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At constitutional level, it is easier to list those here and to present those who have such 
regulations in place. This is Belgium, for example, which tells us that everyone has the right to 
consult any administrative document, to obtain a copy of it, except under the terms of laws, 
decrees or regional bodies. That is to say, it defines general law, and indicates where it can 
be ... that it can be limited. And it does not indicate the grounds for restricting this right so 
directly. Again, please remember that most constitutions do not contain such a very specific 
clause limiting restrictions as we have. This is sometimes (ns). But, in general, this right is 
really guaranteed. This is also guaranteed by Greece. The Greeks have a very comprehensive 
constitution. The regulation is extensive. The right of access to public information is, after all, 
embedded in Greece. The Constitution is a little more modern than the Belgian Constitution, 
paradoxically, although it is older. In the general right to information, as such. To the 
information society in general. And that sounds as if everyone has the right to access 
information under the terms defined in the act of law. Limitations to this right may be laid down 
by law if they are strictly necessary and justified on grounds of national security, combating 
crime or the protection of the rights of third parties. This is linked to the fact that everyone has 
the right to belong to the information society. While the state is to facilitate access to 
information. Situation in Belarus It is quite similar to that in Greece. In fact, exactly the same. 
The law is in place. Limitations are indicated. There is also reference to information society 
and the role of the state there in providing access to this reliable information. It looks the same 
from the point of view of ... theoretically Sweden is very accurate. As I said, there is simply a 
very detailed piece of legislation here, in fact. Thus, everyone has the right to read public 
documents in general. Limitations are indicated. Namely, state security, relations with other 
states or an international organisation, here as a need to prevent crime, an economic interest 
of the general public. That is a fairly open-ended clause. Protecting the economic relations of 
goods and individuals. The need to preserve an animal or plant species may restrict access to 
public information in Sweden. What else? General policies on finance, money and monetary 
resources can also be a constraint. The Swedes at this level, this Constitution... It means, laws 
at the level of the Constitution, are quite broadly based. It it was included in our constitution, 
for example, as limiting the economic interest of the general public ... or I do not know, even 
the need to preserve animal or plant species. Well, that is how it could be ... of course, the 
Swedes also have the regulation that, despite these restrictions, it is, however, both the 
government and the parliament that can allow such a document to be issued, due to the 
circumstances of the case. There is a definition of a public document, what a public document 
is. There is a definition of an official note. There is reference to protocols, the issue of 
judgements. It is precisely calculated what is not considered as public documents. And that is 
quite interesting, since the Swedes do not consider letters, telegrams or similar documents 
sent or produced by a public authority as public documents for the sole purpose of providing 
information. In other words, one could not simply demand that the content of the e-mail 
correspondence itself be disclosed somewhere between officials as public information. 
Communications or similar documents transmitted to or drawn up for publication by a public 
authority in a periodical letter issued by that authority. Nor are they public documents. Printed 
material, image or sound recordings ... or any other document that is part of the library or 



 

 

transmitted to the public archives, for storage and preservation or for scientific and research 
purposes only. Also private letters, letters and endorsements sent to a public authority for a 
strictly defined purpose. Of course, if we have these documents in the library, they are still 
available. But they are not considered as public documents which I could request in terms of 
access to public information. Why? Because, in fact, I have to pay for scanning a book from 
the library. And the thing is that here, they would have to print it and send it to me or they would 
have to scan themselves and send to me. The most trivial explanation of what the matter is. 
And do not charge me for this access. So it is taken out of here. And here, yes. A record of the 
content of the document that was previously mentioned, unless the original was considered as 
a public document. But, of course, they are not considered as documents that are part of the 
recording libraries in databases to which a public authority has access under a contract with 
another authority. If the recording is publicly available in this authority. The public document 
itself should be made available immediately or as soon as possible, on the spot, free of charge, 
in a state which allows for its reading, listening or otherwise reproducing. It is possible to make 
a copy for yourself, of course. It can also sent if it would be very difficult to make it available 
on the spot. Here, too, is the whole investigation procedure, of course, if someone does not 
want to make such a public document available. As I say, this is a fairly extensive regulation. 
Here is the law in all this. And we still have access to information guaranteed in Montenegro, 
to everyone. To information produced by public authorities or by those who exercise public 
authority. This, of course, includes self-government. The limitation is the protection of life, 
public health, morals, privacy, crime prevention, security and defence of Montenegro. And 
obviously, foreign, monetary or economic policy is a constraint. Since let’s note that we have 
no restrictions on the exclusion of access to public information on the grounds of a directly 
indicated foreign, monetary or economic policy, yes. However, in order for us to deny 
something in this area, we need to invoke national security. Just that. We do not have it 
completely separately, which, after all, to mention something like that... we are talking about a 
policy that is simply pursued. It does not have to enter then, because it is an independent 
premise. The issue of state security. So that we can refuse someone here. Well, that creates 
a rather far-reaching possibility of refusing, yes. In particular, the coverage of this whole 
economic sphere, where we are not showing that we are protecting security, public order in 
this way. There is simply some information in the scope of economic policy of the state, which 
is planned somewhere else. This, of course, is also a record of this, the question of how 
developed the state is in its economic activity, for example, yes. Or about its plans here. But 
there is such a thing. The situation is similar in Albania. It states that, firstly, everyone is 
guaranteed the right to information. Here, this right is exercised in accordance with the act law 
or in accordance with the legal regulations. And here one can receive information about the 
activities of state authorities and people performing public functions. Everyone has the 
opportunity... and separately, as part of this access to public information, the Albanians 
guarantee... because they, separately, have openness of sessions in the Parliament. But 
separately, access to public information guarantees everyone the right to be present at 
meetings of collective bodies. Actually, they are the only ones who have this mentioned here... 
among European countries. I mean, situation is similar in an unrecognised Kosovo, yes. Not 
recognised by everyone. So that is why it did not show up here. The Serbs have it. The Serbs 
claim that everyone has a right to public information. Up to date, complete, delivered on time 
and relatively quickly in matters of public importance. So here comes the criterion for access 
to public information, that the matter must be of public importance. It is, of course, necessary 
to define what this means. And one more comment, this access imposes an obligation to 
respect this right on the media. And pointing out that the media play an important role in 
guaranteeing real access to public information. Therefore, they are to respect this right of 
citizens to simply receive this information. They have received it on an ongoing basis, full and, 



 

 

of course, in due time. So it is so not entirely... not primarily addressed to the state authorities 
in the first place, but simply to the media. To those who, for professional reasons, follow certain 
things anyway. They gain this access to information in a professional manner. This is what is 
indicated here. But, of course, a separately guaranteed right of access to information that has 
been produced by state authorities and organisations to which certain public functions have 
been legally delegated. These are, somehow two separate sentences, but I think that, here, 
based on the systematic nature of this article of the Serbian Constitution, it could also be 
recognised that the information requested from these authorities, which is already typically 
public, must also comply with these requirements, that it is to be complete, is to be provided 
immediately, as soon as possible, as the Swedes write it down. That it is supposed to be up-
to-date information, however. So that it is a real right. So, since we are demanding this from 
the media, it is all the more likely to be required of the authorities. At least it would seem logical. 
Romania also has the right of access to information. I am not saying that we have. Romania 
also has it. That we have, we know. And it is as follows. Citizens have access to all public 
information and note that it is guaranteed that this right cannot be limited. If the Constitution 
states that the right of access to all public information cannot be restricted, then the problem 
arises how we shall define public information. That is what we would like to define. Because 
this is something that we cannot limit and that is public information. The question is, does the 
Constitution answer that? The Constitution continues to state in the second paragraph that 
public authorities, in accordance with their powers, are obliged to provide citizens with reliable 
information on public matters and matters of personal interest of citizens. And in the third 
paragraph, that the right to information must not prejudice juvenile protection measures or 
national security. This means that there is already a limit. And, as in the aforementioned 
countries such as Serbia, there is also the fact that the public and private mass media are 
obliged to provide reliable information to the public. This is where the question arises, of 
course, as to who determines that someone provides reliable or unreliable information. 
Someone has to say that too, if that is the case. And there is also a guarantee under this right 
of access to information, because it is contained in this article. That public radio and television 
institutions are independent. And that they should guarantee the right of access for the major 
social and political groups. The organisation of these institutions is governed by an organic 
law, i.e., one adopted by an increased majority, as we can see. Ensuring unlimited access to 
all public information. They do not define the concept of public information. There is a question 
about the relationship between paragraph 1 and paragraph 3. Is public information contained 
in that ... right to information, mentioned in paragraph 3, or is it something else? I would bet 
that it is something else here, after all. Well, because ... the right to information seems to be 
more deeply rooted in paragraph 3, in this sphere of media, media information. Certain 
information provided by the media could infringe the well-being of minors or the national 
security. However, in any case, let us note that Romanians indicate only two premises. Quite 
so easy to show that something exists. Protection of a young person, his or her well-being. 
With the information we would ask for. And the national security. So, security... I mean, national 
security. Of course, the concept of national security can be interpreted differently. There are, 
you know, very broad interpretations of what national security is. And in a far-reaching way 
some are trying to extend it. Although the truth is that the general... rather general interpretation 
is that it is the various kinds of restrictive clauses that should be interpreted narrowly rather 
than broadly. The practice is, of course, sometimes different here. The right to information is 
in place in Moldova. Well, it is very similar to Romania. After all,...it is even the Moldovan 
Constitutional Court that has doubts about the existence of Moldovans. So here... it 
expressed... in any case, it expressed that there is certainly no Moldovan language, although 
the Moldovan constitution states otherwise. The court states otherwise. So we do not know 
whether Moldovans exist. Let us assume that they exist. But it is similar to Romania. So again, 



 

 

access to information of public interest cannot be restricted. We can... we have to provide 
reliable information. Again, note, there is another action with the right to information. That the 
right to information must not prejudice the protection of citizens or national security. This is 
different from Romania. Since here we have a different premise. Other than the protection of 
minors. We just have this first premise, simply a question of harming the protection of citizens. 
It can probably be said to be so descriptively named... but it must not probably be detrimental 
to the care for public order. Since that would probably be detrimental to this protection... it 
would be detrimental to the protection of citizens. It would probably not be possible to derive 
the right to information and, for that reason, to inform, I do not know, about the current police 
tactics for combating some crime there. To provide accurate information. Because those who 
are going to be fought would find out how it is done there. But again, it is not this information 
of public importance, I am sure. There is a duty on the media to provide reliable information. 
There is a ban on censorship of the media. But there is nothing about public media. So there 
are some differences. Finland still guarantees in Europe this right of access to public 
information from such universally recognised countries and those that are recognised as 
European. And it states that, of course, everyone has this right to information, as much as 
possible. But this is supposed to be laid down in the act of law. Thus, documents and registers 
held by the authorities are public if their publicity is not restricted by law for important reasons. 
Everyone has the right of access to public documents and registers. And this is a certain 
answer as to why in Scandinavia, even in Norway, where there is constitutionally nothing... but 
everyone has access to these tax data. This is precisely because this is, after all, undoubtedly 
a certain basis established by a public authority. How it looks like there, who pays the 
contributions and who does not. It also serves to ensure that everyone pays taxes and pays 
them properly. Since then the neighbours can judge whether this is credible in relation to how 
the neighbour lives there. You can find out. It is simply because of this, yes. And privacy is not 
recognised here as an important reason. In any case, so do those Finns. We are generally 
presented openness. This is probably something that most people may find surprising. That 
the right of access to public information is constitutionally directly guaranteed in Europe in such 
a small group of countries. Here it is... that's just how it is. Of course, we have countries outside 
Europe, where it is more extensive, yes. More countries guarantee this at a constitutional level. 
We can see the similarities, yes. That is, in general terms, the fact that some restrictive reasons 
are indicated, sometimes going beyond the Polish ones and giving a far-reaching possibility to 
refuse access to public information. And sometimes very limited in terms of interpretation, yes. 
Romania in particular has a very limited scope for action here. Unless they are very broad in 
their interpretation of the concept of national security. That is the only one. Since we cannot 
protect minors too much (ns) with access to various types of public information, it is difficult to 
talk about this here. Moldova has information of significance (ns). It is not necessarily public 
information. Only relevant. It is well known that the practical implementation of these provisions 
is, of course, clarified in the practice of bodies, in the activity of citizens, whether or not citizens 
are really applying for it. This is, of course, a separate matter. There are laws there that regulate 
this sometimes. From examples of openness. So that it does not happen. Because someone 
will say that we guarantee there. Moldova, Romania, this is known. I will give you an interesting 
example from the point of view of access to information. Well, we in Poland have recently had 
access to such information to the asset declarations of judges there. But it is even more 
interesting to know what associations and social organisations judges and prosecutors belong 
to. Well, such access has been guaranteed for many, many years in Romania, Moldova and 
Bulgaria, among others. In addition, somewhere in France, in Luxembourg. It is normal. They 
actually make such statements. This is published on the Internet. This is considered not only 
as public information, which is important to the citizen, but also as something that even the 
citizen does not have to act, but has one central register. They have it much easier than we 



 

 

do. Because we have to look for this on the website of every court. And they have a central 
register with that. And we just look for ourselves and we have there asset declarations for 
many years, and there like these organisations and other things. And it simply exists in one 
place. Bulgarians have it too, and they have no access to public information in the constitution. 
That is the fact. They have a funny situation with these judge's statements in general. Since 
they provide for access to ... they provide for the obligation of a judge to state which informal 
and secret groups he/she belongs to, yes. An informal, secret group. Here it is secret, too (ns). 
Because there are some secret associations. Worse still is the informal one, which has to be 
presented there, that one belongs to. But it has been there for years. No one is in a position to 
have such real access to information... important, anyway. I remember once explaining so 
illustratively why this is important. After all, if we have a judge, let’s say who is an avid animal 
protector. I like animals very much too, so I would probably qualify for that too. But he still 
works in a animal organisation after hours. And there comes a hunter, who there... to a court 
that, let’s say, has something to do with hunting. For example, the hunter sued an ecologist 
who allegedly disturbed his hunting there, yes. And we have a judge there who acts himself in 
some Viva. In my opinion, this is the basis for excluding this judge on the grounds that there 
may be reasonable doubts about impartiality. Not that he will... that he will not be impartial. 
After all, the basis is the very possibility of creating an impression and so on. And that is a 
possibility. Because if he is active in a similar organisation and has a dispute of this kind, and 
it is known that he is fighting this hunt there... or the other way round, he is a keen hunter, well, 
that may be the reason. It is just that, without this kind of public information, we do not know 
at all that there may be a potential conflict and a premise for excluding a judge. 
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