funded by 

giant Internet companies. They claim that copyright only benefits big business, but the livelihoods 

of hundreds of thousands of journalists and millions of authors around the world depend on our 

copyrights.  Without protection for authors' rights, there would be no professional journalism. 

I again urge you to vote for the entire report of the Legal Affairs Committee – in defence of culture 

and democracy in Europe.  
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