
F o r D is tr ib u tio n  to  C P s

Dear Lord Justice Leveson

S u b m i s s i o n s  f o r  P a r t  1  M o d u le  4  - H u g h  G r a n t

As you w ill be aware, 1 am a Core Participant in Module 4 of the 
Inquiry. Having read most of the Module 4 submissions that have 
been posted on the Inquiry website up to this point, 1 would just like 
to offer the following opinions.

1 . A  n e w  r e g u l a t o r y  s y s t e m

1 wholeheartedly endorse the Module 4 submission of the Hacked Off 
Campaign.

1 also fully endorse the points made in the collective Module 4 
submission made by the core participant victim  group.

In particular, 1 am extrem ely sceptical, and in fact somewhat 
suspicious, of the plans for a new regulatory system put forw ard by 
Lord Hunt and Lord Black. M y reasons are these -

1 am obviously not an expert on contract law, but anyone can see that 
contracts expire. And when they do, w hat happens then? Do things 
settle back into the old system? And is that in any w ay intentional?

1 am also concerned that those involved in these submissions may be 
too closely associated w ith  the previous system. The PCC complaints 
handling body was vigorously defended in numerous forums 
including before the DCMS Committee. This support continued 
despite the McCann affair, the first phone hacking prosecutions and 
Operation Motorman. 1 w onder if  those who w ere a part of or 
advocated for the previous system [including current editors] make 
credible authors of an im proved regulatory system? Does their 
proposal m erely masquerade as reform  w hile in fact conceding as 
little  as possible?
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Lord Hunt says that he has talked to many victim s of press abuse. 
That is true. But Tm afraid I have yet to m eet one w ho endorses his 
plan. In fact, they all reject it.

In m y own m eeting w ith Lord Hunt he spoke about his fears that 
there are politicians keen to m uzzle the press, and how  they w ould  
w elcom e backstop regulatory pow ers set out in statute. 1 have yet to 
hear from anyone else - politician, journalist or otherw ise, who  
shares this fear. And Tve certainly not m et a single person w ith the 
slightest desire to do any muzzling. Quite the reverse. In a sense the 
campaign for proper regulation of the press is about releasing  
journalists from slavish obedience to the commercial agendas of 
large corporations. Surely that m eans greater freedom, not less?

In any event, there is no evidence that som e enabling legislation  
w ould be a "slippery slope" to further legislation and greater 
statutory regulation. The nature of primary legislation, and the  
pow er of the m edia are such that it takes a Herculean effort to get 
any legislation in this area on the statute book. There are plenty of 
law s [criminal and adm inistrative] that im pact on journalism and the 
press and it cannot be argued that they have been any kind of 
"scaffold" upon which politicians have been keen to build greater 
legal constraints, far less a slope, slippery or otherw ise.

Ultimately, Lords Hunt and Black propose a system  that is still self­
regulation. It an undeniable fact that the industry has show n over 
many years that it cannot be trusted to regulate itse lf effectively, or 
to put the public interest before its own. 1 fear that their proposed  
system  is not only flawed, but actually a self-interested attem pt to 
preserve the old status quo.

1 also continue to question the orthodoxy that all statutory regulation  
of the press is unthinkable. Firstly, the press is already regulated in 
the sense that there are criminal and civil laws that lim it its practices. 
Secondly, broadcast journalism in this country, including brilliant 
investigative journalism, is envied all over the world. It is heavily  
regulated. Thirdly, the new spaper industry rem ains the only 
industry in this country with the pow er to w reck people's lives that is 
unregulated by anyone apart from itself. 1 question w hy that should  
be so. Lastly, 1 think w hen people talk about statutory regulation  
representing a threat to freedom  of speech it is useful to bear in mind
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the philosopher Onora O'Neill's distinction betw een  "individual" and 
"corporate" free speech. The first is sacrosanct. The second  
questionable

How statutory underpinning of a new  regulator w ould w ork in exact 
term s is clearly for people m ore expert than me. But to my eye, the 
m odels outlined by the Media Standards Trust and by Hugh 
Tom linson QC both seem  prom ising in their different ways. Above 
all, neither of them  ducks the issue. The H unt/Black plan does.

2. P lu ra lity  o f O w nersh ip

1 w ould also like to say a quick word about plurality of media 
ownership. It w as in the term s of reference of the Inquiry and has 
perhaps been som ew hat overlooked.

W hen 1 m eet people from other countries w ho have been watching  
the revelations of this Inquiry w ith open m ouths, they ask me how  
criminality and abuses such as w e have heard about w ere allow ed to 
persist for so long in a dem ocratic country like the UK. The only 
answ er 1 can give is fear. Fear on the part of our lawm akers of 
upsetting giant new spaper corporations. If these corporations 
w eren't so giant there's a strong argum ent that things w ould never  
have got this bad.

Having done a lot of reading on the subject of m edia ownership prior 
to addressing a forum on m edia plurality in Brussels recently 1 do 
concede that it is a very com plex area. But to m y mind that is not a 
reason to ignore it. In my opinion, the tw o of the best proposals for 
lim iting over-concentrations of ow nership are to be found in tw o  
subm issions to Module 4 of this Inquiry. One is w ritten by Professor  
Steven Barnett, and the other by Professor lam es Curran for the  
CCMR.

There are many w ho think, m yself included, that solving the problem  
of how  to regulate the press is only half the task. The issue of 
plurality of ownership is the other. It w ould be disastrous to ignore 
it.
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Hugh Grant

Date
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