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Paul Dacre
Editor, Daily Mail
Editorqn-Chief, ANL
Northcliffe House
2 Derry Street
London
W8 51-1-

From tile editor
Kings Place, 90 York Way,
London N I 9GU

Telephone 020 3353 2433

Dear Paul

1 tried to contact you while you were away to tell you that I would like to step down from the
Code Committee. 1 think it performs a very valuable function and I have enjoyed sitting on it
under your chairmanship, working to improve and update the Code of Practice. But I am
afraid that l am personally out of sympathy with the PCC at the moment. Its code is
excellent: its mediation work is often very valuable. But, to my mind, it is not suited to the
task of regulation as most people would understand that term.

I do not think this is a sus~inable position in the long term. I shall follow Peta Buscombe’s
attempts to reform the governance of the PCC with interest and hope that good things follow
from them.

Very best wishes,

Alan Rusbridger
Editor in Chief

cc Baroness Peta Buscombe - Chair, PCC
lan Beales- Secretary, PCC Code Committee

Guardian Newspapers Limited

A member of Guardian Media Group P~c
Registered Office

164 Deansgate, Manchester M33~Q

Telephone 0161 832 7200
RegiStered in England Number 908396
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18 1 Appendices: Areas of interest            O-
Appendix 3.3: Areas of interest and companies that GMG holds

Guardian Media Group~ national newspaper division (GNL)publishes The
Guardiam The Observer, The Guardian Weel~’lz], GuaT"dia~ Europe, Mo~e~a Observer;
it is the electronic publisher of Guardian Unlimited, and co-publisher of learn.co, at<

GMG is also the publisher of the ManchesterEveni.jzgNew~, the Reading~gvening
Post and 4,4 weekly newspapers, as well of co-publishing MeO’o in Manchester.

GMG half-owns Tr~t~)rdPark Printers and has publishing subsktiaries in
Holland, Ital)~ Nm~vay and South ~kfi’ica.

°ilae company operates regional and local radio stations and has a co-holding in
Jazz FM.

The Trader Media Group division publishesAuto Trader and nine othevallied titles.

On-line there is worktMngeom and Fish4,.

Television interest:s include Clmnnelk’landArtsworld.

T/JeGuardia.
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Summary
1 II!1’ ’1 I’1111 ] ,,,,,, [__

t newspaper’aprima.r;,y office is the gathering ofneu.,a.At &eperil of its soul it mu~t
.s’ee that the supplg is not taiuted "

The most important currency of the Guardian is trust. This is as true todwas when
CP Scott marked the eentenary of the founding of the paper witll his famous essay on
journalism in I921.

T[ie purpose of this code is, above all, to protect and foster the bond of trust
between the paper and its readers, and. tlzerefore to protect the imegrity of the paper
and of the editorial content it carries.

As a set of guidelines, this will not form part of a journalist’s contract of
emplo~nent, nor \~11 it ibrm part, for either editorial management or jourrtalists, of
disdplinar}; promotional or recruitment procedures. However, by observing the code,
journalists working for the Guardian x~ffll be protecting not only the paper but also the
independence, standing and reputation ofthemseh’es and their colleagues. It is
important that freelance.~ working for the Guardian also abide by these guidelines
while on assignment for the paper.

Press Complaints Commission Code of Conduct
The Guardian -- in common with most other papm~ in Britain-- considers -the PCCk
Code of Conduct to be a sound statement of ethical behaviour ~br journalists. It is
,,~q’itten into our terms ofemplo31nent that staffshould adhere to the Code of Conduct.
It is attached below [Page 11] so that all editorial staff’can familiarise themselves with
it-- and comments in this doe.ument whid~ relate to the PCC code are marked with an
asterisk,
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16 ’ Appendices: Essay by CP Scott
supply is not tainted. Neither in what it gives: nor ill what it does not give, nor in the
mode of presentation must the unclouded face of truth snf[~r wrong. Comment is fl’ee,
but facts are sacred ’Propaganda; so ca lecl, by this means is hatetkfi. The voice of
opponents no less than that of friends has a right to be hea,’d. Comment also is justly
subject to a self imposed restraint. It is well to be flank; it is even better to be fair. This
is an ideal. Achievement in such matters is hardly given to n3an. We can but tr5 ask
pardon for shortcomings, and there leave the matter.

But, granted a sufficiency of grace, to what further eonqnests may we look, what
purpose serve, what task envisage? It is a large question, and cannot be flflly answered.
We are faced with a new and enormous power and a grm~qng one ’~q~ither is tile
young giant tending? ~Aqlat gifts does he bring? How will he exercise his prMlege and
powers? What influence x~411 he exercise on the nfinds of men and on our public life? It
cannot be pretended that an assured and entirely satisfaetoo’ answer can be given to
such questions. Experience is in some respects disquieting. The devdopment has not
been all in the direction which we should most desire.

One of the x,ir rues, perhaps ahnost the ehiefvirtue, of a newspaper is its
independence. Whatever its position or chat-notre, at least it should have a soul of its
m\m. But the tendeney of newspapers as of other businesses, in these days is towards
amalgamation. In proportion, as the function of a newspaper has developed and its
organisation expanded, so have its costs increased. The smaller newspapers have had a
hard struggle; many of them hm’e disappeared. In their place we have great
orga,fisations controlling a whole series of publications of various kinds and even of
differing or opposing politics, The process may be inevitable, but elem’ly there are
drawbacks. As organisation grows personalib, may tend to disappem: It is r0uch to
control one newspaper well; it is perhaps beyond the reach of any man, or any body of
men, to control halfa dozen with equal sueeess. It is possible to exaggerate the danger,
for the public is not undiscerning. It reeognises the authentic voices of conscience and
conviction when it finds them, and it has a shrewd intuition of what to accept and
what to discount.

This is a matter which in the end nmst settle itself, and those who cherish the older
ideal of a newspaper need not be dismayed. They have only ’to make their papers good
enough in order to win, as well as to merit, success, and the resources of a newspaper
are not wholly measured in pounds, shillings, and pence. Of eom’se the thing can only
be done by" competence all round, and by that spirit of co-operation right through the
working staff which onl.v a common ideal can inspi re.

There are people who think you can run a newspaper about as easily as you can
poke a fire and that knowledge, training, and aptitude are superiluous endowments.
There have even been experiments on this assumption, and they have not inet with
suce.ess. There must be competence, to start with, on the business side, just as there
must be in any large undertaldng, but it is a mistake to suppose that the business side

@
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~e, or to portray a character in an article; there is ah:nost never a case in w]~ich we
need to use a swearword outside direct quotes. The stronger the swearword, the harder
we ought to think about using it. Avoid using in headlines, pull quotes and sLandfirsts
and never use asterisks, which are just a copout.

Legal Our libel and contempt laws are complex, and constantly developing. The
consequences oflosiug actions can be expensive and damaging for ore" reputation. Staff
should a) familiarise themselves with the current state of the law and seek training if
they tbel uneonfident about aspects of it; b) consult our in-house legal department or
night la~yers about specific concerns on stories; e) read the regular legal bulletins about
active cases and injunctions emailed by" the legal department.

Payment In gener=fl, the Guardian does not pay for stories, except from bona fide
freelance sources. The editor or his deputies must approve rare exceptions.

PCC and libel judgments Judganents by the PCC and the outcome of defhrnal:ion
actions relating to tlie Guax:dian, should be reported promptly.

Photographs Digitally enh~mced or altered images, montages and illustrations should
be clearly labelled as such.

P,agiarism Staff must not reproduce other people’s material without attribution. The
source of published material obtained fi’om another organisation should be
acknowledged including quotes taken from other newspaper articles. B)qines should be
carried only on material that is substantially the work of the bylined journalist. If an
article contains a significant amount o fagency copy then the agency should be credited.

Privacy h~ keeping with both the PCC Code and tim Human Rights ;act we bdieve in
respecting people’s privacy We should avoid intrusions into people’s privacy maless there is
a cleat’ public interest in doing so. Caution should be exercised about reporting and
publishing identifi’ing details, such as street names and numbers, that max" enable otheri~ to
intrude on t!le privacy or safety of people who have become the sub iect of media coverage.

Race In general, we do not publish someone’s race or ethnic background orre]igion
unless that information is pertinent to the stm3; We do not report the race of criminal
suspects unless their ethnic background is part of a description that seeks to identifl’
them or is an important part of the story (for example, if the crime was a hate crime),

Sources Sources promised confidentiality must be protected at all costs. However, where
possible, the sources of information should be identified as sped fical!y as possible.

Subterfuge Journalists should generally identifi, themselves as Guardian enlployees
when working on a story There may be instanees invoh4ng stories of exceptional public
interest where this does not applx.; but this need the approval of a head ofdepartmen t.

@
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t4 l Appendices: The PCC code of conduct
,

material concerned ought to be published in the public interest and paynlent is
necessary for this to be done.

The public interest
There may be exceptions to the clauses marked ,a where they can be demonstrated to
be in the public intm’est.
1 The public interest includes:

i) Detecting or exposing crime or a serious misdemeanour;
ii) Protecting public heNth and safety;
iii] Preventing the public fi’om being misled by some statement or action of ml
indMdual or organisation.
In any c~use where the public interest is invoked, the Press Complaints Commission
will require a full explanation by the editor demonstrating how the public interest
was served.

3 There is a pubtie interest in freedom ofe,xpression itself. The Commission ~"ilI
therefore hm-e regard to the extent to which material has, or is about to, become
available to the public.

4 In eases invoMng children editors must demonstrate an exceptional public
interest to override the normalb" paramount intm’est of the child.

TbeGuarciimt
-17 ................ II!1 I1’ I I

Acting in an advisory capaei), in the preparation of a report for an organisation,
tbr example, would require a declaration every time the journalist re’ore m~ article
referring to it.

3 Some connections are obvious and represent the reason why the writer has been
asked to contribute to the papen These should always be stated at the end ofa~e
~-riter’s contribution even if he or she contributes regularlN so long as the writer is
~witing about his or her area of interest.

4 Generally speaking a journalist should not write about or quote a relative or
partner in a piece, even if the relative or partner is an expert in the field in
question. I~ tbr any reason, an exception is made to this rule, the connection
shotdd be made dear.

5 Commissioning editors should ensure that fi’eelanees asked to write f0a" the
GuarNan are aware o£these rules and make any necessary declaration.

Declarations of corporate interest
Tile Guardian is part of a wider group of’media companies. We should beeareful to
acknowledge that relationship in stories.

Anyone writing a story concerning Guardian-related businesses should seek
’nments m~dior confirmation in the normal way Staffshould familiarise themselves

,,,d~ the cmnpanies and interests we have. At the end of this document is a. broad
outline of the areas and companies which we own or in which we have an interest.
Fuller detMls are on the GMG website, in the sub-section ’Annual Reports’ in the
section called ’Financial Reports’: htfp://~o~’w.gmgplc, co.ul~igmg/

Financial reporting
For many yeal~ the Guardian’s Cib, office has maintained a register of personal shares.
:~ll staffare expected to li,~ all shares that they own, any transactions in th~se shares
and any other in,:estments which tl~ey believe ought to be properly disclosed because
ofa potentigl ~:onfliet oflnterest. "~qaile it is acceptable for financial memb ors to o~aa
shares, it is ndt acceptable for them to be market lu’aders on a regular basis. It is most
important that the register is kept and that all information in it is up to date. The
attention of Guardian journalists is also drawn to the provisions of the PCC Code of
Practice ~md to the PCC’s recently strengthened guidelines on financial jonrnalism.
This reads:
i) Even where the law does not prohibit it, journalists must not use fbr th.eir own

profit financial information they reedve in advance of its general publication, nor
should they pass such information to others.

ill The)’ must not \xwite about shares or securities in whose perfbrmance tzhev know
that they or their close families have a significant financial interest ufitlaout
disdosing the interest to the editor or financial editor

iii) They ’’ . ., ,. must not buy or sell. either directly or through nominees or agen’ts, shares or
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12 Appendices: The PCC code of conduct
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7 Children in sexcases**
1 The press must not. even where the law does not prohibit it, Jdenti~" children
under the age oflL~ who are involved in cases concerning sexual offences, x~qlet her
as victims or as witnesses.
2 In any press report of a case invoMng a sexual or%nee against a child,
i) the child must not be identified;
ii) the adult mw be identified;
iii) the ~\vrd ’incest" must not be used where a child \’ictim might be identified;
iv) care must be taken that nothing in the report implies the relationship between
the accused and the child.

Listening devices**
Journalists must not obtain or publish material obtained by using clandestihe
listening devices or by intercepting private telephone eom.’ersations.

Hospitals**
i) Journalists or photographers making enquiries at hospitals or similar
institutions should identiIS" themselves to a responsible executive and obtain
pemdssion before entering non-public areas.
ii) The restrictions on intruding into privacy are particularly rdevant to enquiries
ahout individuals in hospitals or similar institution&

10

11

Reporting of crime*~
i) The press must avoid identit}’ing relatives oz" friends of persons convicted or
accused of crime without their consent.
ii) Particular regard should be paid to the potentially vulnerable position of
children who are witnesses to, or victims of; crime. This should not be interpreted
as restricting the right to report judicial proceedings.

iVlisrepresentation**
i) Journalists must not generally obtain or seek to obtain infbrmation or pictures
through misrepresentation or subterfuge.
ii) Documents or photographs should be removed onb with the consent of the
owner.
iii) Subterfuge can be justified oHly in the public interest and only when material
cannot be obtained by any other means.

12 Victims of sexual assault
The press ,must not identif? victims of sexual assault or publish material likely to
contribute to such identification unless there is adequate justification and, by lax~:
they are li"ee to do so.

D’J ’G" uardb n i 9
or commercial mganisations,

3 Undertake any outside employqnen t likely to eontlict with their prot~ssional duties
at the Guardian.

4 C!lair public or political forums or appear on plattbz’ms,
5 Make representations or give evidence to any official body in connection with

material which has been published in the Guardian.

Relationships Staffmembers should not write about, photograph oz- make l~ews
judgments about any individual related by blood or marriage or with Mmm the staff
member has a c!ose personal, financial or romantic relationship, A staffmernber Mm
is placed in a circumstance in which the potential *br this kind of conflict exists should
a&ise his or her department head.

O,
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Summa 
"A newspaper’s primary office is the gathering of news, At the peril of its soul # must see that the supply is
not tainted."

The most important currency of the Guardian is trust. This is as true today as when CP Scott marked the
centenary of the founding of the newspaper with his famous essay on journalism in 1921.

The purpose of this code is, above all, to protect and foster the bond of trust between the Guardian (in print
and online) and its readers, and therefore to protect the integrity of the paper and of the editorial content it
carries.

As a set of guidelines this will not form part of a journalist’s contract of employment, nor will it form part, for
either editorial management or journalists, of disciplinary, promotional or recruitment procedures. However,
by observing the code, journalists working for the Guardian will be protecting not only the paper but also
the independence, standing and reputation of themselves and their colleagues. It is important that
freelancers working for the Guardian also abide by these guidelines while on assignment for the paper,

Press Complaints Commission Code of Practice
The Guardian -- in common with most other papers in Britain -- considers the PCC’s Code of Practice to
be a sound statement of ethical behaviour for joumaiists, tt is written into our terms of_employment that
-staff should adhere4o the Code of Practice. It is published below so that atl editorial staff can familiarise
themselves with it -- and comments in this document that relate to the PCC Code are marked with an
asterisk.

1. Professional practice
Anonymous quotations We recognise that people wi!l often speak more honestly if they are allowed to
speak anonymously. The use of, non-attributed quotes can therefore often assist the reader towards a truer
understanding of a subject than if a journalist confined him/herself to quoting bland on-the-record quotes.
But if used lazily or indiscriminately anonymous quotes become a menace.

We should be honest about our sources, even If we can’t name them.

The New York Times policy on pejorative quotes is worth bearing in mind: "The vivid language ofdirect
quotation confers an unfair advantage on a speaker or writer who hides behind the newspaper, and turns of
phrase are valueless to a reader who cannot assess the source."

There may be exceptional circumstances when anonymous pejorative quotes may be used, but they will be
rare - and only after consultation with the senior editor of the day. !n the absence of specific approval we
should paraphrase anonymous pejorative quotes.

Children* Special care should be taken when dea!lng with children (under the age of 16). Heads of
departments must be informed when children have been photographed or interviewed without parental
consent. (See PCC code, section 6)

Copy approval The general rule is that no one should be given the right to copy approval. In certain
circumstances we may allow people to see copy or quotes but we are not required to alter copy. We
should avoid offering copy approval as a method of securing interviews or co-operation.

Direct quotations Should not be changed to alter their context or meaning.

Errors It is the policy of the Guardian to correct significant errors as soon as possible. Journalists have a
duty to cooperate frankly and openly with the Readers’ Editor and to report errors to her. Ali complaints
should be brought to the attention of a department head, the managing editor or the Readers’ Editor. All
journalists should read both the daily and weekly column.

Fairness "The voice of opponents no less than of friends has a right to be heard. ~ . It is weft be to be
hank; it is even better to be fair" (CP Scott, 1921). The more serious the criticism or allegations we are
reporting the greater the obligation to allow the subject the opportunity to respond.
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Grief* People should be treated with sensitivity during periods of grief and trauma. (See PCC code, section 5)

Language Respect for the reader demands that we should not casually use words that are likely to offend.
Use swear words only when absolutely necessary to the facts of a piece, or to portray a character in an
article; there is almost never a case in which we need to use a swearword outside direct quotes. The
stronger the swearword, the harder we ought to think about using it. Avoid using in headlines, pull quotes
and standfirsts and never us asterisks, which are just a cop-out.

Legal Our libel and contempt laws are comptex, and constantly developing. The consequences of losing
actions can be expensive and damaging for our reputation. Staff should a) familiarise themselves with the
current state of the law and seek training ff they feet unconfident about aspects of it; b) consult our in-
house legal department or night lawyers about specific concerns on stories; c) read the regular legal
bulletins about active cases and injunctions emailed by the legal department.

Payment In general, the Guardian does not pay for stories, except from bona fide freelance sources. The
editor or his deputies must approve rare exceptions.

PCC and libel judgments Judgments by the PCC and the outcome of defamation actions relating to the
Guardian should be reported promptly,

Photographs Digitally enhanced or altered images, montages and illustrations should be clearly labeled as
such.

Plagiarism=Staff must not reproduce other people’s material without attribution. The source of published
material obtained from another organisation should be acknowledged Including quotes taken from other
newspaper articles. Bylines should be carried only on material that is substantially the work of the bylined
journalist: If an article contains a s~nificant amount of agency copy then the agency should be credited.

Pri-~acy In keeping with-both the PCC Code and the Human Rights Act we believe in respecting people’s
privacy. We should avoid intrusions into people’s privacy unless there isa clear public interest in doing so.
Caution should be exercised about reporting and publishing identifying details, such as street names and
numbers, that may enable others to intrude on the privacy or safety of people who have become the
subject of media coverage.

Race In general, we do not pubiish someone’s race or ethnic background or religion unless that
information is pertinent to the story. We do not report the race of criminal suspects unless their ethnic
background is part of a description that seeks to identify them or is an important part of the story-(for
example, if the crime was a~hate crime),

Sources Sources promised_confldentia!ity must be protected at all costs. However, where possible, the
sources of information should be identified as specifically as possible,

Subterfuge Joumaifsts should generaliy identify themselves as Guardian employees when working on a
story. There may be instances involving stories of exceptional public interest where this does not apply, but
this needs the approval of a head of department.

Suicide Journalists are asked to exercise particular care in reporting suicide or issues involving suicide,
bearing in mind the risk of encouraging others, This should be borne in mind both in presentation, including
the use of pictures, and in describing the method of suicide, Any substances should be referred to in
general rather than specific terms if possible. When appropriate a helpiine number should be given
(eg Samaritans 08457 90 90 90). The feelings of relatives should also be carefully considered.
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2. Personal behaviour and conflicts of interest

The Guardian values its reputation for independence and integrity. Journalists clearly have Iives, interests,
hobbles, convictions and beliefs outside their work on the paper. Nothing In the following guidelines is
intended to restrict any of that. It is intended to ensure that outside interests do not come into conflict with
the life of the paper in a way that either compromises the Guardian’s editorial integrity or falls short of the
sort of transparency that our readers would expect, The code is intended to apply to all active outside
interests which, should they remain undeclared and become known, would cause a fair-minded reader to
question the value of a contribution to the paper by the journalist involved,

These are guidelines rather than one-size-fits-all rules. If you are employed as a columnist -- with your
views openly on display -- you may have more latitude than a staff reporter, who would be expected to
bring qualities of objectivity to their work. (The Washington Post’s Code has some sound advice:
"Reporters should make every effort to remain in the audience, to stay off the stage, to report the news, not
to make the news.") If in doubt, consult a head of department, the managing or deputy editors, or the editor
himself.

Commercial products No Guardian journalist or freelance primarily associated with the Guardian should
endorse commercial products unless with the express permission of their head of department or managing
editor.

Confidentiality Desk editors with access to personal information relating to other members of staff are
requiredto treat such information as confidential, and not disclose it to anyone except in the course Of
discharging formal responsibilities.

Conflicts of interest Guardian staff journalists should be sensit!ve to the possibility that activities outside
work (including holding office or being otherwise actively involved in organisations, companies or political
parties) could be perceived as having abeadng on - or as coming into conflict with -- the integrity of our
journalism. Staff should be transparent aboLrt any outside personal, philosophica! or financial interests that
might conflict with their professional performance of duties at the Guardian, or could be perceived to do so.

Declarations of interest
1. It is always necessary to declare an interest when the journalist is writing about something with

which he or she has a significant connection. This applies to both staff journalists and freelances
writing for the Guardian. The declaration should be to a head of department or editor during
preparation. Full transparency may mean that the declaration should appear in the paper or
website as well

2. A connection does not have to be a formal one before it is necessary to declare it. Acting in an
advisory capacity in the preparation of a report for an organisation, for example, would require a
declaration every time the journalist wrote an article referring to it.

3. Some connections are obvious and represent the reason why the writer has been asked to
contribute to the paper. These should always be stated at the end of the writer’s contribution even
if he or she contributes regularly, so long as the writer is writing about his or her area of interest.

4. Generally speaking a Journalist should not write about or quote a relative or partner in a piece,
even if the reiatNe or partner is an expert in the field in question. If, for any reason, an exception is
made to this rule, the connection should be made clear.

5. Commissioning editors should ensure that freelances asked to write for the Guardian are aware of
these rules and make any necessary declaration,

Declarations of corporate interest The Guardian is part of a wider group of media companies. We
should be careful to acknowledge that relationship in stories. Anyone writing a story concerning Guardian-
related businesses should seek comments and/or confirmation in the normal way. Staff should familiadse
themselves with the companies and interests we have. At the end of this document is a summary of the
areas and companies that GMG owns or in which it has an interest. Full details are on the GMG website at
h~_~j_/v~_~w~ gmgp~L~. CO,U k/
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Rnancial reporting
Top of Form

i

For many years the Guardian’s business desk has maintained a register of personal shares. All staff are
expected to list all shares that they own, any transactions in those shares and any other investments which
they believe ought to be properly disclosed because of a potential conflict of interest. While it is acceptable
for financial members to own shares, it is not acceptable for them to be market traders on a regular basis. It
is most important that the register is kept and that ali information is up to date. The attention of Guardian
journalists is also drawn to Section 13 of the PCC Code of Practice (below) and to the PCC’s best-practice
guidelines on financial journalism ~tp_://www~pcc.org.uk/news/index.html?articie=OTM=) which can also
be found in the "code advice" section of the PCC website http://www.£zcc,org, uk/.

Bottom of Form

The Code:
¯ prohibits the use of financial information for the profit of journalists or their associates;
° imposes restrictions on journalists writing about shares in which they or their close families have a

significant interest withot.rt internal disclosure;
¯ stops iournalists dealing in shares about which they have written recently or intend to write in the

near future; and
* requires that financial journalists take care not to publish inaccurate material and to distinguish

between comment, conjecture and fact. This is part~_cularly important for any journalists making
investment recommendations to readers.about whether to buy, se~l-or hold shares.

Freelance w.~tk- As a general rule avoid freela.qce writing for house magazinesof particular businesses or
causes if the contribution could be interpreted as an endorsement of the concern. If in doubt consult your
head or department.

Freebies
1. Staff should not use theiFp~sition to obtain priv~e benefit for themselves or others,
2. The Guardian and its staff will not~Wlow any payment, gift or other advantage to undermine

accuracy, fairness or independence. Any attempts to induce favoUrable editorial treatment through
the offer of gifts or favours should be reported to the editor. Where relevant the Guardian will
disclose these payments, gifts or other advantages.

3. We should make it clear when an airline, hotel or other interest has borne the cost of transporting
or accommodating a journalist. Acceptance~f any such offer is conditiona! on the Guardian being
free to assign and report or not report any resuffing story as it sees fit.

4. Except in someareas of travel writing it should never need to be the case that the journalist’s
partner, family or friends are included in any free arrangement_When a partner, family member or
friend accompanies the journalist on a trip, the additional costs should generally beq3aid for by the
journalist or person accompanying the journalist.

5. Staff should not be influenced by commercial considerations -- including the interests of
advertisers -- in the preparation of material for the paper,

6. Gifts other than those of an insignificant value (say, less than £25) should be politely returned or
may be entered for the annual raffle of such items for charity, "the_sleaze raffle".

Guardian connections Staff members should not use their positions at the Guardian to seek any benefit
or advantage in personal business, financial or commercial transactions not afforded to the public
generally. Staff should not use Guardian stationery in connection with non-Guardian matters or cite a
connection with the paper to resolve consumer grievances, get quicker service or seek discount or deals.

Outside engagements or duties The Guardian accepts the journalist’s right to a private life and the right
to take part in civic society. However, staff should inform their immediate editor if, in their capacity as an
employee of the Guardian, they intend to;

1. Give evidence to any court.
2. Chair public forums or seminars arranged by professional conference organisers or commercial

organisations.
3. Undertake any outside emptoyment likely to conflict with their professional duties at the Guardian.
4. Chair public or political forums or appear on platforms.
5. Make representations or give evidence to any official body in connection with material that has

been published in the Guardian,

Relationships Staff members should not write about, photograph or make news judgments about any
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individual related by blood or marriage or with whom the staff member has a close persona!, financial or
romantic relationship. A staff member who is placed in a circumstance in which the potential for this kind of
conflict exists should advise his or her department head.

O
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3. Appendices

Appendix 3.1 Press Complaints Commission Code of Practice
The Press Complaints Commission http://www.pc_c.c~o_r:g~_~is charged with enforcing the following Code of
Practice [PDF 684kb], which was framed by the newspaper and periodical industry and was ratified by the
PCC on August 7 2006.

THE CODE
All members of the press have a duty to maintain the highest professional standards. This Code sets the
benchmark for those ethical standards, protecting both the rights of the individual and the public’s right to
know. It is the cornerstone of the system of self-regulation to which the industry has made a binding
commitment.

It is essential that an agreed code be honoured not only to the letter but in the full spirit. It should not be
interpreted so narrowly as to compromise ~s commitment to respect the rkjhts of the individual, nor so
broadly that it constitutes an unnecessary interference with freedom of expression or prevents publication
in the public interest.

It is the responsibility of editors and publishers to implement the Code and they should take care to ensure
it is observed rigorously by all editorial staff and external contdbutore, including non-journalists, in printed
and online versions of publications. Editors should co-operate swiftly with the PCC in the resolution of
complaints. Any publication judged to have breached the Code must pdnt the adjudication in full and with
due prominence, including headline reference to the PCC.

! Accuracy

i. The Press must take care not to-publish inaccurate, misleading or distorted information, including pictures.

iL A significant inaccuracy, misleading statement or distortion once recognised must be corrected, promptly
and with due prominence, and - where appropriate - an apology published.

tii. The Press, whilst free to be partisan, must distinguish clearly between comment, conjecture and fact.

iv. A publication must report fairly and accurately the outcome of an action fordefamatJon to which it has
been a party, unless an agreed settlement states otherwise, or an agreed statement is published.

2 Opportunity to reply

A fair opportunity for reply to inaccuracies must be given when reasonably called for.

*Privacy

i. Everyone is entitled to respect for his or her private and family life, home, health and correspondence,
including digital communications. Editors will be expected to justify intrusions into any individual’s private
life without consent.

ii. It is unacceptable to photograph individuals in private places without their consent.

Note: Private places are public or private property where there is a reasonable expectation of privacy.

*Harassment

i. Journalists must not engage in intimidation, harassment or persistent pursuit.

ii. They must not persist in questioning, telephoning, pursuing or photographing individuals once asked to
desist; nor remain on their property when asked to leave and must not follow them.

iii. Editors must ensure these principles are observed by those working for them and take care not to use
non-compliant material from other sources.
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Intrusion into grief or shock

i. In cases involving personal grief or shock, enquiries and approaches must be made with sympathy and
discretion and publication handled sensitively. This should not restrict the right to report legal proceedings,
such as inquests.

’iL When reporting suicide, care should be taken to avoid excessive detail about the method used,

*Children

i. Young people should be free to complete their time at school without unnecessary intrusion.

ii. A child under 16 must not be interviewed or photographed on issues involving their own or another child’s
welfare unless a custodial parent or similarly responsible adult consents.

iii. Pupils must not be approached or photographed at school without the permission of the school
authorities.

iv, Minors must not’be paid for material involving children’s welfare, nor parents or guardians for material
about their children or wards, unless it is clearly in the child’s interest.

v. Editors must not use the fame, notoriety or position of a parent or guardian as sole justification for
publishing details of a child’s private life.

*Children in sex cases

1. The press must not, even if legally free to do so, identify children under 16 who are victims or witnesses in
cases involving sex offences.

2. In any press report of a case involving a sexual offence against a child:
i. the child must not be identified;
ii. the adult may be identified:
iii. the word "Incest" must r~ot be used where a child victim might~be identified:
iv. care must be taken that nothing in the report implies the relationship between the accused and the child.

*Hospitals

L Journalists must identify them-selves and obtain permission from a responsible executive before entering
non-pubiic areas of hospitals or similar institutions to pursue enquiries.

ii. The restrictions on intruding into privacy are particularly relevant to enquiries about individuals in hospitals
or similar institutions.

*RepoSing of Crime

i. Relatives or friends of persons convicted or accused of crime shoutd not generally be identified without
their consent, unless they are genuinely relevant to the story.

ii. Particular regard should be paid to the potentially vulnerable position of children who witness, or are
victims of, crime. This should not restrict the right to report legal proceedings,

10 *Clandestine devices and subte~ge

i. The press must not seek to obtain or publish material acquired by using hidden cameras or clandestine
listening devices; or by intercepting private or mobile telephone calls, messages or emaits; or by the
unauthorised removal of documents or photographs.

ii. Engaging in misrepresentation or subterfuge, can generally be justified only in the public interest and then
only when the material cannot be obtained by other means.
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11 Victims of sexual assault

The press must not identify victims of sexual assault or publish material likely to contribute to such
identification unless there is adequate justification and they are legally free to do so.

12 Discrimination

i. The press must avoid prejudicial or pejorative reference to an individual’s race, colour, religion, gender,
sexual orientation or to any physical or mental illness or disability.

iL Details of an individual’s race, colour, religion, sexual orientation, physical or mental illness or disability
must be avoided unless genuinely relevant to the story.

13 Financial journalism

i. Even where the law does not prohibit it, journalists must not use for their own profit financial information
they receive in advance of its general publication, nor should they pass such information to others.

iL They must not write about shares or securities in whose performance they know that they or their close
families have a significant financial interest without disclosing the interest to the editor or financial editor.

iii. They must not buy or sell, either directly or through nominees or agents, shares or securities about which
they have written recently or about which they intend to write in the near future.

14 Confidential sources

Journalists have a moral obligation to protect confidential sources of information.

15 Witness payments in criminal trials

i. No payment or offer of payment to a witness - or any person who may reasonably be expected to be
called as a witness - should be made in any case once proceedings are active as defined by the Contempt
of Court Act 1981.

This prohibition lasts until the suspect has been freed unconditionally by police without charge or bail or the
proceedings are otherwise discontinued; or has entered a gui~ plea-to the court; or, in the event of a not
guilty plea, the cou~ has announced its verdict.

*ii, Where proceedings are not yet active but are likely and foreseeable, editors must not make or offer
payment to any person who may reasonably be expected to be called as a witness, unless the information
concerned ought demonstrably to be published in the public interest and there is an over-riding need to
make or promise payment for this to be done; and all reasonable steps have been taken to ensure no
financial dealings influence the evidence those witnesses give. In no circumstances should such payment be
conditional on the outcome of a trial.

fie Any payment or offer of payment made to a person later cited to give evidence in proceedings must be
disclosed to the prosecution and defence. The witness must be advised of this requirement.

16 *Payment to criminals

i. Payment or offers of payment for stories, pictures or information, which seek to exploit a particular crime
or to glorify or glamorise crime in cjeneral, must not be made directly or via agents to convicted or confessed
criminals or to their associates - who may include family, friends and colleagues.

ii. Editors invoking the public interest to justify payment or offers would need to demonstrate that there was
good reason to believe the public interest would be served. If, despite payment, no public interest emerged,
then the material should not be published.                                "
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THE PUBLIC INTEREST
There may be exceptions to the clauses marked "where they can be demonstrated to be In the public
interest.

1. The public interest includes, but is not confined to:
i. Detecting or exposing crime or serious impropriety;
ii. Protecting public health and safety;
iii. Preventing the public from being misled by an action or statement of an individual or organisation.

2. There Is a public interest in freedom of expression itself.
3. Whenever the public interest is invoked, the PCC will require editors to demonstrate fully how the public
interest was served,
4. The PCC will consider the extent to which material is already in the public domain, or wiil become so.
5. In cases involving children under 16, editors must demonstrate an exceptional public interest to over-ride
the normally paramount interest of the child.

Appendix 3,2: CP Scott’s essay published in the Manchester Guardian
on the centenary of the paper’s first issue
CP Scott, Editor, Thursday May 5, 1921

A hundred years is a tong time; It is a long time even in the life of a newspaper, and to look back on it is to
take in not only a vast development in the thing itself, but a great slice in the life of thenation, inthe
progress and adjustment of the world.

in the general development the newspaper, as an institution, has played its part, and no small part, and the
particular newspaper with which I personally am concerned has also p!ayed its part, it is to be hoped, not
without some usefulness. I have had my share in it for a iitti~more-than fifty years; I have been its
responsibteeditor for only a few months short of its last half-century; I remember vividly its fiftieth birthday;
t now have the happiness to share in the celebration of its hundredth. I can therefore speak of it with a
certain intimacy of acquaintance. I have myself been part of it and entered into its inner courts. That is
perhaps a reason why, on this occasion, I should write in my own name, as in some sort a spectator, rather
tilan in the name of the paper as a member of its working staff:

In all living things there must be a certain unity, a principle of vitality and growth. It is so with a newspaper,
and the more complete and clear this unity the more vigorous and fruitful the growth. I ask myself what the
paper stood for when first I knew it, what it has stood for since and stands for now. A newspaper has two
sides to it. It is a business, like any other, and has to pay in the material sense in order to live. But it is much
more than a business; it is an institution; it reflects and it influences the life of a whole community; it may
affect even wider destinies. It is, in its way, an Instrument of government. It plays on the minds and
consciences of men. It may educate, stimulate, assist, or it may do the opposite. It has, therefore, a moral
as well as a material existence, and its character and influence are in the main determined by the balance
of these two forces. It may make profit or power its first object, or it may conceive itself as fulfilling a higher
and more exacting function.

I think I may honestly say that, from the day of its foundation, there has not been much doubt as to which
way the balance tipped as far as regards the conduct of the paper whose fine tradition I !nherited and
which I have had the honour to serve through all my working life. Had it not been so, personally, I could not
have served it. Character is a subtle affair, and has many shades and sides to it. It is not a thing to be much
ta~ked about, but rather to be felt. It is the slow deposit of past actions and ideals. It is for each man his
most precious possession, and so it is for that latest growth of time the newspaper. Fundamentally it
implies honesty, cleanness, courage, fairness, a sense of duty to the reader and the community. A
newspaper is of necessity something of a monopoly, and its first duty is to shun the temptations of
monopoly. Its primary office is the gathering of news. At the peril of its soul it must see that the supply is
not tainted. Neither in what it gives, nor in what it does not give, nor in the mode of presentation must the
unclouded face of truth suffer wrong. Comment is free, but facts are sacred. "Propaganda," so called, by
this means is hateful. The voice of opponents no tess than that of friends has a right to be heard. Comment
also is justly subject to a self-imposed restraint. It is well to be frank; it is even better to be fair. This Is an
ideal. Achievement in such matters is hardly given to man. We can but try, ask pardon for shortcomings,
and there leave the matter.
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But, granted a sufficiency of grace, to what further conquests may we look, what purpose serve, what task
envisage? It is a large question, and cannot be fully answered. We are faced with a new and enormous
power and a growing one. Whither is the young giant tending? What gifts does he bring? How will he
exercise his privilege and powers? What Influence will he exercise on the minds of men and on our public
life? It cannot be pretended that an assured and entirely satisfactory answer can be given to such
questions. Experience is in some respects disquieting. The development has not been all in the direction
which we should most desire.

One of the virtues, perhaps almost the chief virtue, of a newspaper is its independence. Whatever its
position or character, at least it should have a soul of its own. But the tendency of newspapers, as of other
businesses, in these days is towards amalgamation, !n proportion, as the function of a newspaper has
developed and its organisation expanded, so have its costs increased. The smaller newspapers have had a
hard struggle; many of them have disappeared. In their place we .have great organisations controlling a
whole series of publications of various kinds and even of differing or opposing politics. The process may be
inevitable, but clearly there are drawbacks. As organisation grows personality may tend to disappear, it is
much to control one newspaper welt; it is perhaps beyond the reach of any man, or any body of men, to
control half a dozen with equa! success, it is possible to exaggerate the danger, for the public is not
undiscerning. It recognises the authentic voices of conscience and conviction when it finds them, and it has
a shrewd intuition of what to accept and what to discount.

This is a matter which in the end must seUJe itself, and those who cherish the older ideal of a newspaper
need not be dismayed, They have only to make their papers goodenough in order to win, as well as to
merit, success, and the resources of-a-newspaper are not wholly measured in pounds, shillings, and pence.
Of course the thing can only be done by competence all round, and by that spirit of co-operation right
through the working staff which only a common ideal can inspire.

There are people who think you can run a newspaper about as easily as you can poke a fire, and that
knowledge, t~aining, and aptitude are superfluous endowments. There have even been experiments on this
assumption, andthey have not ~ with succor. There must be competence, to start with, on the
business side, just as there must be in any large undertaking, but it is a mistake to suppose that the
business side of a paper should dominate, as sometimes happens,-not without-distressing consequences.

A newspaper, to be of value, shouid-be a unity, and every part of it should equally understand and respond
to the purposes and ideals which animate it. Between its two sides there should be a happy marriage, and
editor and business manager should march.hand in hand, the first, be it well understood, just an inch or two
in advance. Of the staff much the same thing may be said. They should be a friendly company. They need
not, of course, agree on every point, but they should share in the general purpose and inheritance. A paper
is built up upon their common and successive labours, and their work should never be task work, never
merely dictated: They should be like a racing boat’s crew, pulling well together, each man doing his best
because he iikes it, and with a common and glorious goal.

That is the path of self-respect and pleasure; it is also the path of success. And what a work it is! How
multiform, how responsive to every need and every incident of life[ What illimitable possibilities of
achievement and of excellence! People talk of "journalese" as though a journalist were of necessity a
pretentious and sloppy writer; he may be; on the contrary, and very often is, one of the best in the world. At
least he should not be content to be much less. And then the developments. Every year. almost every day,
may see growth and fresh accomplishments, and with a paper that is really alive, it not only may, but does.
Let anyone take a file of this paper, or for that matter any one of half a dozen other papers, and compare its
whole make-up and leading features today with what they were five years ago, ten years ago, twenty years
ago, and he will realise how large has been the growth, how considerable the achievement. And this is what
makes the work of a newspaper worthy and Interesting. It has so many sides, it touches life at so many
points, at every one there is such possibility on improvement and excellence. To the man, whatever his
place on the paper, whether on the editorial or business, or even what may be regarded as the mechanical
side -- this also vitally important in its place -- nothing should satisfy short of the best, and the best must
always seem a little ahead of the actual. It is here that ability counts and that character counts, and it is on
these that a newspaper, like every great undertaking, if it is to be worthy of its power and duty, must rely.
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Appendix 3.3. Areas of interest and companies held by GMG
Guardian Media Group comprises four operating divisfons: Guardian News and Media (GNM), GMG
Regional Media, GMG Radio and Trader Media Group,

GNM publishes the Guardian, the Observer, Guardian Weekly, Guardian Monthly, Money Observer and
Pubfic, It is the electronic publisher of Guardian Unlimited and the online educational content provider
Learnthings.

GMG Regiona! Media publishes the Manchester Evening News, the Reading Evening Post and a number of
weekly newspapers, mainly across Greater Manchester and the South of England, as welt as co-publishing
(with Associated Newspapers)the free daily Metro in Manchester, Television interests include Channel M.

GMG Radio operates regional and local stations across the UK under the Real Radio, Smooth Radio,
Century FM and Rock Radio brands, as well as a number of websites includingjazzfm.com, tt also has
stakes in MXR, a holder of regional digital multiplex licences, and in the news services provider Digital
News NebNork.

Trader Media Group (jointly owned with Apax Partners, with GMG the majority shareholder) publishes the
Auto Trader magazine and website, as well as a number of other classified advertising titles. It has centres
across the UK and subsidiaries in the Netherlands, Italy and South Africa.

Other interests include a quarter share tn online classified business Fish4 and joint ownership with
Telegraph Media Group of Trafford Park Printers and Paper Purchase Management.

O
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Summary
"A newspaper’s primary office is the gathering of news. At the peri! of its soul it must see that the supply is not
tainted."

Our most important currency is trust. This is as true today as when CP Scott marked the centenary of the
founding of the Guardian with his famous essay on journalism in 1921.

The purpose of this code is, above all, to protect and foster the bond of trust between GNM (in print and
online) and its readers, and therefore to protect the integrity of GNM and its journalism, however it is published.

As a set of guidelines this will not form part of a journalist’s contract of employment, nor will it form part, for
either editorial management or journalists, of disciplinary, promotional or recruitment procedures. However, by
observing the code, journalists working for GNM will be protecting the independence, standing and reputation
of themselves and their colleagues. It is important that freelancers also abide by these guidelines while on
assignment for GNM.

Press Complaints Commission Code of Practice
GNM - in common with most news publishers in Britain - considers the PCC’s Code of Practice to be a sound
statement of ethical behaviour for journalists. It is written into our terms of employment that staff should adhere
to the Code of Practice. It is published below so that all editorial staff can familiarise themselves with it -- and
comments in this document that relate to the PCC Code are marked with an asterisk.

1= Professional practice

Attribution
a) Anonymuous quotations We recognise-that people will often speak more honestly if they are allowed to
speak anonymously. The-use of non-attributed quotes can-therefore often assist the reader towards a truer
uuderstanding of a subject than if a journalist confined him/herself to quoting bland on-the-record quotes. But
if used lazily or indiscriminately anonymous quotes become a menace.

We should be honest about our sources, even if we can’t name them.

The New York Times policy on pejorative quotes is worth bearing in mind: "The vivid language of direct
quotation confers an unfair advantage on a speaker or writer who hides behind the newspaper, and turns of
phrase are valueless to a reader who cannot assess the source."

There may be exceptional circumstances when anonymous pejorative quotes may be used, but they will be
rare -- and only after consultation with the senior editor of the day. In the absence of specific approval we
should paraphrase anonymous pejorative quotes.

b) Anonymous contributions-Articles commissioned by GNM should be published anonymously or
pseudonymously only in exceptional circumstances, for example where the author’s safety, privacy or
livelihood may be compromised, and only with the permission of the relevant editor or managing editor. In
these cases, readers should be made aware that identities have been obscured or withheld. This provision
need not apply to user-generated content published or reproduced on our print and digital platforms, or to
authors with established pseudonyms commissioned or hosted by GNM in that capacity.

c) Credits Staff must mot reproduce other people’s material without attribution, other than in exceptional
circumstances - for example where the source cannot be identified -- and only with permission of the most
senior editor on duty, The source of published material obtained from another organisation should be
acknowledged, including quotes taken from other newspaper articles. Bylines should be carried only on
material that is substantially the work of the bylined journalist. If an article contains a significant amount of
agency copy then the agency should be credited.

O
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Bribery and facilitation payments The Bribery Act 2010 takes a robust approach to bribery, and creates
a number ef criminal offences, which even if committed abroad can be prosecuted in the UK. These include
(i) bribery - ie offering someone in the UK or abroad a financial or other advantage to improperly perform an
activity (whether public or private), (ii) being bribed and (iii) bribing a foreign public official. In some
circumstances, offers or acceptances of hospitality and / or facilitation payments paid to public officials
abroad in order to secure or expedite the performance of a routine or necessary action will come within the
Act. There is no public interest defence, although where an individual is left with no alternative but to make
a facilitation payment in order to protect against loss of life, limb or liberty there may be a defence of
duress. Staff should always discuss with their managing editor beforehand if they are concerned that any
payments might fall into these categories and, if such payments are requested or made, they should inform
the editor-in-chief or their managing editor of the circumstances as soon as they are able to afterwards.
(See also ’Freebies’, in Personal Behaviour and Conflicts of Interest)

Children* Special care should be taken when dealing with children (under the age of 16). Heads of
departments must be informed when children have been photographed or interviewed without parental
consent. Articles that include significant intrusions into children’s private lives without their understanding and
consent need a strong public interest justification.

In view of the longevity of online material, editors should consider whether children’s identities should be
obscured to protect them from embarrassment or harm as they grow older.

These provisions extend to writers who are considering making their own children the subject of an article.
Consent to publication should be sought where the child is reasonably considered able to make an informed
decision.

Section 6 of the PCC code should be studied carefully.

Commissioning GNM supports good commissioning practice, including fair treatment of freelances. Editors
should make reference to the GNM’s Freelance Charter when commissioning new contributors.
See: http ://www.guardian.co.uWinf o/guardian-news-media-freela:nce-charter

Copy approval The general rule is that no one should be given the right to copy approval. In certain
circumstances we may allow people to see copy er quotes but we are not required to alter copy. We should
avoid offering copy approval as a method of securing interviews or co-operation.

O
Copyright Journalists should not use content from non-authorised third-party sources - whether pictures, text
or other media - without obtaining the necessary permissions. There are limited legal situations where
permission may not be needed but you must check with the picture desk or editorial legal before using without
permission. Journalists should especially familiarise themselves with the guidelines on "rights and use of
content from public websites", available on GNM’s internal Really Social Media site on Spike.

Direct quotations Should not be changed to alter their context or meaning.

Endorsements Journalists should not agree to promote through copy, photographs or footnotes the financial
interests of prospective interviewees or contributors, or their sponsors, as a means of securing access to
them. Promotional information about a subject or author provided in footnotes should be included only where,
in the editor’s judgment, it is of genuine interest or assistance to the reader.

Errors It is the policy of the GNM to correct significant errors as soon as possible. Journalists have a duty to
cooperate frankly and openly with the Guardian and Observer readers’ editors and to report errors to them. All
complaints should be brought to the attention of the readers’ editors. All journalists should read both the daily
and Sunday corrections columns by the readers’ editors.

External assistance Journalists should not engage the paid services of external non-journalistic
agents or assistants without the prior knowledge and approval of the editor-in-chief.
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Fairness "The voice of opponents no less than of friends has a right to be heard... It is well be to be frank;
it is even better to be fair" (CP Scott, 1921). The more serious the criticism or allegations we are reporting the
greater the obligation to allow the subject the opportunity to respond.

Grief* People should be treated with sensitivity during periods of grief and trauma. (See PCC code,
section 5)

Language Respect for the reader demands that we should not casually use words that are likely to offend.
Use swear words only when absolutely necessary to the facts of a piece, or to portray a character in an article;
there is almost never a case in which we need to use a swearword outside direct quotes. The stronger the
swearword, the harder we ought to think about using it. Avoid using in headlines, pull quotes and standfirsts
and never us asterisks, which are just a cop-out.

Legal Our libel and contempt laws are complex, and constantly developing. The consequences of losing
actions can be expensive and damaging for our reputation. Staff should a) familiarise themselves with the
current state of the law and seek training if they feel unconfident about aspects of it; 13) consult our in-house
legal department or night lawyers about specific concerns on stories; c) read the regular legal bulletins about
active cases and injunctions emailed by the legal department.

Payment in general, GNM does not pay for stories, except from bona fide freelance sources. The editor or his
deputies must approve rare exceptions.

PCC and libel judgments Judgments by the PCC and the outcome of defamation actions relating to GNM
should be reported promptly.

Photographs Digitally enhanced or altered images, montages and illustrations should be clearly labeled as
such.

Privacy* In keeping with both the PCC Code and the Human Rights Act we believe in respecting people’s
privacy. Much journalism may be intrinsically intrusive but we should avoid invading anyone’s privacy unless
there is a clear public interest in doing so. Proportionality is essential, as is proper prior consideration where
privacy issues may be involved. To borrow from th_e recommendations made by the former UK Security and
Intelligence Coordinator Sir David Omand for his own field of inquiry: the degree of intrusion must be justified
by the seriousness of the story and the public good that is likely to follow from its publication. Likewise the
grounds for investigation must be strong; we do not conduct ’fishing’ expeditions unless the issue, suspicion
and prospects of success are all serious. Caution should also be exercised about reporting and publishing
identifying details, such as street names and numbers, that may enable others to intrude on the privacy or
safety of people who have become the subject of media coverage. (See PCC code, section 3)

To adapt the Omand principles, here are five questions we should ask ourselves about a situation in which we
are considering intruding on privacy:

There must be sufficient cause - the intrusion needs to be justified by the scale of potential harm that might result
from it.

2. There must be integrity of motive - the intrusion must be justified in terms of the public good that would follow
from publication

3, The methods used must be in proportion to the seriousness of story and its public interest, using the mfnimum
possible intrusion.

4. There must be proper authority - any intrusion must be authorised at a sufficiently senior level and with
appropriate oversight.

5. There must be a reasonabte prospect of success; fishing expeditions are not justified

O
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Race In general, we do not publish someone’s race or ethnic background or religion unless that information is
pertinent to the story. We do not report the race of criminal suspects unless their ethnic background is part of
a description that seeks to identify them or is an important part of the story (for example, if the crime was a
hate crime).

Sources Sources promised confidentiality must be protected at all costs. However, where possible, the
sources of information should be identified as specifically as possible,

Subterfuge* Journalists should generally identify themselves as GNM employees when working on a story.
There may be instances involving stories of exceptional public interest where this does not apply, but this
needs the approval of a head of department. See PCC code, section 10. This applies to anything we publish,
including any information obtained by the subterfuge of others.

Suicide* Journalists are asked to exercise particular care in reporting suicide or issues involving suicide,
bearing in mind the risk of encouraging others. This should be borne in mind both in presentation, including the
use of pictures, and in describing the method of suicide. Any substances should be referred to in general
rather than specific terms if possible. When appropriate a helpline number should be given (eg Samaritans
08457 90 90 90). The feelings of relatives should also be carefully considered. See PCC code, section 5 (ii)

Verification Trust in the authenticity and reliability of our sources is essential. Digital communications and a
fast-moving news environment present special challenges for verification, and scepticism should therefore be
the starting point,or web and emafl sources. We must be tenacious is seeking reliable corroboration and
should state the level of substantiation we have been able to achieve (eg, "the Guardian ha~been unable
independently to verify the facts"), Do not state as fact information about or from someone who we cannot
authenticate (eg, "A student who says she witnessed the riot", not "A student who witnessed the riot"). Where
relevant we must be open with readers in saying what medium was used to conduct an interview. Satisfaction
with-sources is~he responsibility of desk editors as we!l as reporters and correspondents, and sub-editors
should be confident in challenging the dependability of information.

O
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2. Personal behaviour and conflicts of interest

We value our reputation for independence and integrity. Journalists clearly have lives, interests, hobbies,
convictions and beliefs outside their work. Nothing in the following guidelines is intended to restrict any of that,
It is intended to ensure that outside interests do not come into conflict with the life of the papers in a way that
either compromises our editorial integrity or falls short of the sort of transparency that our readers would
expect. The code is intended to apply to all active outside interests which, should they remain undeclared and
become known, would cause a fair-minded reader to question the value of a contribution to the paper by the
journalist involved.

These are guidelines rather than one-size-fits-all rules, If you are employed as a columnist -- with your views
openly on display -- you may have more latitude than a staff reporter, who would be expected to bring
qualities of objectivity to their work. (The Washington Post’s Code has some sound advice: "Reporters should
make every effort to remain in the audience, to stay off the stage, to report the news, not to make the news.") If
in doubt, consult a head of department, the managing or deputy editors, or the editor himself.

Commercial products No Guardian journalist or freelance primarily associated with GNM should endorse
commercial products unless with the express permission of their head of department or managing editor.
Neither should they be involved in producing advertisement features (advertorials).

Confidentiality Desk editors with access to personal information relating to other members of staff are
required to treat such information as confidential, and not disclose it to anyone except in the course of
discharging formal responsibilities.

Conflicts of interest Staff journalists should be sensitive to the possibility that activities outside work
(including holding office or being otherwise actively involved in organisations, companies or political parties)
could be perceived as having a bearing on -- or as coming into conflict with-- the integrity of our journalism.
Staff should be transparent about any outside personal, philosophical or financial interests that might conflict
with their professional performance, or could be perceived to do so.

Declarations of interest

1. It is always necessary to declare an interestwhen the journalist is writing about something with which
he or she has a significant connection. This applies to both staff journalists and freelances. The
declaration should be to a head of department or editor during preparation. Full transparency may
mean that the declaration should appear in print and on the website.

2. A connection does not have to be a formal one before it is necessary to declare it. Acting in an
advisory capacity in the preparation of a report for an organisation, for example, would require a
declaration every time the journalist wrote an article referring to it.

3. Some connections are obvious and represent the reason why the writer has been asked to contribute
to the paper. These should always be stated at the end of the writer’s contribution even if he or she
contributes regularly, so long as the writer is writing about his or her area of interest.

4. Generally speaking a journalist should not write about or quote a relative or partner in a piece, even if
the relative or partner is an expert in the field in question, if, for any reason, an exception is made to
this rule, the connection should be made clear.

5. Commissioning editors should ensure that freelances are aware of these rules and make any
necessary declaration.

$

Declarations of corporate interest The Guardian and Observer are part of a wider group of media
companies. We should be careful to acknowledge that relationship in stories. Anyone writing a story
concerning GMG-related businesses should seek comments and/or confirmation in the normal way. Staff
should familiarise themselves with the companies and interests we have. At the end of this document is a
summary of the areas and companies that GMG owns or in which it has an interest. Full details are on the
GMG website at http://www.gmgplc.co.uW
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Financial reporting
For many years our business desk has maintained a register of personal shares. All staff are expected to list all
shares that they own, any transact:ions in those shares and any other investments which they believe ought to
be properly disclosed because of a potential conflict of interest. While it is acceptable for financial members to
own shares, it is not acceptable for them to be market traders on a regular basis. It is most important that the
register is kept and that all information is up to date. The attention of GNM journalists is also drawn to Section
13 of the PCC Code of Practice (below) and to the PCC’s best-practice guidelines on financial journalism
h(b~p. :_!Z:tjny,._cc~_/_~ which can also be found in the "code advice" section of the PCC website,
www.pcc.org.uk

The Code:
¯ prohibits the use of financial information for the profit of journalists or their associates;
, imposes restrictions on journalists writing about shares in which they or their close families have a

significant interest without internal disclosure;
stops journalists dealing in shares about which they have written recently or intend to write in the near
future; and

¯ requires that financial journalists take care not to publish inaccurate material and to distinguish
between comment, conjecture and fact. This is particularly important for any journalists making
investment recommendations to readers about whether to buy, sell or hold shares,

Freelance work As a general rule avoid freelance writing for house magazines of particular businesses or
causes if the contribution could be interpreted as an endorsement of the concern. If in doubt consult your head
or department.

O

Freebies
1. Staff should not use their position to obtain private benefit for themselves or others.
2. GNM will not allow any payment, gift or other advantage to undermine accuracy, fairness or

independence. Any attemptslo induce favourable editorial treatment through the offer of gifts or
favours should be reported to the editor. Where relevant, payments, gifts or other advantages will be
disclosed.

3. We should make it clear when an airline, hotel or other interest has borne the cost of transporting or
accommodating a journalist. Acceptance of any such offer is conditional on GNM being free to assign
and report or not report any resulting story as it sees fit.

4. Except in some areas of travel writing it should never need to be the case that the journalist’s partner,
family or friends are included in any free arrangement. When a partner, family member or’friend
accompanies the journalist on a trip, the additional costs should generally be paid for by the journalist
or person accompanying the journalist.

5. Staff should not be influenced by commercial considerations -- including the interests of advertisers
in the preparation of material for the paper.

6. Gifts other than those of an insignificant value (less than £50) should be politely returned or may be
entered for the annual raffle of such items for charity, "the sleaze raffle".

GNM connections Staff members should not use their positions to seek any benefit or advantage in personal
business, financial or commercial transactions not afforded to the public generally. Staff should not use our
stationery in connection with non-GNM matters or cite a connection with the paper to resolve consumer
grievances, get quicker service or seek discount or deals,

Interaction with readers Our most important relationship is the one we have with our readers and site users.
Courtesy applies whether an exchange takes place in person, by telephone, letter or email. The company
recognises that communication online, eg in blogs and social media domains, can be more informal, brisk and,
where a debate is underway, combative -- but journalists should be mindful of the guidelines on blogging and
social media available on GNM’s internal Really Social Media site.

Outside engagements or duties GNM accepts the journalist’s right to a private life and the right to take part
in civic society. However, staff should inform their immediate editor if, in their capacity as an employee, they
intend to:

¯ Give evidence to any court
¯ Chair public forums or seminars arranged by professional conference organisers or commercial

organisations*
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¯ Undertake any outside employment likely to conflict with their professional duties
° Chair public or political forums or appear on platforms

Make representations or give evidence to any official body in connection with material that has been
published by GNM

*Journalists invited to chair debates or appear on panels as a representative of GNM should not usually accept
or request payment for doing so, unless preparation or attendance at the event involves a significant call on
private time, Acceptance of payment should be approved in advance by the managing editor having particular
regard for other clauses within these guidelines, such as conflict of interest, declarations of interest and
endorsement of commercial products. Travel and other reasonable expenses may be accepted. In general,
staff journalists should not provide public relations advice, especially to an audience that has paid to attend,
Please consult your managing editor if in doubt.

i

Relationships Staff members should not write about, photograph or make news judgments about any
individual related by blood or marriage or with whom the staff member has a close personal, financial or
romantic relationship. A staff member who is placed in a circumstance in which the potential for this kind of
conflict exists should advise his or her department head.

3. Appendices

Appendix 3.1 Press Complaints Commission Code of Practice

The EditorsI Code

All members of the press have a duty to maintain the highest professional standards. The Code, which
inciudes this preamble and the public interest exceptions below, sets the benchmark for those ethical
standards, protecting both the rights of the individual and the public’s right to know. It is the cornerstone of the
system of self-regulation to which the industry has made a binding commitment.

It is essential that an agreed code be honoured not only to the letter but in the full spirit. It should not be
interpreted so narrowly as to compromise its commitment to respect the rights of the individual, nor so broadly
that it constitutes an unnecessary interference with freedom of expression or prevents publication in the public
interest.

It is the responsibility of editors and publishers to apply the Code to editorial material in both printed and online
versions of publications. They should take care to ensure it is observed rigorously by all editorial staff and
external contributors, including non-journalists, in printed and online versions of publications. Editors should
co-operate swiftly with the PCC in the resolution of complaints. Any publication judged to have breached the
Code must print the adjudication in full and with due prominence, including headline reference to the PCC.

There may be exceptions to the clauses marked * where they can be demonstrated to be in the public interest
(see below).

1 Accuracy

i) The Press must take care not to publish inaccurate, misleading or distorted information, including
pictures.

ii) A significant inaccuracy, misleading statement or distortion once recognised must be corrected,
promptly and with due prominence, and - where appropriate - an apology published. In cases involving
the Commission, prominence should be agreed with the PCC in advance.

iii) The Press, whilst free to be partisan, must distinguish clearly between comment, conjecture and
fact.

iv) A publication must report fairly and accurately the outcome of an action for defamation to which it
has been a party, unless an agreed settlement states otherwise, or an agreed statement is published.

O

Opportunity to reply

A fair opportunity for reply to inaccuracies must be given when reasonably called for.
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3

4

5

6

7

*Privacy

i) Everyone is entitled to respect for his or her private and family life, home, health and correspondence,
including digital communications,

ii) Editors will be expected to justify intrusions into any individual’s private life without consent. Account
will be taken of the complainant’s own public disclosures of information.

iiO It is unacceptable to photograph individuals in private places without their consent.

Note - Private places are public or private property where there is a reasonable expectation of privacy.

*Harassment

i) Journalists must not engage in intimidation, harassment or persistent pursuit.

ii) They must not persist in questioning, telephoning, pursuing or photographing individuals once asked
to desist; nor remain on their property when asked to leave and must not follow them. if requested, they
must identify themselves and whom they represent.

iil) Editors must ensure these principles are observed by those working for them and take care not to use
non-compliant material from other sources.

Intrusion into grief or shock

i) In cases involving personal grief or shock, enquiries and approaches must be made with sympathy and
discretion and publication handled sensitively. This should not restrict the right to report legal
proceedings, such as inquests.

*ii) When reporting suicide, care should be taken to avoid excessive detail about the method used.

*Children

i) Young people should be free to complete their time at school without unnecessary, intrusion.

ii) A child under 16 must not be interviewed or photographed on issues involving their own or another
child’s welfare unless a custodial parent or similarly responsible adult consents.

iii) Pupils must not be approached or photographed at school without the permission of the school
authorities.

iv) Minors must not be paid for material involving children’s welfare, nor parents or guardians for material
about their children or ’wards, unless it is clearly in the child’s interest,

v) Editors must not use the fame, notoriety or position of a parent or guardian as sole justification for
publishing details of a child’s private life.

*Children in sex cases

1. The press must not, even if legally free to do so, identify children under 16 who are victims or
witnesses in cases involving sex offences.

2. In any press report of a case involving a sexual offence against a child -

i) The child must not be identified.

ii) The adult may be identified.

iii) The word "incest" must not be used where a child victim might be identified.

iv) Care must be taken that nothing in the report implies the relationship between the accused and the
child.
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8 *Hospitals

i) Journalists must identify themselves and obtain permission from a responsible executive before
entering non-public areas of hospitals or similar institutions to pursue enquiries.

ii) The restrictions on intruding into privacy are particularly relevant to enquiries about individuals in
hospitals or similar institutions.

9 *Reporting of Crime

(i) Relatives or friends of persons convicted or accused of crime should not generally be identified
without their consent, unless they are genuinely relevant to the story.

(iO Particular regard should be paid to the potentially vulnerable position of children who witness, or are
victims of, crime. This should not restrict the right to report legal proceedings.

*Clandestine devices and subterfuge

i) The press must not seek to obtain or publish material acquired by using hidden cameras or
clandestine listening devices; or by intercepting private or mobile telephone calls, messages or emails;
or by the unauthorised removal of documents or photographs; or by accessing digitally-held private
information without consent.

ii) Engaging in misrepresentation or subterfuge, including by agents or intermediaries, can generally be
justified only in the public interest and then only when the material cannotbe obtained by other means,

11 Victims of sexual assault

The press must not identify victims of sexual assault or publish material likely to contribute to such
identification unless there is adequate justification and they are legally free to do so.

12 Discrimination

i) The press must avoid prejudicial or pejorative reference to an individual’s race, colour, religion, gender,
sexual orientation or to any physical or mental illness or disability.

ii) Details of an individual’s race, colour, religion, sexual orientation, physical or mental illness or disability
must be avoided unless genuinely relevant to the story.

13 Financial journalism

i) Even where the law does not prohibit it, journalists must not use for their own profit financial
information they receive in advance of its general publication, nor-should they pass such information to
others.

ii) They must not write about shares or securities in whose performance they know that they or their
close families have a significant financial interest without disclosing the interest to the editor or financial
editor.

iii) They must not buy or sell, either directly or through nominees or agents, shares or securities about
which they have written recently or about which they intend to write in the near future,

O

14 Confidential sources

Journalists have a moral obligation 1o protect confidential sources of information.
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15 Witness payments in criminal trials

i) No payment or offer of payment to a witness - or any person who may reasonably be expected to be
called as a witness - should be made in any case once proceedings are active as defined by the
Contempt of Court Act 1981.

This prohibition lasts until the suspect has been freed unconditionally by police without charge or bail or
the proceedings are otherwise discontinued; or has entered a guilty plea to the court; or, in the event of
a not guilty plea, the court has announced its verdict.

*ii) Where proceedings are not yet active but are likely and foreseeable, editors must not make or offer
payment to any person who may reasonably be expected to be called as a witness, unless the
information concerned ought demonstrably to be published in the public interest and there is an over-
riding need to make or promise payment for this to be done; and all reasonable steps have been taken
to ensure no financial dealings influence the evidence those witnesses give. In no circumstances should
such payment be conditional on the outcome of a trial.

*iii) Any payment or offer of payment made to a person later cited to give evidence in proceedings must
be disclosed to the prosecution and defence. The witness must be advised of this requirement.

16 *Payment to criminals

i) Payment or offers of payment for stories, pictures or information, which seek to exploit a particular
crime or to glorify or glamorise crime in general, must not be made directly or via agents to convicted or
confessed criminals or to their associates- who may include family, friends and colleagues.

ii) Editors invoking the public interest to ~ustify payment or offers would need to demonstrate that there
was good reason to believe the public interest would be served. If, despite payment, no public interest
emerged, then the material should not be published.

O

The public interest

There may be exceptions to the clauses marked * where they can be demonstrated to be in the public interest.

t. The public interest includes, but is not confined to:
i) Detecting or exposing crime or serious impropriety
ii) Protecting public health and safety
iii) Preventing the public from being misled by an action or statement of an individual or organisation.

2. There is a public interest in freedom of expression itself.

3. Whenever the public interest is invoked, the PCC will require editors to demonstrate fully that they
reasonably believed that publication, or journalistic activity undertaken with a view to publication, would be in
the public interest.

4. The PCC will consider the extent to which material is already in the public domain, or will become so.

5. In cases involving children under 16, editors must demonstrate an exceptional public interest to over-ride
the normally paramount interest of the child.
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Appendix 3.2: CP Scott’s essay published in the Manchester Guardian on the
centenary of the paper’s first issue
CP Scott, Editor, Thursday May 5, 1921

A hundred years is a long time; it is a long time even in the life of a newspaper, and to look back on it is to take
in not only a vast development in the thing itself, but a great slice in the life of the nation, in the progress and
adjustment of the world.

In the general development the newspaper, as an institution, has played its part, and no small part, and the
particular newspaper with which I personally am concerned has also played its part, it is to be hoped, not
without some usefulness. I have had my share in it for a little more than fifty years; I have been its responsible
editor for only a few months short of its last half-century; I remember vividly its fiftieth birthday; I now have the
happiness to share in the celebration of its hundredth. I can therefore speak of it with a certain intimacy of
acquaintance. I have myself been part of it and entered into its inner courts. That is perhaps a reason why, on
this occasion, I should write in my own name. as in some sort a spectator, rather than in the name of the paper
as a member of its working staff,

In all living things there must be a certain unity, a principle of vitality and growth. It is so with a newspaper, and
the more complete and clear this unity the more vigorous and fruitful the growth. I ask myself what the paper
stood for when first I knew it, what it has stood for since and stands for now. A newspaper has two sides to it.
It is a business, like any other, and has to pay in the material sense in order to live. But it is much more than a
business; it is an institution; it reflects and it influences the life of a whole community; it may affect even wider
destinies. It is, in its way, an instrument of government. It plays on the minds and consciences of men. It may
educate, stimulate, assist, or it may do the opposite. It has, therefore, a moral as well as a materia!_existence,
and its character and influence are in the main determined by the balance of these two forces. It may make
profit or power its first object, or it may conceive itself as fulfilling a higher and more exacting function.

I think I may honestly say that, from the day of its foundation, there has not_been much doubt as to which way
the balance tipped as far as regards the conduct of the paper whose fine tradition I inherited and which I have
had~the honour to serve through all my working life. Had it not been so, personally, I could not have-se-ved it,
Character is a subtle affair, and has many shades and sides to it. It is not a thing to be much talked about, but
rather to be felt. It is the slow deposit of past actions and ideals. It is for each man his most precious
possession, and so it is for that latest growth of time the newspaper. Fundamentally it implies honesty,
cleanness, courage, fairness, a sense of duty to the reader and the community. A newspaper is of necessity
something of a monopoly, and its first duty is to shun the temptations of monopoly. Its primary office is the
gathering of news, At the peril of its soul it must see that the supply is not tainted. Neither in what it gives, nor
in what it does not give, nor in the mode of presentation must the unclouded face of truth suffer wrong.
Comment is free, but facts are sacred. "Propaganda," so called, by this means is hateful. The voice of
opponents no less than that of friends has a right to be heard. Comment also is justly subject to a self-imposed
restraint. It is well to be frank; it is even better to be fair. This is an ideal. Achievement in such matters is hardly
given to man. We can but try, ask pardon for shortcomings, and there leave the matter.

But, granted a sufficiency of grace, to what further conquests may we look, what purpose serve, what task
envisage? It is a large question, and cannot be fully answered. We are faced with a new and enormous power
and a growing one. Whither is the young giant tending? What gifts does he bring? How will he exercise his
privilege and powers? What influence will he exercise on the minds of men and on our public life? It cannot be
pretended that an assured and entirely satisfactory answer can be given to such questions. Experience is in
some respects disquieting. The development has not been all in the direction which we should most desire.

One of the virtues, perhaps almost the chief virtue, of a newspaper is its independence. Whatever its position
or character, at least it should have a soul of its own. But the tendency of newspapers, as of other businesses,
in these days is towards amalgamation. In proportion, as the function of a newspaper has developed and its
organisation expanded, so have its costs increased. The smaller newspapers have had a hard struggle; many
of them have disappeared. In their place we have great organisations controlling a whole series of publications
of various kinds and even of differing or opposing politics. The process may be inevitable, but clearly there are
drawbacks. As organisation grows personality may tend to disappear. It is much to control one newspaper
well: it is perhaps beyond the reach of any man, or any body of men, to control half a dozen with equal
success. It is possible to exaggerate the danger, for the public is not undiscerning. It recognises the authentic
voices of conscience and conviction when it finds them, and it has a shrewd intuition of what to accept and
what to discount.

This is a matter whicl~ in the end must settle itself, and those who cherish the older ideal of a newspaper need

O
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not be dismayed. They have only to make their papers good enough in order to win, as well as to merit,
success, and the resources of a newspaper are not wholly measured in pounds, shillings, and pence. Of
course the thing can only be done by competence all round, and by that spirit of co-operation right through the
working staff which only a common ideal can inspire.

There are people who think you can run a newspaper about as easily as you can poke a fire, and that
knowledge, training, and aptitude are superfluous endowments. There have even been experiments on this
assumption, and they have not met with success. There must becompetence, to start with, on the business
side, just as there must be in any large undertaking, but it is a mistake to suppose that the business side of a
paper should dominate, as sometimes happens, not without distressing consequences.

A newspaper, to be of value, should be a unity, and every part of it should equally understand and respond to
the purposes and ideals which animate it. Between its two sides there should be a happy marriage, and editor
and business manager should march hand in hand, the first, be it well understood, just an inch or two in
advance. Of the staff much the same thing may be said. They should be a friendly company. They need not, of
course, agree on every point, but they should share in the general purpose and inheritance. A paper is built up
upon their common and successive labours, and their work should never be task work, never merely dictated.
They should be like a racing boat’s crew, pulling well together, each man doing his best because he likes it,
and with a common and glorious goal.

That is the path of self-respect and pleasure; it is also the path of success. And what a work it is! How
multiform, how responsive to every need and every incident of life! What illimitable possibilities of achievement
and of excellence! People talk of "journalese" as though a journalist were of necessity a pretentious and sloppy
writer; he may be, on the contrary, and very often is, one of the best in the world. At least he should not be
content tobe much less. Andthen the. developments. Every year, almost every day, may see growth and fresh
accomplishments, andwith a paper that is really alive, it not only may, but does. Let anyone take a file of this
paper, or for that matter any one of half a dozen other papers, and compare its whole make-up and leading
features today with ,..,7hat they were five years ago, ten years ago, twenty years ago, and he wil! realise how
large has been the growth, how considerable the achievement. And this is what makes the work of a
newspaper worthy and interesting. It has so many sides, it touches life at so many points, at every one there is
such possibility on improvement and excellence. To the man, whatever his place on the paper, whether on the
editorial or business, or even what may be regarded as the mechanical side -- this also vitally important in its
place -- nothing should satisfy short of the best, and the best must always seem a little ahead of the actual. It
is here that ability counts and that character counts, and it is on these that a newspaper, like every great
undertaking, if it is to be worthy of its power and duty, must rely.
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Appendix 3.3. Areas of interest and companies held by GMG
Guardian Media Group’s portfolio comprises wholly owned businesses, joint ventures and other investments.

There are three wholly owned operating divisions: Guardian News and Media (GNM), GMG Radio and GMG
Property Services; and two joint ventures with Apax Partners: Trader Media Group and Emap. The Group atso
has a long-term investment fund, with Cambridge Associates as advisors.

GNM publishes the Guardian, Observer, .quardian.co.uk and other titles such as Guardian Weekly.

GMG Radio operates regional stations across the UK under the Real Radio, Smooth Radio and Rock Radio
brands, as well as a number of websi[es. It also has a stake in MXR, a holder of regional digital multiplex
licences.

Trader Media Group (jointly owned with Apax Partners) publishes the Auto Trader website and magazine, as
well as a number of othel classified advertising titles. It has centres across the UK and subsidiaries in Ireland,
Italy and South Africa.

Other interests include sltares in Seven Publishing, Development Hell, Spectrum Venture Management, Press
Association and Radio Advertising Bureau. GMG also has full ownership of the print plant GPC Manchester:
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NUJ web site
h~tp:/iw~ww.nuj.org,ukfprint.php?id= l

Code of conduct

O~

O

The NUJ’s Code of Conduct has set out the main principles of British and Irish journalism since
1936. The code is part of the rules and all journalists joining the union must sign that they will
strive to adhere to the it.

Members of the National Union of Journalists axe expected to abide by the following
professional principles:

A journalist:
1. At all times upholds and defends the principle of media freedom, the right of freedom of
expression and the right of the public to be informed

2. Strives to ensure that information disseminated is honestly conveyed, accurate and fair

3. oesnerfh~s u~mostto correct harmful inaccuraciesD ~ ~    ÷

4. Differentiates between fact and opinion

5. Obtains material by honest, straightforward and open means, with the exception of
investigations that-are both over~Jhelmingly in the punic interest and which involve evidence
that cannot be obtained by straightforward means

6. Does nothing to intrude into anybody’s private life, grief or distress untessjustified by
overriding consi:deration of the public interest

7. Protects the identity of sources who supply information in confidence and material gathered
in the course of her/his work

8. Resists threats or any other inducements to influence, distort or suppress information and
takes no unfair personal advantage of information gained in the course of her!his duties before
the information is public knowledge

9. Produces no material likely to lead to hatred or discrimination on the grounds of a person’s
age, gender, race, colour, creed, legal status, disability, marital status, or sexual orientation

10. Does not by way of statement, voice or appearance endorse by advertisement any
commercial product or service save for the promotion of her/his own work or of the medium by
which she/he is employed

I 1. A journalist shall normally seek the consent of an appropriate adult when interviewing or
photographing a child for a story about her/his welfare.

12. Avoids plagiarism.
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NUJ web si’-m
http://w ww.nuj ,org.uk!print.php?id= 1;

The NUJ believes a journalist has the fight to refuse an assignment or be identified as the author
of editorial that would break the letter or spirit of the code, The NUJ will fully support any
journalist disciplined for asserting her/his right to act according to the code.

(Modified 2011)
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I’m very honoured to be giving this lunchtime talk to such
a distinguished group of American journalists and
academics.

Alex Jones wrote me a very nice letter back in August
inviting me to speak about how the Guardian ran itself and
wondering whether there were any lessons for the more
commercial ~nvironment in which most American media
work.

I was reminded of the centenary history of the Manchester
Guardian, published in 1921, which extended to an
American edition. The great editor CP Scott - who had
been at the helm since 1875 but I don’t think ever made it
to these shores - wrote an introduction to this edition in
which he wrote:

"It seems such a friendly thing to have an Amer~an
Edition and that it should be taken for granted that quite
an appreciable number of American citizens should be
interested in the life and developmen~ of a single English
newspaper."

I feel rather the same today - pleasantly surprised that
there should be a modest amount of friendly interest in
what we get up to at the Guardian, I hope some of the
themes I’m going to talk about today - which are about
accountability, transparency and opening an editorial
process up to a certain amount of independent challenge -
have some wider resonances.

At the heart of what I want to explore today is what it
means to run a newspaper on the sort of ethical lines we
urge everyone else to abide by in public and corporate life.
What does "corporate social responsibility" mean in terms
of a media organisation? How would you measure it, and
why does it matter? And is any of this important given the
other issues we’re discussing this weekend?

I should begin by explaining a bit about the Guardian - the
story of how we do things doesn’t mean much without
understanding how we got here.

The paper is now in its 185th year: it currently sells just
under 400,000 copies a day in the UK and is the biggest
British newspaper on the web, with nearly 13 million
unique users a month.

In the past two years it’s twice been voted the best
newspaper website in the world and, somewhat to our
surprise, has at least as many, if not more, web readers In
the US than the LA Times.
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That more than four million Americans should have
stumbled on us without us spending a cent in advertising
is rather intriguing, which is why we recently appointed
Mike Kinsley as our American editor with a view to seeing
if he can find another four million.

The paper’s origins lie in the Petedoo massacre of August
1819, when troops rode into a peaceful crowd of
Manchester protesters who had been demanding an
extension of the vote, By the end of the day 11 members
of the crowd had been killed and 560 unarmed civilians
injured, a great many of them seriously, Among those
locked up that evening was the sole reporter who
witnessed the savagery, a certain Mr Tyas of the London
Times.

There was a great fear that, with the only independent
Journalist out of circulation, the first version of events
would be the official one - written by the very magistrates
who had unleashed the murder on the crowd. But a man
called John Edward Taylor wrote his own account, which
he sent to London by the night coach and which appeared
within 48 hours - and which was never overtaken by the
so-called official version.

Inspired by what he’d done, Taylor decided to found a
newspaper in Manchester. He called it the Manchester
Guardian. The first issue appeared in 1821 (and,
incidentally, included a short announcement of the death
of Napoteon.) Shortly afterwards Taylor married a womam
called Sophia Russell Scott. Sophia’s nephew was CP
.Scott, who at the age of 25 became editor and remained
in charge of - and owner of - the paper for an astonishing
57 years, dying in 1932.

Scott’s son, Edward, took oveFaseditor, but in his first
year was tragicalFy-ki!led in a boating accident while on
Lake Windermere with his son Richard, who is still alive
today. The threat of a double set of death duties placed
the newspaper in some jeopardy and, in an act of supreme
selflessness, the Scott family set up a trust to own the
Manchester Guardian, to ensure its independence and to
enable it to live on in perpetuity. More recently it
purchased the oldest Sunday newspaper in the world, the
Observer.

And so we move to the present day.

The Scott Trust still owns the paper. It operates with a
light touch. Trustees have a self-denying ordinance about
discussing the paper’s political line or the finer details of
management or finance. They appoint editors (of which 1
am only the 10th since Taylor himself) and give them one
instruction, and only one" to carry on the traditions of the
paper "as heretofore".

What does that mean? It means understanding, and being
true to, the liberal and progressive ethos of the paper. It
means an attachment to high journalistic ethical
standards, it carries an assumption that the paper wilt be
serious, politically independent and international in its
outlook. Lord Robert Cecil once described the Guardian as
"righteousness made readable". I’m not sure he intended
it as a compliment.

The only place any of this is written down is in Scott’s
famous 1921 essay on journalism, the one which includes
the famous sentence about comment being free and facts
being sacred.

The same essay contains a passage on the relationship
between the editorial and business sides of a newspaper;

"It is a mistake to suppose that the business side of a
paper should dominate, as sometimes happens, not
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without distressing consequences. A newspaper, to be of
value, should be a unity, and every part of it should
equally understand and respond to the purposes and ideals
which animate it. Between its two sides there should be a
happy marriage, and editor and business manager should
march hand in hand, the first, be it well understood, just
an inch or two in advance."

The managing directors of the Guardian just love to be
reminded of that last phrase! But, in Scott’s view, the
editor was the crucial figure and the editorial content
mattered more than profit, Today, the Guardian editor is
one of only two people in the organisation who sit on the
divisional board, the group board and the trust Itself.

Today - in a climate in which three out of four of the main
British quality dailies, are losing money and the fourth has
seen its profits halved in a few years - the Scott Trust
asks that the paper should be run efficiently and be
"profit-seeking". It does not necessarily expect the
Guardian to be in profit, let alone earn the sort of returns
many big American media organisations are used to (or
were used to) seeing from newspapers. Trustees
understand that serious public service journalism isn’t
always compatible with enormous circulations or huge
profits. With the Scott Trust there’s no question which
comes first.

That’s just as well at the moment, because it’s certainly
my view - perhaps a near universal one among newspaper
folk - that we’re going logo through a very testing period
in which newspaper print sales and revenue - rather
crudely represented by a blue line here - are going to
decline while our hopes and expectations (the red line) are
that digital consumption and re.venue will grow - but not
nearly fast enough. So we’re all going to be in that green
bubb{e. The panic temptation to slash awry at costs is
going to be almost irresistible. The newspapers which will
survive will be the ones with values, a long-term vision and
a-belief in journalism. That doesn’t have to be the
preserve of a trust. 1 think it’s true, for instance, of Rupert
Murdoch.

It’s going to be even moFe testing as we move from a
world in which we deait in one medium - text and still
pictures - to a world in which we will probably be telling
stories in text, pictures, audio and video, We move from
the comparative comfort of being up against a small
number of other newspapers to a new world in which
we’re competing against any number of other media and
technology companies.

It’s as well to ask yourself what you stand for, what you
do well, or risk losing any special identity in a very
crowded stadium of people shouting for attention. These
are some of the attributes we think belong with the
Guardian,

Some media organisations could claim some of the
qualities or aspirations on that list. Very few could claim
the whole set. Wdting them down like that helps cement
what we think important and also helps our editorial and
business decisions in terms of thinking what we should
concentrate on.

We will all be tested - and have already been. Most
recently the trust’s commitment to serious journalism
came with the autumn 2004 stampede of the British
quality press into tabloid format - with the Independent,
famously, rebranding itself as a "viewspaper" rather than
what it had been for the first 18 years of its 20-year life -
on outfit that did news bit before it did the comment bit.

When I saw the direction in which the Independent was
going I thought ’how on earth could you possibly try to be
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the Guardian and yet compete in the same format on the
newsstand with a paper which is adoptin9 tabloid
techniques to maximtse sales? The destination that leads
to was best exemplified by the recent issue in which the
paper was guest-edited by Giorgio Armani, whose main
idea was to black up the supermodel Kate Moss to look
like an African Aids victim.

Anticipating such a trend, I went to the trust and asked,
"Can we possibly not go tabloid?" Instead, I recommended
that we adopt the Berliner format, common in Europe. We
got McKinseys in to do the maths: they demonstrated
that, over a 15-year span, the switch of format would be
cost neutral, if not actually positive. The trust didn’t need
much convincing.

In order to allow the Guardian that kind of comfort zone
to pursue these high ideals expected of it, the trust has,
over the years, built up a series of profitable media
businesses, run on pretty conventional lines. They include
a radio, magazine and regional newspaper business, all of
which sit alongside the Guardian and Observer in a parent
company called the Guardian Media Group.

The arrangement is, In my view as a editor, almost a
miracle. We, as journalists, are free to produce what we
hope is a great newspaper along the lines we - and we
alone - determine. And over us is a benign presence that
will make sure that, within reason, we have the resources
to do what we all believe in. There Is no proprietor or
conventional corporate structure telling us w,~at to think.
Our only relationship is with each other - and with the
readers.

For the arrangement to work both bits of the organtsation
need a faidy subtle understanding of the unique nature of
the deal.

Guardian journalists appreciate that the rest of the
company is run on tough, commercial lines - both iffterrns
of profit expectations and rewards. And our colleagues in
the other divisions show an understanding that,
constitutionally, legally and morally, they are there to
support liberal journalism at its best - the production of
which may not always conform to how you might behave
were the market alone to rule.

Having listened politely so far, you may well be switching
off at this point. "This is lovely if you’re in the happy
position of having a protecting angel over your business,"
you may be thinking to yourself. "But most of us live in
the real world. The owners of American media companies
are not about to sign over their worldly possessions Into
not-necessarily-for-profit trusts"

Well, you’re quite right and the last thing I want to do is to
lecture anyone about how they should run their
companies. But I can share with you our thinking about the
reasons we do things in the way we do, which are as much
about self-interest as the desire to behave well,

Let me begin with what we put in the paper.

The famous Scott Essay of 1921 contains another striking
sentence:

"A newspaper is of necessity something of a monopoly,
and its first duty is: to shun the temptations of monopoly"

Some would argue with that proposition. Britain, for
instance, has an intensely competitive national press -
quite different to many American or European cities which
are now served by one, or at most, two titles.

But only the wilfully blind could be oblivious to the
widespread concerns people have about the power of the
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so-called mainstream media= A.~_an editor, I share those
concerns, I was rather alarmed by the power I acquired
the day, just over 11 years ago, I walked into the editor’s
office for the first time. Editors do have the power to
make or break people. They can sit. as judge and jury on
people in pub’l[c life. They can - or until recently, they
could - determine who is a~!owed a voice in public debate,
and who ts denied one. They are astonishingly unfettered
(compared, say, with any law enforcement agency) to
snoop out information on people’s private lives, Several
British newspapers voice fears about the !rapt!cations of
the Big Brother state -with the prospect of centralised
computer databases for security, welfare and health
records. In some cases these same newspapers think
nothing of paying for exactty the same information about
celebdties’ private lives using private investigators as cut-
outs.

For a long time we could behave with a certain arrogance
because we had the playing field to ourselves, We were -
quite correctly - fierce ~n fighting for our rights. We were
less interested in ta|king about our responsibilities, far tess
any notions of transparency, accountability,
responsiveness .. or discussions about our own ethical
standards and methods.

The explosion of new technologies, most of them web-
based, has enabled our readers to challenge all that - to
criticise us, to interrogate us, to expose us~ to offer
alternatives to us, to bypass us altogether.

Most of it boils down to one word: trust. And - in this new
world where you can get your information, much of it free,
from any number of sources - it’s always seemed to me
that we ought to think about-trust rather more carefully
than we used to.

There’s ~part~utarly notorious_English football club whose
supporters’ chant runs "Nobody Loves Us, We don’t care."
That could equally well have served as an anthem for the
British press.

All surveys of trust in Bdtain show a public very sceptical
about whet.her their newspapers can be trusted to tell the
truth. The most recent one by the parliamentary
committee on standards in public life show that the so-
cafled quality papers are trusted by about 39% whereas
tabloid papers are on13, trusted by 9% of the population.

So, whatever our ownership structure, I think selfqnterest
dictates that we should start to care more about trust.

What have we done about that on the Guardian in editorial
terms?

The most basic responsibility we have is to be-accurate
and truthful in what we write. So the most fundamenta!
duty is to have systems in place that alert us when we get
things wrong so that we can correct, amplify or clarify
matters where - as in inevitable in all forms of journalism -
we get things wrong. Some of these things are
commonplace in some American news organisations.
They’re pretty rare in Britain.

We began, four years ago, by agreeing and publishing a
code of practice, the rules by which we’d behave as
Guardian journalists. This covers such things as respect for
privacy, declaration of outside interests, covering suicides,
use of non-attributable quotes, financial reporting,
subterfuge. Anyone can read it on our website and judge
us by the standards we set ourselves.

Nine years ago I appointed an independent readers’ editor.
Anyone can contact him directly about anything in the
paper which concerns them - primarily errors and points of

21/09/2011 18:47
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clarification. There are numerous complaints about English
usage, accuracy, graphics and use of statistics. The
present readers’ editor, lan Mayes, has also dealt with
declarations, or conflicts, of interest, plagiarism,
manipulation of pictures and a host of other worries.

Some colleagues on other papers - in resisting this
approach - argue that it’s the editor who should deal with
these matters since they are the responsibility of the
editor. Well, in an important sense that’s true, But there’s
the problem that he/she was responsible for the error in
the first place, so it’s questionable whether he/she is
really the best person to sit in judgment on his or her own
error. There are not many areas of corporate !ife where
consumers or customers have no independent channel of
approach to, or appeal against, the decision of the people
who run a company. If you want people to trust you, it
helps to have an independent method of measurement of
arbitration.

lan Mayes deals with 18,000 complaints, comments and
queries a year - broken down to around 40 or 50 phone
calls a week and as many as 200 or 300 emails a week.
t’ve no idea if this is good or bad - I rather doubt that the
Guardian is significantly more error-ridden or ethically
compromised than its British counterparts, but as no one
else has a comparable system or makes any attempt to
systematically correct mistakes it’s a little hard to know
whether this is a sign of health or otherwise, I do feel
confident about two thing~ one~ that very few errors
escape detection. We have millions of eyes crawling over
every word we write - an unpaid army of fact checkers. So
the writers know that, crudely, they won’t get away with
making a mistake. Secondly, the system does alert us to
problems with unreliable individuals or processes to which
we would otherwise not be aJJve.

The readers’ editor corrects our errors in the most
prominent place in the paper, after the front page. That’s
to say next to the editorial column.

He also has a weekly column in which he can discuss any
editorial matters raised by readers, or which he considers
important. He might use this space to discuss over
coverage of mental health or of the Middle East -
sometimes polling editorial staff, or readers, for their
views. He’s aired uncomfortable issues abou~ individuar
reporters or stories. With some of them, my first instinct
was "why are we washing this dirty laundry in public?" t
think I can say that my subsequent reaction was always,
"Thank God we made a clean breast of that."

Two examples: one uncomfortable column quoted our own
code of conduct on the manipulation of pictures.

Before going on to ask why we manipulated a picture - we
bleached out a bloody limb from a picture of the
aftermath of the 2004 Madrid train bombings - the answer
was an understandable urge to protect readers from a
distressing image. I know, because t made the call. But it
was the wrong call. Several other papers tweaked the
image in some ways. We were the only one to own up and
examine our behaviour,

Another column looked at the circumstances behind a
young reporter getting his facts badly wrong in a violent
situation in China.

It might have been more comfortable to have drawn a veil
over the matter - though that’s difficult when the b!oggers
are going wild over an error of this significance. But,
actually, lan’s column helped the reader understand why
the reporter got it wrong; won us some respect among a
wide body of readers whose trust in us had been shaken
and who believed newspapers never apologised; and made
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us rethink both our policy on sending inexperienced
reporters into conflict zones and how we’re bad at
thinking about trauma in the context of journalism.

On four days a week we publish a Response column on the
leader pages where people who have been wdtten about
in the paper can reply. It’s not quite a "right to reply",
more an "opportunity to reply". I think it’s the only such
reserved space in the British press.

I hope all this adds up to an editodai process which allows
external challenge to our journalism and is, I hope,
educative on both sides, It helps reporters and editors
understand better the concerns of readers and takes out
of their hands decisions about which errors deserve
correction. It can also inform readers about the reasons
behind decisions or policies and the way we work. On both
sides I think It’s educative about journalism - how, very
often, the truth is elusive and is sometime best reached
by a process of accretion or subtraction - which may
involve clarifying, adding, withdrawing, testing and
correcting.

~l~_b_er_ge to continue.
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OSR and newspapers

Speech given by the Guardian editor, Alan
Rusbridger, at Harvard on October 14 2006

The Guardian

~e for first part of speech.

One final thing about the editorial processes, and this is an
internal matter.

On many papers, It’s only a small group of executives who
get the chance to=omment on the paper or to input
ideas. Conferences are semi-secret affairs, except for the
privileged few. Each morningat the Guardian begins with
the opposite - an open editorial conference - open, that is,
to any member of staff.

Each_and every day the meeting *- which can be attended
by anything from 25 people to 70 or more - is invited to
say what they thought of the previous day’s paper. If
people are unhappy with any aspect of editorial policy,
they’ll say so. It’s another way of introducing some
accountability and challenge into a process that can, in my
view, too easily reflect the pre-occupations and prejudices
of a small group of executives. It doesn’t mean you edit a
paper by committee,

We frequently give a summary Of these discussions on an
editors’ biog.

That blog, incidentally, appears on the Comment is Free
site, a site we’ve created where our own commentators
debate in the same space as readers, or people with a
specialist knowledge of a subject who wish to take part in
the conversa~tion. It’s as if the Huffington Post exisSed in
the same space as the New York Times. Difficult to
imagine, perhaps, and quite often a bumpy ride. But all
part of the continua! experimentation demanded of media
organisations by the Web 2.0 era. In seven months we’ve
registered 1,000 commentators. We’ve carried more than
6,000 pieces of comment, less than half of which also
appeared in the paper, and around 240,000 responses,
almost none of which were also printed in the paper. In
other words, we’ve opened our doors and, in doing so,
we’ve widened the liberal debate to include hundreds of
people who would previously have had no mass public
platform.

This is partly about good journalism, it’s partly about
resisting the temptations of monopoly ... and, if we’re
honest, it’s partly about not wanting to see our
community of readers disappear over the hill into the
sunset. If we don’t learn some of the lessons about
openness and responsiveness of web 2.0 we won’t see
our readers for dust.

O
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So, these are a few of the measures and internal
processes we’ve introduced into the paper to make it
more open, more transparent, less - in the jargon of the
new technologies - a tablet of stone handed down from on
high.

But we thought we should go further in trying to assess
whether the staff are with us in our perceptions of how we
were running the paper. So, twice in the past three years,
we’ve commissioned an outside firm to survey staff across
the company - editorial and commercial. The headline
findings this year were encouraging,

91% proud to work for the company 90% put in extra
effort 79% enjoy their work 73% would actively
recommend us an employer.

But it was important to drill a little deeper. Here are some
of the results we got this year, compared with the first
survey in 2003.

A series of questions about how people felt about working
at the company produced generally high scores. There was
some concern about whether there was a gap between
the Scott Trust’s values and how we lived them as a
company. People like their working colleagues and we
found little evidence of bullying or harassment. But there
were grounds for concern about diversity and fairness
issues - whether we were doing enough to encourage a
more diverse workforce and whether solomon for internal
jobs was fa!r.

Of course, having done such a survey tl’rer~’s the question
of what you do with it; Should we really be airing staff
concerns about lack of feedback and inability of some
managers to confront poor performance? Or their
complaints about pay and career development. Crudely,
how transparent were we willing to be? In the end we
decided w#d publish all the results both internally and
externally, in our social audit. More of which in a minute.

As ! said at the start, a lot of this is about addressing the
issue of trust. It seems to me that we are, collectively as
an industry, in some trouble on this score. We’re all going
to have work harder at the things all organisations or
institutions do when trust begins to erode,, We have a job
on our hands to persuade the generation that newspapers
hold any kind of appeal. We have to work harder at
convincing them that our sort of journalism carries a
weight and authority that can’t easily be found elsewhere.

The British poltical philosopher Onora O’Neill has been
exploring this theme in the BBC Reith lectures she gave in
2002 and since;

The press are skilled at making material accessible but
erratic about making it assessable.

She continued:

- For all of us who have to place trust with care in a
complex world, reporting that we cannot assess is a
disaster. If we can’t trust what the press report, how can
we tell whether to trust those on whom they report?

¯ An erratically reliable or unassessable press might not
matter for privileged people with other sources of
information. They can tell which stories are near the mark
and which are confused, vicious or simply false; but for
most citizens it matters.

How can we tell whether newspapers, websltes and
publications that claim to be independent are not, in fact,
promoting some agenda? How can we tell whether and
when we are on the receiving end of hype and spin, of
misinformation and disinformation?

21/09/2011 ]8:48
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As our thinking about all these issues developed we
thought it right to move beyond a concern about editorial
processes to examining how we behaved as a newspaper
company - an exercise in the sort of corporate social
responsibility we, as newspapers, love to urge on others
without always seeing why we should do it ourselves.

So we decided we’d subject the Guardian, the Observer
and our website, Guardian Unlimited, to the sort of social
audit we suggest would be improving for other
organisations. We’ve actually now done three of them and
are about to publish a fourth. We call them "Living our
Values".

One should begin by conceding that many people have
reservations about social auditing. There are plenty of
critics who complain that it has become merely a glossy
extension of a company’s PR and marketing function.

It seemed all the more important, therefore, that we
should engage an independent social auditor to verify our
report. As far as I know we remain the only media
company to do this.

It was interesting to note that when-we held a beauty
parade to choose our auditor, all the companies that
presented - bar one - spent little time talking about the
actual auditing process but concentrated on the marketing
benefits we could derive once we had completed the
audit. Only one talked with passion-about the process-
itself. We chose him.

Not only do we_get an independent view on how we are
doing, but the auditor also acts as a pressure point when
we are not acting quickly enough, For-example, his view
that we were acting too slowly on improving our
environmental performance led to the creating of an
environment board champion, who is now consolidating
activity across the company,

Without getting into too much detail, the auditor assess-
our social audit using the two recognised global standards
on the credibility of reports and assurance processes.

We wanted to satisfy three tests:

- Materiality - is the information relevant?

- Completeness - is there the evidence that the company
understands all its significant social, economic and
environmental impacts?

- Responsiveness - is there evidence of a commitment to
improving its performance?

The verdict from one of the country’s leading social
auditors - now working as the Svengal[ behind the Tory
leader, David Cameron, was encouraging and emphasises
the point that most CSR reports are too dry and technical.
We not only want people to enjoy reading our report but
also to ensure that it has something of the creativity of
our papers.

It’s important to approach social auditing not merely as a
reporting tool but as an agent of change. We have done
this by creating key performance indicators in a number of
areas and setting targets for change across the business.

So, for instance, we can measure the energy we use in our
head office and offset the carbon emissions.

Other examples of this include using more wind-powered
energy, improving supplier payment plans, creating a total
rewards strategy, and implementing a comprehensive
recycling strategy.

2110912011 18:48
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By far the biggest physical impact we have on the
environment is through our paper purchasing, with the
Guardian and Observer using more than 1 O0,000 tonnes
of paper. We compared ourselves with other Bdtish
newspaper and magazine publishers and found we were
about the median. Recycled paper makes up around three-
quarters of our paper and the Guardian, along with the
rest of the industry, has taken great strides forward in
this area. But we are lagging behind other sectors in the
waywe purchase virgin paper. Most newspaper companies,
including the Guardian, do not have accurate data on how
much of our newsprint comes from certified sources and
do not yet have strategies in place for tackling this.

In 2004, we commissioned consultants to advise on the
responsible sourcing of paper. It concluded that whilst the
m~ority of our suppliers were reputable, we were unable
to guarantee that "all the fibre used to produce its
newsprint comes from reputable sources".

As a result of this, we are currently auditing exactly where
our paper comes from, and have committed to having a
paper purchasing policy in place within the next year;

And so on. I won’t go into much more detail about areas
we’ve looked into, but if 1 show you a few slides you’ll get
an idea and can always look up the full report on our
websites.

So, briefly, a question about the sort of advertising people
find unacceptable. We d~d actually stop taking ~x Chat
ILqe adverts after the first audi~, deciding that, though
lucrative, they didn’t fit in with our values.

We asked whether the content of the Guardian and
Observer adequately reflected Bdtish society in terms of
such issues or measures as ethin~city, gender, religion and
geographic regionality. On this last question we cleady
come across as too metropolitan in our coverage. A bit of
a warning light. And there’s only a lukewarm endorsement
of the ethnic diversity of our writers.

We asked whether people found us value for money.
Answer: not bad, That’s a) encouraging, and b) gives us
some idea of how we should approach a pricing strategy,
given the economic model which has supported us through
185 years is being fairly fundamentally challenged.

We asked what people did with their papers after reading
them: good news. 92% of Guardian readers recycle them.

We tested awareness of the paper’s readers’ editors -
average - and whether people were inclined to believe the
papers were more responsive because of them - pretty
high. There’s a high awareness of our policy on
corrections.

We asked what forms of social engagement - from arguing
with friends or family to making financial donations - had
resulted from reading the guardian and observer. 80% had
argued about issues we raised, 60% had boycotted
products as a result of reading about them (that seems an
interestingly high figure) and more than a third had been
moved to dip into their pockets. A quarter had written to
their MPs

There’s average awareness of our ownership structure,
but - on prompting - a very strong belief that the papers
and their website are true to the trust’s mission.

And, finally, on trust. You’ll remember that the public at
large, asked about supposedly quality papers like the
Guardian, were only moderately inclined to trust them -
the figure was 37%. Well, the good news is that - among
people who actually read the Guardian - that figure rises
to 86%. That’s terribly important to us. It’s one thing to

http:t /www.guardian.co.uktvalueslsocfalaudit/story/O,,2926199,00.html
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believe that "trusted" should be an attribute of the
Guardian. But believing it and measuring it are two
different things.

Why do newspapers find some of this stuff so hard to do?
I think some of the clues are in the anguished discussions
such as we were hearing yesterday - all the things implicit
in the fear of the move from ’me to you’ to ’us to us’.
Many in the so-called mainstream media feel besieged
enough. They wonder what is happening to notions of
journalistic authority. They’re taken aback by the
bitterness and hostility to what we do. So it’s a perfectly
understandable reaction not to give ’them’ - the baying
mob - the material to attack us any further. Show any
weakness and they’ll scent blood.

But - whoever owns you and whatever the business model
- that’s not going to work in future, If it ever did.
Whatever scepticism any of us about any of the new
media dogmas - wiki, ’we the media’, ’the wisdom of
crowds’ - I really do believe the benefits of opening up
outweigh any pain.

I want to end with my Pavourite definition of a newspaper
- which appropriately, given his connection with the
Shorenstein Center, was written by David Broder.

I lived in Washington for six months in 1987 and had a
deep immersion in -and love affair with - American
journalism.

During this time there was a book published by Broder in
which he quoted his own remarks made, I think I’m right in
saying, in 1978. So this was nearly 30 years ago, long
before the bloggers got stuck into newspapers with their
critiques of how inadequate and untrustworthy big old
corporate news organisations were,

I remember reading this passage and a small light bulb
going off in my head. This was what journalism was - not
an exercise in perfection, but an exercise in imperfection.
It was a complete reversal of what tl-~ story we told about
ourselves. If we could be honest about the most basic
truth about our business people would trust us more, not
less. We might, I remember thinking, even be able to
include them in the process. The more you could be open
with your readers, the more they would believe in what
you were doing.

Since many things I’ve talked about flowed from that
American light bulb moment it seems worth just quoting
it.

"I would like to see us say over and over until the point
has been made ... that the newspaper that drops on your
doorstep is a partial, hasty, incomplete, inevitably
somewhat flawed and inaccurate rendering of some of the
things we heard about in the past 24 hours ... distorted
despite our best efforts to eliminate gross bias by the
very process of compression that makes it possible for
you ... to read it in about an hour."

"if we labelled the paper accurately then we woufd
immediate]y add: ’But it’s the best we could do under the
circumstances, and we wil] be back tomorrow with a
corrected updated version ...’"

Thank you for being a friendly audience and for your
interest in the life and development of a single English
newspaper:

2110912011 18:48
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reference

The Guardian, Thursday !4 May 2009

A I;.~E~cr 1 smalIe~

To collect, consider, investigate, respond to, and where appropriate come to a

conclusion about readers’ comments, concerns, and complaints in a prompt and timely

manner, from a position of independenee_~thin the paper.

To seek to ensure the maintenance of high standards of accuracy, fairness, and balance
in our reporting and .~Mting.

To create new channels of communication withand greater responsiveness to readers,

whether by ’phone, emaiI, the internet, surface mail, or through the columns of the

paper.

To seek the views and where appropriate, the written comments, of journalists whose

work is the focus ofreaders’ concerns: to_take these views into account when responding

to readers, and to make critical appraisals, if judged necessary, on an objective and fully-

informed basis.

To look for ways of improving the paper’s work and performance, in the broadest sense,

by collating and analysing readers’ concerns, ideas, and suggestions and identifying

15ossible new or alternative courses of action and/or ways to-develop.fine paper for the

benefit of its readers and the paper itself                   ~; ~’~-~ ~

To write a regular - and, where possible - weekly column addressing one or several

aspects of readers’ concerns/suggestions/complaints, the content to be determined

independently and not subject to prior approval by the editor or others on the staff,

other than in respect of matters of fact, style, spelling and grammar.

To use this column as a platform and forum for readers’ views.

To require of the editor that he take steps to ensure that his staff co-operate fully and
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promptly ,Mth the readers’ editor should they be requested to provide assistance in

responding to readers’ concerns and complaints. Similarly, the management and
commercial departments of GNL, insofar as their actix4ties relate to readers’ concerns

about editorial content.

tn consultation x~4th the editor and/or managing editor, to decide whether and when a

correction should be published and/or apologies tendered, when deemed necessa~,

insofar as any correction/apology is not the subject of, or may be prejudicial to, a
current complaint to the press complaints commission, our defence of an actual or

possible legal action against the paper, or actual or possible legal or other action by the

affected journalist(s).

In order to keep fully in touch with the workings of the paper, the readers’ editor should

have an established right of access to the editor, to heads of department meetings,

budget meetings, to daily news conferences, and to other relevant forums. The readers’

editor should be available to report, on an ad hoe, basis, to the editor and to these other

groupings. The existence of the readers’ editor, and how to contact him or her, should be

advertised fairly prominently on a daily basis in the paper.

The readers’ editor can refer to the external ombudsman any substantia! grievances, or
matters whereby the Guardian’s journalistic integrity has been called into question.

Ttae readers’ editor will initially be appointed for two years. He/she can be reappointed.
He/she can only be removed from the post within two years by a vote of the Scott Trust.

© 2011 Guardian News and Media Limited or its affiliated companies. All rights reserved.
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External ombudsman report
This is the full text of the external ombudsman, John Willis’s,

report into the handling by the Guardian readers’ editor of the

controversy surrounding an interview with the writer Noam

Chomsky

John Willis
The Guardian, Thursday ~5 Mny ~oo6

I was asked in late March 2006 by the Scott Trust to resume the role of External
Ombudsman for the Guardian - a position I had held from z997 before leaving the UK to
work in America in zoo2. The role of the External Ombudsman is outlined in the Terms
of Reference for the Guardian Readers’ Editor on the newspaper’s webslte.
In particular, the Scott Trust asked me to adjudicate on whether Ian Mayes, the Readers’
Editor, had discharged his duties properly in relation to an inter~qew with-Professor
Noam Chomsk3, (3z/zo/os). Following complaints from Professor Chomsky and~thers
the Guardian issued a correction (!7/11/o5) and withdrew the article fi’om its webshe.

As a result of this correction complaints were received from others, particularly l)~H
Aa rono,,~tch, O]iver Kamm and Francis Wheen, who._claimed that this correction was in
itself wrong and needed to be withdrawn or corrected.

As a result I was invited by the Scott Trust in accordance with the Terms of Reference
for the Readers’ Editor to answer hvo questions:- a) Did the Readers’ Editor discharge
his duty to the readers by Nking compIalnts seriously and considering them thoroughly?
b) Did he reach a conclusion and take an appropriate action as a result of that
conclusion?

Thus the Terms of Reference fl’om the Scott Trust to me made it clear that my task was
to judge the adequacy and fairness of how the complaint was handled not the complex
underlying historical debate which surrounds the Bosnian conflict.

~meIinc

L On 31st October 2oo5 an interview Mth Professor Noam Chomsky by Emma Brockes
is published as the lead article in the G2 section. This followed Professor Chomsky being
voted as the world’s greatest intellectual by readers of Prospect magazine.

2. Publication sparks an immediate storm, Noam Chomsky sends a letter for publication
to the Letters Editor, On November Ist two letters condemning the interview are
published,

3. The following day, November 2nd two letters are published under the letters page
headline "Falling out over Srebrenica". One letter is from Professor Chomsky and the
second, from Kemal Parvenic, is about Omarska.

4, Chomsky continues to be unhappy, particularly with the juxtaposition of his letter
with that from Parvenic. Itis complaint intensifies when he receives a hard copy of the
original mntiele including photographs and headlines.

5. On November 5th a spoof article under the pseudonym Norman Johnson which
attempts to satirise Chomsky and more generally former left ~ingers who have changed
their political alignment, is published.

:)f6 15/0912011 13:46
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6. Acrimonious correspondence with Noam Chomsky continues and an e-marl
campaign, largely from an organisation called Media Lens, sparks offseveral hundred
e-mails. Their website (’Smearing Chomsky - the Guardian in the gutter 4]n/o5) urges
readers to e-mail the Guardian editor and others.

7. On November 17th a correction is printed and the article is deleted from the website.
Five days previously a ’holding note’ from the Readers’ Editor had been published saying
the findings would be published when the complaint was resolved.

8. On November 23rd a comment piece from Diana Johnstone whose views on

Srebrenica are referred to in the original interview is published.

9- On December and a letter of complaint about the correction is received from David
Aaronoviteh, Oliver Kamm and Francis Wheen.

lo. On December 12th Ian Mayes examines the issues in his Open Door column.

u, Correspondence between the three second wave complainants, the Guardian and the
Scott Trust continue. They are unhappy with the un~dllingness of the Scott Trust to ask
the External Ombudsman to examine content as well as process. As a result on March
9oth two of them publish their lengthy and detailed complaint on their wehsites. It runs
to approximately 4,5oo words. On behalf of the three complaints Oliver Kamm later
explained publication "We did not want to go outside the Guardian’s appeals procedure
until our complaint had gone through all the hoops. We have been extremely patient".
(lz/4/o6) The heart of their complaint is that the Guardian should not have issued a
correction because in their view Professor Chomsky "most-certainly does seem to believe
that..Srcbrenica was not a massacre and that therefore Emma Broekes hadl, een done
"a serious injustice". Their complaint claims that Professor Chomsky had on a previous
occasion put the case that Srehrenica was not a massacre "directly and unmnbiguously".

Correction

12. The correction of November z7th "found in favour of Professor Chomsky" on three
significant complaints. PNncipal mnongthese was ’a statementby Ms Broekes that in
refen:ing to atrocities committed at SrcbrenJea during the Bosnian War he (Chomsky)
had placed the word ’massacre’ in quotation marks. This suggested, particularly when
taken with other comments by Ms Brockes, that Professor Chomsk3, considered the
wt~rd inappropriate or that he had denied that there had been a massacre’. For this the
Guardia n ’retracts the statement with an unreserved apology’.

In addition the headline, about which Professor Cba~,,zsky also complained, ’added to the

misleading impression given by the treatment of the word ’massacre’. It read: "Q: Do
you regret supporting those who say the Srebrenica massacre was exaggerated? A : My
only regret is that I didn’t do it strongly enough." No question in that form was put to
Professor Chomsky’.

The correction made it clear that the headline was not justified by the text. It related to
Professor Chomsky’s support for Diana Johnstone (not Diane as in the original
interview) over the withdrawal of a book in which she dealt with issues concerning the
war in the former Yugoslavia. Ian Mayes wrote: "Prof Chomsky’s support for Ms

Johnstone, which was made in the form of an open letter with other signatories, related
entirely to her right to freedom of speech". He also stated, "Neither Professor Chomsky
nor Ms Johnstone ever denied the fact of the massacre".

Finally, Non m Chomsky complained about the juxtaposition of the letter from him with
a letter fl’om Kemal Parvenic, a survivor of Omarska. The Guardian acknowledged that
"~qth hindsight the juxtaposition has exacerbated Professor Chomsky’s complaint, and
that is regretted". However, the Readers’ Editor also stated that he believed that these
letters were published together ’in good faith’.

Me~od

13. l have read through all the complaints, relevant e-mails and drafts of the eorrectiort.
I have also been in contact ~dth the key participants in this process, including Ian
Mayes, Emma Broekes, Noam Chomsky and the threc complainants about the original
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correction.

Background

z4. Ian Mayes has been the Readers’ Editor for eight years. The system is embedded in
the culture of the newspaper with journa|ists, by and large, understanding the principles
and practices that underpin this to|e,

The relationship of the Readers’ Editor to the newspaper is different from other
journalists. He has access to any necess~ meetings and correspondence and any
decision he takes is independent of the Guardian management. No doubt on occasions
he has reached a conclusion on a complaint that the Editor or Managing Editor has not
agreed with.

Ian Mayes says, "I have no brief to defend the Guardian but t have a responsibility to be
fair to all sides including the journalist",

I5~ The technique that has evolved since the appointment of a Readers’ Editor involves
widespread participation. Indeed, this was probably important in winning the
confidence of the staff so that the principle Of a Readers’ Editor is supl~rted and
therefore journalists are more unafraid to admit mistakes.

Part of this approach is to be open enough to let Guardian journalists be involved, see
drafts and have an opportunity to put their views or seek alterations. In this way the
opinion of the Readers’ Editor is tested against other parties to a complaint,

Nonetheless Ian Mayes is clear that he is in charge of any complaint and Chat his
decision is- final. "When I took this formal complaint over it_was made clear to everyone
involved at the Guardian that I was in charge," he says. (28/3/o6)

I6. There is no doubt that this was a difficult complaint for the newspaper. Professor
Chomsky was extremely angry. Even in correspondence with me several months later he
writes of the Guardian editors, "I have never seen such a disgraceful performance, and
that covers quite a wide range".

As a world figure and an icon to many, Chomsky gathered significant support for his
campaign. ’l~e Editor, Alan Rusbridger, received over four hundred lette~ and emails.
The vast majority were stimulated by Media Lens. This lobby, as the Guardian would
describe it, was dealt with directly by Alan Rusbridgero The Readers’ Editor did not see
these complaints to the Editor and dealt only with that by Noam Chomsky, Nonetheless
the newspaper must have felt under significant pressure.

17, The original interview was tape recorded but unfortunately the tape has been
partially recorded over. A transcript of sorts exists but the most contentious section of
the inter~few was not available on tape, No one seems to doubt that this was genuine.

Conclusion

18. I have no doubt that Ian Mayes acted conscientiously and in good faith. He spent
significant amount of time on the original complaint,

Ian tVfayes diligently kept everyone fully informed and according to his Open Door
article, "all were shown my draft conclusions ahead of publication and were given an
opportunity to comment or argue for any amendment", There is nothing to doubt his
complete integrity,

x9. Oliver Kamm and David Aaronoviteh in their letters on their websites (2o/o3]o6)
are clear: ’We have never questioned the diligence and professionalism with which
Mayes considered Chomsky’s complaints’. However, they are clear that they disagree
with the ’judgement he came to’.

Professor Chomsky seems to have no problem with the way Inn Mayes dealt with his
complaint. Emma Brockes felt that he was ’professional and did everything by the book.
He consulted all of us. His independence was not compromised’. Ian Katz, Editor of G2,
confirmed, "Emma and I signed offat each stage of the correction process". (25/4/o6)
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no. Both the correction and the Open Door letter indicates an openness with readers by
the newspaper and a ~:illingncss to admit fault. Many other newspapers would be much
more reluctant to admit a serious mistake and apologise so clearly. As one
correspondent in a largely’ critical e-mall to the Guardian put it, "Having committed the
errors the Guardian behaved quite well - certainly a hundred times better than any other
paper is likely to have done".

21. Inn Mayes is a general journalist. He deals with many complaints and corrections
every year across a range of issues. He is not an expert on the Bosnian conflict, nor can
he be expected to be, Scholars and journalists from many nations have written on this
m,bject for many years and no doubt will continue to do so. AS Ian Mayes put it himself,
"It was not my role to investigate the history of the former Yugoslavia but, in the light of
Chomsky’s complaint, to put that (complaint) to the author and seek some justification".

All the Readers’ Editor can do is to conseientionsly examine the complaint about what
actually appeared in the Guardian. His evidence had to be largely confined to what
Noam Chomsky said to Emma Brockes on the day of the interview. His correction did
not go into the rights and wrongs of Chomsky’s view of Srebreniea but set straight points
not supported by" the interview itself, He was clear that the journalist had been wrong to
put the word massacre in quotes and that the headline, wifich was not the responsibility
uf Emma Brockes, had not been a direct question. Both Ian Katz, the G2 Editor, and
Emma Bmekes agreed that a significant mistake had been made. On that basis he was
surely right to conclude that the errors had been serious enougb to issue a correction
and an apology.

22, He read the long complaint from David Aaronovitch and others which quotes-
extensively from Chomsky’s other writing and comments. Inn Mayes concluded
(5/12/05) that having read the material sent in by David Aarouovitch ’those concerned
argue that the correction concerning Noam Chomsky was flawed, should not have been
made and should be withdrawn. I should say immediately that none of the material sent
to me has persuaded me that 1 should do that’.

23. I have read the complaint about the correction. I too am not an expert on the h~tory
of the former Yugoslavia. There may be debate about what Professor Chomsky’s exact

views are abont the work of Diana Johnstone. But as one blog on David Aarono~ftch’s
website put it, ’Even if Chomsky supported (Diana Johnstone’s) book it wotfld not prove
that he had denied the Srebrenicamassaere’, In addition, he said nothing to Emma
Broekes on the day of the interview which justified putting massacre in quotation marks,
nor in the long complaint from David Aarono~4tch and others is there a di,’~et quote
from Chomsky that supports an opposite view. In his Times column (14/3/o6) David
Aarono\ftch wrote, ’Johnstone, certainly, and Chomsky, implicitly, had most certainly
denied the massacre’. Even if you agree with this interpretation of Chomsky’s views, and

Chomsky and many others deny that extremely vehemently, implication is not ’direct
and unambiguous", to use the words of the complainants. On that basis my opinion is
that Inn Mayes was right to come to his view on the evidence sent to him directly by the

complainants,

24. David Aaronovitch, Oliver Kamm and Francis Wheen also complained that by using
legal advice the independence of the Readers’ Editor was compromised. This was a

complex complaint, replete with risks cfflitigation of different kinds. Any Readers’
Editor in those circumstances would have sought legal advice. To not have done so
would have been imprndent. The Readers’ Editor does not enjoy legal privilege, He
risked being sued by the original complainant or possibly Emma Brockcs if he got his
correction wrong. Emma Brockes was also at risk from an action. So it is not surprising
that a Guardian lawyer was present at some key meetings,

Having seen drafts of the correction and explanatory article before and after the
Guardian la~,yers commented, nothing I have seen indicates that the independence of
Ian Maycs was in any sense undermined. Indeed, a verdict so very clearly in favour of
Noam Chomsky against the Guardian was not a result that the newspaper would have
welcomed.

a5. On the question of the letters published on November 2nd I can see how Professor

ff 6
15/09/2011 13:46

MOD100002936



For Distribution to CPs

~E-xte~ai ombudsma~rcpxllZl_Comment i� ~e.A3ua~ tmt~.tlww’,~.~uardiame~.uk4newsC2OO6/mayi2frHeaders~n~Ty.m...

Chomsky might have felt that the juxtaposition of his letter with one from Kema!
Parvenic was deliberate or unfair. He points out that the headline "Fall Out Over
Srebrenica" implies a dispute between the two letter writers which did not exist.
However, printing letters side by side which represent different perspectives is common
practice for newspapers. In his correction Ian Mayes sa~ that "the juxtaposition has
exacerbated Professor Chomsky’s complaint and that is regretted". But like him, I can
find no evidence that the newspaper was not acting in "good faith". It was not nntfl Inn
Mayes returned from a trip to Madrid a few days after the publication of the letters that
he received a formal complaint from Professor Chomsky about the form of publication
of the letters and other matters.

z6. Although I am sure that Ian Mayes always acted properly and was absolutely right to
issue an apology and correction I do have two concerns:-

a) Given the commendable openness of the Guardian and its willingness to stimulate
debate amongst its readers it seems surprising, as Oliver Kamm, David Aaronovitch and
Francis Wheen point out, that the article, albeit with appropriate changes or the apology
added, should have been deleted from the website. Indeed, Professor Chomsky himself
never sought to have the article removed from file website. Ironically, the article is
available on Chomsky’s own website.

This decision was made by Ian Mayes himself although Emma Brockes and Inn Katz
were present at the meeting when the decision was made. No doubt there was discussion
about this decision but no one seems to have objected fiercely. No one for a second can
doubt the integrity oflan Mayes and this pa~cular judgement but in hindsight there
m~st be a question of Whether this was the right course of action. "Drawing a line under
the affair" is not a compeltingTeason for withdrawal and indeed that tactic failed.

b) t am not convinced that the Guardian should have run the short comment piece by
Diana Johnstone in the form it did. She was not the direct subject of the original
interview:and although-comnv~,tand response pieces are part of Guardian culture,
taken with the apology and correction letters and the Open Door article, this piece
contributed to_the impression that the newspaper may have over compensated for the
original, albeit serious errors.

Ms Johnstone’s first paragraph referred to "some of the errors" being corrected which
implied that there were more mistakes in the original interview than the substantial and
clear apology from the Readers’ Editor had detailed and to that extent was not
completely fair to Emma Brockes. The Readers’ Editor was not responsible for
eommissioning this response article.

Summary

I was asked by the Scott Trust to examine: a) whether the Readers’ Editor discharged his
duties seriously b) whether he took appropriate action as a_result, It is clear that Ian
Mayas conducted his examination punctiliously and independently. No part3, on either
side of the complaint disagrees. Overall the newspaper took both the complaint from
Chomsky and later from others extremely conscientiously. It is ironic that they are
entertaining a complaint about their process when so few newspapers have any
independent process at all. The Readers’ Editor was right to conclude that an apology
and correction was deserved. The journalists involved agreed. This was a serious matter.
He was also right, on the evidence sent to him, that the substantive complaint from
Messrs. Aaronovitch, Kamn and Wheen about Professor Chomsky’s view~ on Srebrenica
should be rejected and that therefore the original correction should stand.

However, with hindsight, the removal of the origina! interview from the website was
unnecessary and over responsive. The Readers’ Editor was not responsible for the Diana
Johnstone response article but the form of this too looks like an over correction.

John Willis
External Ombudsman
May 8th 2006
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External ombudsman’s decision on
David Elstein complaint
Decision by John Willis, the external ombudsman, in response to
a complaint by David Elstein about articles in the Guardian that

mentioned the numbers who died and were detained as a result
of the Mau Mau uprising in Kenya in the 1950s

.h~hn Willis
gtmrdi~n.¢o.uk, Monday 7 ADd120081S.OI B,~I"

On January 7 1 received a complaint from David Etstein about two articles published in
October 2o06 in the Guardian about the Mau Mau in 195os Kenya and what he chimed
was the subsequent failure of tile newspaper to deal adequately with his complaints
about these articles,

Background

On Friday October 6 "2oo6 Chris MeGreal filed from NaJrobi a story in the international
pages headlined, "Mau Mini veterans to sue Britain over a torture and illegal killings in
Kenya".

He wrote that, "an ageing group of former Mau Mau insurgents will launch a legal action
in Britain next week accusing the army and the colonial authorities of torturing or
illegally killing thousands of Kenyans during the rebeliion from independence 50 years
ago".

The a~iete went onto say that "an official report determined that 32 whites were killed
while more than ll,ooo Africans died, many of them civilians. Others put the death toll
much higher". It continued, la~;5,ers were ’qikely to call as a witness American academle
Caroline Elkins, whose acclaimed book Britain’s Gulag estimates that up to mo,ooo
Kenyans died of torture, abuse and neglect in the British camps".

A few days later on October 13 2006 McGreal wrote a follow-up feature article largely
devoted to stories of this severe il!-treatment against Kenyans including Mdespread
tnrture, killings and malnutrition. The article did not dea! with the detailed numbers
involved in this brutal period as they would have been a distraction from the human
story. But the article did note briefly that "15o,ooo Kenyans (were) held in British
prison camps" and "an official report about the emergency concluded that about 12,oo0
Mau Mau were killed in the conflict. Some historians put the figure much higher".

The complaint

In all, David Elstein wrote eleven complaints to the Guardian following these articles
and in his view, the response was either inadequate or non-existent. When his
complaints were finally dealt with in some detail in a column and a!so a letter by

Siobhain Butterworth, the relatively newly appointed readers’ editor, a year later, he was
still unhappy with the l~2sponse of the Guardian.

Butterworth wrote a column which dealt Mth Elstein’s key points but Elstein then
complained to the external ombudsman that this response a) failed to deal adequately
Mth central complaints and b) that Siobhain Butterworth "compounded the problem by
adding further errors of her own",
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The substance of his complaint is that in the original article it stated that Caroline Elkins
estimated "that loo,ooo Kenyans died of torture, abuse and neglect in British camps"¯
David Elstein says, however, that Elkins never said this and it was untrue anyway.

The second part of his complaint was flaat Chris McGreal’s "use of the figure 15o,ooo
(detainees) without any reference to the official total was misleading".

David Elstein concludes that the Guardian "recycles spurious research and justifies
continuing to do so, refuses to admit fault and refuses to publish a refutation",

The context

A BBC documentary, Kenya - White Terror, first transmitted on November I7 20o2,
well before the articles Daxdd Elstein complains about, drew much of its own evidence
from the research of Caroline Elkins,

Featured in that programme was an interview with Terence Gavaghan, officer in charge
of rehabilitation resources in Kenya, who had responsibility for the administration of
some of the detainees. He was a neighbour in London of David Elsteln. Subsequently,
Ofcom, the broadcasting regulator, upheld in part a complaint by Gavaghan against the
programme.

In addition to the BBC, David Elstein has also entered into a correspondence with the
London Review of Books and the New York Review of Books following reviews of the
book written by Caroline Elkins.

Method
a) I should say at the outset that I know David Elstein. He isa weU~known and ~.sible
figure in the small world of British broadcasting and although I have never worked
directly with him we were on the Board of Ehannel Five at the same time. As it happens
I also know, albeit not welt, the solicitor working with Caroline Elkins as well as some of
those im-olved with the original BBC documentary.

For the urpo~ of examining this complaint I hope that ~steinand others, trust me toP

be as fair and independent as possible, as enshrined in the remit of external
ombu~man.

b) I am not an expert in Kenyan histolT, nor have I tried to becomeone. That would take
many years. My job is simply to judge whether the Guardian dealt adequately with:these
complaints.

To that end I have read all the relevant correspondence, articles and books. I have
spoken to both Siobhain Butterworth and David Elsteln. I have also tried to separate

¯ iscomplaints about the BBC and the London Rewew of Books from FAstem criticism of
the Guardian in order to be clear exactly what the complaint entails.

The Guardian response

a) On October 6 2006 David Elsteln wrote a short letter to the letters editor for
publication, in which he explained why the Elkins numbers were, by his calculation
wrong. He pointed to articles in the New York Review of Books and London Review of
Books which "decisively debunked" the figures from Caroline Elkins. He does not
mention that the *debunking" had come from Elstein himself.

b) This letter was not published but forwarded to Chris McGreal, who replied on the
same day as publication that he was interested "to read all points of view" and asking
how to find the relevant articles. The next day Elstein sent a further email to Chris
McGreal explaining where to find these letters (not articles) and mentioning the Ofcom
ruling on the BBC documentary. Two days later October 9 2oo6 he sent a further email
to Chris McGreal enquiring whether the Guardian would publish his letter and attaching
the unedited version of his letter to the NYRB, A week later Chris McGreal wrote his
feature article in G2 in which, claims Elstein, he made a secx)nd error in putting the
number of detainees at 15o,ooo (not the official figure of 80,000) and not crediting
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Caroline Elkins as the source. There was an immediate and furious response from
Elstein to Chris MeGreal copied to the depnty editor which largely centred on a defence
of his neighbour, Terence Gavaghan, who had been featured in the second article and
was unhappy with his treatment by the newspaper. This time he suggested that
Gavaghan deserved a right of reply.

c) Subsequently on October 24 2006 he wrote in detail to the then readers’ editor, Ian
Mayes. In his reply Mayes says that he had given careful consideration to the matter. He
goes on that "it is clear that the historical record is still highly contested ... for precisely
that reason, it is impossible to e~ablish the clarity required for a correction", So as ’*the
be~ I can do" Ian Maycs suggested a short letter for publication, "which I will be happy
to recommend to the letters’ editor (although he wilt have the final say)".

d) David Elstein wrote again to Ian Mayes claiming that "The loo,ooo figure has zero
basis. It should have been corrected. The only justification ever put fonvard for it has
been debunked".

e) On November 5 David Elstein wrote a long letter to the paper for publicatkm but it
was not published.

f) Eight months later in July 2007 Elstein wrote a new letter= for publication without
success and then finally, on July 31 2007 Elstein wrote to Siobhain Butterworth, the new
readers’ editor following an article in which she analysed the conflicting versions of the
Iraqi civilian death count. Elstein chose to draw parallels with the Guardian’s approach
to the Kenya death count.

g) On October 20 2oo7 in response to Elsteiffs:eomplaint she wrote a eohmm about the
controvert, sllrrounding the numbers of dead and detained during the Kenyan
emergency. She followed this up with a detailed private letter to Elstein.

b) Butter~’orth concluded in her cxfiumn that as the original article was a news story "the
journalist was not obliged to d econstruct the research for that purpose. It was
reeognisable reporvage not analysis",

On the second complaint about the number of detainees detailed in the second article
she defended the journalist largely beeausethe Kenya Human Rights Commission and
another historian give a similar figure. But she also clearly pointed out, "However, since
the number is disputed, the paper should have given the source and reported the official
figure as well",

Conclusions

a) in terms of the first article, Butterworth wrote: "The news report contrasted the
official figure for the number of Africans who died with an estimate put fo~as’ard in a new
historical work. I do not believe that the journalist was under any obligation to
deeonstl’uet the research for the purposes of the news story. This was recognizably
reportage, not analysis of the research and I think readers would have understood it as
such",

Although David Elstein claims this was ’old news’, in fact the legal firm representing the
complainants from Kenya had issued a press release outlining that they were to start
legal action. That press release also announced that Caroline Elldns would come to
London as a key witness the following week. In that context this was news, the stoD’ was
reported on the news pages, and in my view Siobhain Buttel~’orth was fight to say that
the journalist cotfld not be expected to deeonstruet the research beyond quoting both
the official death toll and the much larger estimate from Elkins and that the readers

would understand this was a news stozT.

b) With the second article I have more trouble, At that point Chris McGreal had already
received a complaint from David Elstein claiming that the numbers fl’om Caroline
Elkins were disputed and controversial. He knew about the Ofeom ruling on the BBC
documentary and he had been made aware of the debates in the pages of the NYRB and
LRB,
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.~2Lhough he chose to go with the lower figure (16o,ooo rather than 32OLOOO) of the
estimates by FAtdns it was still double the official figures, This was not a news a,~iele but
a feature. It was primarily a powerful and shoeki~ piece of human testimony hut the
journalist had the time as well as the responsibility to be clear about the status and
source of the numbers. David Elstein’s emails would have led the journalist to the
Ofcom adjudication on the BBC documentary even if he had not been aware of that
before. Even though that ruling did not ajudicate specifically on the Elklns numbers it
was a signal to proceed cautiously. A quick look at reviews of the book by Caroline
Elkins would have also rang an alarm beI]. Some were positive but the Economist called
her evidence "flimsy", the New York Times said "Elkins often forgoes complexity and
careful analysis" and Max Hastiugs in the Telegraph wrote "her anger causes her to
eschew intellectual rigour".

The readers’ editor noted that Chris McGreal went for the lower figure of z6o,ooo and
that there was some corroboration from the Kenya Human Rights Commission and Dr
David Anderson of Oxford UniversiVy; Chris McGreal, however, says his number in the
second article was not based on Elkins at all. Mr. El~ein says that tllese corroborative
figures rested on what he believes are the flawed workings of Caroline Elkins.

But Butterworth also wrote that "since the number is disputed, the paper should have
given the source and reported the offieiaI figure aswell" and that overall a newspaper
should be transparent, "readers should be told where estimates come from and whether
they are controversial".

In my view this is right and I am clear that knowing how the figures were contested
Ctlris McGreal shotdd have done exactly that.

e) In his complaint David Elstein says that ~ns never wrote that ~oo,oo0 Kenyans
died in the camps as Chris McGreal reported, What the book does say on its cover is that
"nearly the entire Kikuyu population of one and a half million" were held "in camps or
were confined in villages ringed with barbed wire" The key word here is ’or’. There is a
difference between the actual camps and the contained villages which adds confusion to
exactly what Elkins is asserting. The paperback cover goes on "tens of thousands of
detainees - and possibly a hundred tholmand or more died", Subsequently in a phone
call with Siobhaln Butter~’orth a 5’ear later Caroline Elkins confirmed her ioo,ooo
figure was "based exactly on her book",

I am not sure that Chris McGreat can have been expected to pick up the difference
beP, veen the alleged Ioo,ooo dead in the camps, as he wrote in his original news article,
and tlm loo,ooo dead in the camps and the villages described on the book cover, It is an
important difference but a subtle one and not that easy to spot in the context of a
speedily ~a’itten news story,

More huportantly, was this figure correct or not? In his news article McGreal contrasted
the official figure of 11,ooo dead with the ioo,ooo ~stimate from Dr Elkins. The status
cffthese two numbers was clear in the article but once the newspaper had understood
that the Elklns figure was disputed and apparently had little support there was a case for
further clarification, probably in the form of a letter.

d) Despite the acknowledgement that the paper had got some things wrong David
Elstein asserts that the Siobhain Butterworth column compounded the original errors.
Indeed, he wrote yet another long letter for publication (October ~3 ~oo7) criticising her
response in detail. Once again, this went unpublished.

This story would present any newspaper with some difficulty. How does it best deal with
death toll figures that are so disputed? This is exactly what Siobhain Butterworth tried
to illuminate in her article about Iraq and subsequently in her article about the Kenyan
emergency,

In this case Caroline Elkins is a Harvard professor, albeit quite junior, when she wrote
her book. After many years research her book won the Pulitzer Prize. At first glance
there is some support for the lower of her estimates of detainees from others such as the
Kenyan Human Rights Commission and Dr David Anderson of Oxford University. As
mentioned earlier there seems little or no support for her death figures although she ~ill

:~f 6 15/0912011 13:46

MOD100002941



For Distribution to CPs

External ombudsman’s decision on David Elstein complaint abo... http:!!www,guardian.co mk/theguardianl2OOS/apr/O7!opendooffprint

sticks by that number. The only rebuttal of both these figures comes from David Elstefln
himself in the New York Review of Book and the London Review of Books although
several reviewers of her book are also sceptical.

David Elstein may be right. Certainly Elkins does not really show the workings out of her
numbers. But while it is reasonable for him to expect, as Siobhain Butterworth agreed a
year later, figures that are disputed to be labelled as such, it is unrealistic to expect the
Guardian given the number of stories it prints daily to have the resources or the
academic research capabilib, to fully accept EIstein’s rebuttal. Indeed, the Guardian is
no more able to test Elstein’s figures than those from Elkins.

The newspaper, therefore had no obligation to print a rebuttal but, as they finally
recognised, should have acknowleged that the figures were and still are disputed.

Did, as Elstein claims, the Open Door Column (October 22 2007) "compound" the
errors? It was a conscientious and thoughtful piece of work. For the first time some of
Elstein’s points were in the open. She, wrongly in Elstein’s view, puts part of Elkin’s case
following a phone call to Harvard. Of course, the column was not a rebuttal and
therefore more "limited" than Elstein would have wanted. But it put on record the

dispute around the figures and concludes quite correctly, "The task then is to be
transparent; readers should be told where the estimates come from and whether they
are controversial".

e) Once David Elstein started complaining how adequately did the newspaper respond?

The Guardian has led the way in the British newspaper industry iaterms of correetlng
complaints and responding to the concernof readers via the readers’ editor.

In that context it is sm’pris[ng that, until SiobhainButterworth’s conscientious attempt
to deal with theissue, months had gone by with little response fi:om the newspaper
despite eleven letters from David Elstein. It must have felt like the paper was simply
shutting down on this topic.

That lack of response came despite the recommendation (but no guarantee) by Inn
Mayes, the then readers’ editor, that Elstein ~ote a letter for publication. No letter was
ever published even though one was written on November 5 2oo6.

Other publications 1Ne the London Review of Books, were happy to publish Elstein
letters and to have an ’open’ conversation about this subject.

Having said that no newspaper, even the Guardian, guarantees a right of reply. To do so
would not only be impractical but would threaten the editorial independence of the
paper. Ever?, day the letters editor receives several hundred cmails and editorial
judgement hasto come into the process of what to select for publication.

In this case the decision was made not to publish de.spite the recommendation of the
readers’ editor. Well over a year after the original article and given how many words the
Guardian publishes each year it is difficult to work out exactly why nothing was
published.

It may be that the letter was too long, It was certainly very detailed. Publication was
never guaranteed and it may have been decided that the Elstein letter was just not clear
enough or interesting enough. A shorter letter however, could have been negotiated.
Rcadlng the emails too, there clearly was some concern about the reliability of Elstein’s
own figures. The fact that he pointed to rebuttals in the NYRB and LRB without
indicating that the rebuttal was by Elstein himself didn’t help.

Nor, I suspect, did the sheer volume of complaints and that they were sent or copied to
several different senior figures at the newspaper. It helped create an air of confusion
around the response process.

In my view, the ultimate test of whether the newspaper responded adequately was what
picture the readers were given. In this case, it was undoubtedly an important story,
important enough for the Guardian to cover it significantly twice in a week. But as Ian
Mayes rccognised, the figures of deaths and detentions in the Elkins book were
contested.
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A quick search would have shown that Elstein aside, there was a lack of robustness in
the numbers from Elkins and undoubted criticism of that part of her book. For example
Dr David Anderson of Oxford University published his book, Histories of the Hanged, at
the same time as Britain’s Gnlag came out. He supports the lower Elkins figure fi~r
detainees of z5o,ooo (the figure reported by Chris McGreal) but his estimates of the
dead at ~o-3o,ooo are above the official figure but way below the Elklns number of

1007000.

However, the Guardian reader would know none of this. Their picture of the scale of the
horror would he partial and incomplete. Any reader or any student searching the
Guardian archive would take the figures from Professor Elklns as uncontested.

Overall, Dr Anderson was tight when he wrote in the New Statesman that "compiling
league tables of atrocity is pointless. One atroelty is too many and while the British were
no more atrocious as imperialists as anyone else they were no better either".

Yet, the Guardian readers should have the most complete picture of the scale oft_hat
horror, read about the competing interpretions and made their own minds up.

Response articles are an integral part of the Guardian’s accountability to its readers and
there must have been a case for one to have been ~itten on this occasion. Recently,
indeed, lan Buist a former colonial office member, wrote such a piece follouqng a Chris
McGreal article about the impact of British colonial policy on the current crisis in Kenya.

But the newspaper was under no obligation to print the response David Elstein would
-have liked. His complaint to me says the Guardian "refttses to publish a refntation" but
that was entirely a matter for their own editorial judgement.

However, the result is that the reader is left with a pal~ial maybe misleading view and
the archive with an incomp!~e picture. Despite the extemtating circumsl~ nees outlined
earlier, in my ~dew the newspaper should have found a way of publishing a letter or
some other response from David Elstein about the contested figures.

By the time Siobhain Butterworth responded a ),ear later, albeit with some criticism of
one of the articles, it was too Iate and now the Guardian readers are still left not knowing
as much about this story as they should.

The recent emergency in Kenya has only underlined the need for the paper’s picture of
the some of that brutal and shameful part of our colonial history to be understood as
fully and accurately as possible.

Fxen so long after the original articles the paper should, in my view, at the very least
correct the archive record and attach some addendum that makes it clear that the
figures from Caroline Elkins are contested. Such transparency is in the interest of the
readers.

John Willis
External ombudsman
March 2008

(b) ;~ot t Gtlardian News n nd Media Limited t~r its affiliated companies. All right~ reserved.
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From: <Shaun_WilliamslPress_O~cetGNk>
Date: 13 December 2006 16:45
Subject: Observer
To:[                     ]
Cc: Roger_Alton

Rob - Roger Alton has asked me to give you this statement from him re your emall., let me know if you have arty further queries.

"Yes, The Observer has used the services of an outside agency in the past, and while there were strong public interest defences
for most of those cases it Ls possible that some of the enquiries did not sufficiently fit that criteria. As a result, I have now taken
steps to ensure that no enquiries will be made through outside agencies unless I believe that there is a compelling public interest
to do so."
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