ATTN. Mr. JEROME BOULLE

c/o Devianand Narrain

Royal Road

Mare d”Albert

13th November, 2002

The Editor-in-Chief,

L’Express.

Dear Sir,

Following the non-publication of our “mise-au-point” submitted to you in connection with the article referring to us as “Deux ‘vagabonds’” who “crient au complot” in L’Express Dimanche 27 October, 2002, and your pretext that our reply is too long, we now request you to follow the law on the subject, and to print our reply. We send it to you again, as Page 2. As you will notice it is not more than twice the length of your original article, and even if it were, you could follow the law and charge us the excess at your normal rates per column-centrimeter.  

We would like to add that it was only out of a spirit of generosity that we did not, in our mise-au-point”, in fact object to the whole of the article you published, and enumerate, for readers, all the manipulations in it. The “mesquineries” were surprisingly numerous for what should have been an article of fact. You refer to us in silly phrases like “sourire timide s’esquisse sur les lèvres”, “discret”. Our home is described as “modeste demeure” with an “etroit salle a manger” which is “mal eclairee”. What has all this got to do with the fact that our fundamental human rights have been infringed? Your article reeks of class prejudice. Our ordinary human actions are described as if they are far-fetched: “chacun cherche l’autre du regard pour savoir qui parlera en premier.”

The main point about the police concocting a conspiracy, which we remind you is illegal and which led directly to our losing our liberty, is a fact that is well nigh lost in all the disrespectful fla-fla of your article.

So, we demand a right of reply according to Section 289 of the Criminal Code which is on Criminal Defamation. In case you are not familiar with it, it reads: “1(a)The owner or editor of any newspaper shall further be bound to insert gratuitously within 3 days (or in the next number where the paper is not a daily) the reply of any person named or referred to in the newspaper, provided such reply does not contain any matter amounting to an offence under any enactment [which ours does not], and provided such reply is not foreign to the subject in connection with which such person has been named or referred to in the newspaper, without prejudice to the other penalties to which the article may give rise.

(b)“This insertion shall be made in the same place and in the same type as the original article and shall be published without charge provided it does not exceed twice the length of the article. (c) In that case the excess shall be charged for at advertisement rate.”

We also note that your newspaper did publish another mise-au-point on the same day as ours should have been published. It was a very nice one from Jean Marie Leclesio, through Issa Asgarally. But the different treatment meted to him and to us only once again goes to show the class prejudice and class discrimination you practice.

Yours sincerely,

Devianand Narran and Roland Fauzoo

Copy: 
Media Trust & Jean Claude Bibi, our lawyer.

