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The Leveson inquiry

Witness Statement for Part 1, Module 1

Witness statement of Hugh Grant

|, Hugh Grant, do Collyer Bristow LLP, 4 Bedford Row, London, WC1R 4DF will say as

follows;

Documents
referred to
1 | make this statement in connection with my role as a Core
Participant in the Leveson Inquiry.

2. Save where the contrary appears, i make this witness statement
from facts within my own knowledge and belief and which |
believe to be true. There is now produced and shown tome
marked “HG1"a small paginated bundle of documents. Where |
refer to page numbers in this statement, |1 am referring to pages
in“HG1".

Introduction

3. I'd like, if | may. to make this statement wearing four hats. First
as a normal person who used occasionally to buy and read
popular newspapers. Then as someone who became a subject
of interest to those papers. Then as someone who became a
student of those papers - of their methods and of their influence
over the police and government. And finally as someone who
takes an interest in how our laws might protect public interest
Journalism while dealing with the abuses of some non public

interest journalism.

First Hat- Normal Punter

4. Growing up. ifmy brother or | happened to have bought a copy
of the NeWs of the World my mother would say, “How can you
bring that filth into this house? Then, after a pause: "After you
Withit" And | suppose that was my attitude to papers like the
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News of the World for the first 33 years of my life. It's probably

the attitude of most people. (Or was, until July.) That they were
a bit of largely harmless fun.

Second Hat - Subject of Interest

5. Then, after ten years as aworking, but not particularly successful
actor | was very lucky with one filmand found myself suddenly
an object of interest and potential sales to British newspapers,
particularly the more popular ones. | could say that my
relationship with those papers over the ensuing years had had ite
ups and downs, but that would be perjury. There was a brief up
at the very beginning and then 16 years of down. I'm not going
to moan about that.  And I’m not going to list all of my run-ins
with the press. There have been too many and itwould be too
boring. I’lljust mention some of the highlights.

Divine Brown

6. The most remembered was the press attention that followed my
arrest in Los Angeles in July 1995 for having an encounter with a
prostitute in a car. The ensuing press stormwas intense, but |
have no real complaint about it. and itis emphatically notthe
reason why | campaign about abuses of the press. | did the
crime, was caught, and the thing was a matter of public record.
Of course itwas going to be reported. Some, like the French,
were amazed at the sheer scale of the hullabaloo about a man
having sex, but on the whole itwas to be expected.

7. There is only one thing that still bothers me about that episode -
the break-in at my London flat. It came at the height of the press
storm, and was the only time that that flat (which 1 still own) has
been broken into in 25 years. Its a fourth floor walk up and nat, |
imagine, ideal for burglars. On this occasion my girlfriend and 1
were out, and the front door was forced off its hinges. Nothing
was stolen. The next day the police came to take a statement
The day after that one of the red top papers, | forget which, had a
Story that detailed the interior of the flat, including the signs ofa
domestic row. (Yes, there had been one). | have wondered ever
since whether this story might perhaps have come from the
burglars. Or from the police. When | told this story recently to
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the MP, Tom Watson he smiled knowingly and told me that a
number of people he'd spoken to for his forthcoming book had
had similar experiences. Even down to the forced front door
method of entry.

Libels

8. IVve had a great many occasions to complain to the papers for
licel. All my complaints, to my recollection, have been
successful. But I’ll just mention a few.

9. My first experience came shortly after | suddenly became
successful, but before my LA arrest. | had been making a filmin
Wales. The Daily Mirror and the now defunct Today newspaper
reported that I'd been verbally cruel to a young local boywho
was being an extra. Itwas entirely untrue. |sued and won
damages and there was a statement in open court admitting the
falsity of the article. But what the episode taught me was that
these victories are invariably Pyrrhic. The paper will always take
savage editorial revenge. Sometimes this comes instartly,
sometimes they prefer to take their vengeance cold. Sometimes
itwill come in the form of a personal attack froma columnist
Sometimes as a new story that paints you in a very unflattering
light but expertly stops one pip short of libel. Typically this is
done with wilful misreporting. Itis amazing what damage can be
done by a reporter with, for example, a cunning use of selective
memory or a deliberately deaf ear to tone.

10.  Whatever the case, the system is that ifa popular paper libels
you and you successfully sue, you lose. This deterrent of course
is an essential part of their business model. Itis their main line
of defence against lawsuits of any form, inthe same way as it
has been their main line of defence against any form of attack,
including attempts to outlaw or reform their worst practices.
People might wonder how much a damaging piece ina paper
really matters. There’ the old adage about yesterday’s fish and
chip paper. But nowadays not only does mud stick, but it
splatters - massively and everywhere - all over the walls of the
World Wide Web. Untrue stories will be quoted back to you as
fact by credulous journalists in far flung corners of the globe for
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years to come. (And of course a large part of the reason why

they believed them in the first place comes from the fact they

found them on “Newspaper" websites, and newspapers of course

don'tlie). But that's ifyou are lucky enough to be there and to

have a chance to even try and rebut them. Generally, of course,

they will just dutifully copy them into their piece. And so the

splatter re-splatters. This is the main reason why up till now so

few people have dared to criticise the excesses of sections of the

press. The revenge is terrible. And the battle is uneven. They

have the powerful microphone of their paper and a million

speakers in the intemet. You have the tiny party trumpet of your

lawyer. (And of course the broken whistle of the PCC).

11. My second example: In February 2007 the Mail on Sunday ran Page 1-2
an article saying that my relationship with my long term girlfriend
was falling apart because of my secret relationship with another
woman. This was entirely untrue. Again, damages were
awarded and a statement was made in open court by the paper
admitting the accusation had been false. What was interesting
was that the “other woman’’ | was supposed to be close to was
reported to be a “plummy voiced*‘executive at Warner Brothers
in America, withwhom | was supposed to have late night phone
chats. There was no such executive. What there was. was an
assistant to an executive at a filmcompany associated with
Warner Brothers. She was English, a middle aged, happily
married woman and in no way a girlfriend. But because the
executive was a friend, she had also become a friend.
Hollywood peaople get their assistants to do the dialling. They
also get them to leave voice messages. Hers were entirely
innocent ("Could you call XX back") but they were plummy -
voiced and sometimes jokey. And they often came late at night
because LA is 8 hours behind. We know from Paul Dacre’s
assertions that the Mail papers have never based stories on
intercepted phone messages, so the source of this story remains

a great mystery.

0. In 1997, under a large picture of myself, 1published an articlein ~ Pages
the Sunday Express. The problemwas that | hadn't written it
Nor had | even been consulted on iL In the article 1" expressed
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a number of opinions unrecognisable to me. Many of themwere
a source of mockery and contempt in other papers in subsequent
days. |sued and won damages and a statement admitting fault
was read in open court by the paper's lawyers. Page 4-5

Privacy
13.  Again - just a few random examples.

In June 1996 the Daily Mirror ran a story about a recent visit of
mine tosee a specialist at the Charing Cross hospital. The
article included details of my condition and the treatment. After
consulting a lawyer, both the doctor and | separately complained
to the PCC. The PCC dragged their feet for many months and
finally, after much expensive lobbying from our lawyers, the
Mirror published a small paragraph, deep in the paper, regarding
a complaint from me to the PCC.  Its conclusion was that the
“The complaint was upheld”. Thatwas dl. There were no
specifics, and no mention of publishing medical records.

14.  Subsequently | sued the Mirror for breach of confidence and the  Page 6-13
Mirror tried to defend my claim. 1 applied for judgment. lwas
awarded an injunction and damages. | understand that the judge
made severe criticisms of the newspapers conduct.

So much for an effective PCC.

15.  More recently, in March of this year (2011) | had to take myselfto Page 14
the Chelsea and Westminster hospital in the middle of the night.
Details of the visit and the treatment appeared a couple of days
later in the Sun and the Daily Express. 1was by this time of my
life weary and wary of long drawn out legal battles with the
papers. To cut things short, and in an attermpt to be elegant, |
asked the papers (via my lawyer) to each make a £5000
contribution to a charity | support. The charity is called
Healthtalkonline, and | thought itwas neat in that they had talked
about my health online. (As well as in newsprint). The Express
refused to pay a penny. The Sun fought hard but eventually
gave £1500.

16. In 1996 my girlfriend's father suddenly died. | helped to organise
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the funeral. twas a small family occasion in a tiny village

church. Just as the service was about to start we realised two of

the congregation were unknown to any of the family. They

turmed out to be reporters from popular papers. They had come,

they said, “to pay their respects’. They had never met my

girfriend’s father.

17. In 2006. while filming in New York, one of managers of the hotel
i'd been staying in told me that they had had someone on the
tine asking for my hotel phone records, saying they were from my
office. My office had made no such call.

Papara22i

18. Being photographed at a premiere or at a showbiz type
restaurant is of course to be expected. By merely going tothose
places itis pretty clear to me that you are giving tacit consent to
be photographed. Being ambushed outside ones home or
followed in your car is, | would argue, intrusive. Having
photographers deliberately position themselves to get shots up
your girlfriend's skirt as she gets out of a car is pretty sickening.
(They or the paper which buys the picture will sometimes digitally
remove underwear so that they can run an ‘X goes commando”
story). Butwhat is totally unacceptable is having your girlfriend
and her child or children ambushed as the children come out of
school, and often chased at high speeds. With the children
upset and crying. And the photographer continuing to lake
pictures even after the distraught mother has begged him not t.

19.  One girlfriend’s 6 year old child was so traumatised by the
constant and frightening attention of paparazzi that he ended up
a nervous wreck with nails bitten down to the quick. The
girlfriend had to move out of London, taking the child out of his
school.

20.  There’s a difference between newspaper staff photographers
and the newer breed of paparazzi that have emerged in recent
years, particularly since the explosion in celebrity culture, and the
advent of digital photography which has made the technology
easy. The formerwill occasionally show some ethics. The latter
are ruthless and almost never show any mercy or ethics. The
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police have told me that they often have criminal records. They
work for agencies of the kind that many papers, in the wake of
Princess Diana’ death, swore they would stop buying pictures
from. Itwas a promise that was of course broken within a few
months.

| should admit straight away that | have on occasion confronted
these photographers both physically and verbally. As aresult |
have been arrested twice, and on one occasion had my car
Stanley knifed over every surface.

Hacking

22.

2.

24,

| realise that will be fully investigated in Part 2 of the Inquiry, but
here is a brief resume of my encounters with it thus far.

| became suspicious and somewhat paranoid from about 2000
onwards because the press sometimes seemed to know odd
details of my life, particularly when 1 was in my relationship with
one particular girifriend. We wondered if a friend or an assistant
was leaking information.

Warnings started to come through from media lav.7 ers about
how to protect privacy. They advised having cars swept for
tracking devices, and they warned clients (as well as their friends
and families) to be careful with Bluetooth devices, and tochange
their mobile phone numbers frequenUy. Above all, they advised
changing the default code settings on voicemail systems.

Then in about 2004, out of the blue, a policeman asked tosee
me. He was from the Information Commissioner's office (if |
remember rightly). He told me that they had arrested a private
investigator, and that his notebooks contained many of my
personal details - address, phone numbers, PIN codes etc. And
those of friends and family. | asked himwho the Pl had been
working for and he answered that it appeared to be most of the
British press. | asked himwhat was gong to happen. He told me
tostand by. and they would come back to me. Nothing ever
happened. | now understand that this Pl was Steve Whittamore,
and that this was the investigation called Operation Motorman,
which culminated in the Information Commissioner's report.
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“What Price Privacy?".

26. In late 2010 | had a chance encounter with an ex News of the
World Features editor, Paul McMullan. He boasted to me about
phone hacking at the paper, including of my own phone, and
about payments to the police and the close relationship between
News International and five successive governments. |went
back to see him a few months later at his pub in Dover and
secretly recorded him telling me the same things. | published the
transcript in The New Statesman. Page 16 -17

27.  Earlier this year (2011), officers from Operation Weetingcame to
see me and showed me pages of notes from another arrested P,
Glenn Mulcaire. They showed many of my personal details
including mobile phone numbers, PIN numbers and voicemail
access numbers.

28.  One particular page contained phone details of a girl with whom
I'd had a brief but (I thought) entirely private fling, but about
which the Mirror and the Mail had written detailed expose stories.
The same story had not appeared in the News of the World.

29.  This made me wonder if Mulcaire had been working for other
papers apart from the News of the World. For that reason |
asked my lawyer to obtain a disclosure order on the police to let
me see the Mulcaire notes unredacted. In particular | wanted to
see the initials in the top corner of the notes.  In the event, they
tumed out to be someone at the News of the World.

30. | have not started a civil suit against News International, largely
because | have a feeling that my opinions on these issues might
carry a hit more weight if no-one can accuse me of having a
financial notive.

My attitude through all this.

31l.  To begin with, when libelled, or when my privacy was
egregiously invaded, | did take legal action. As explained above,
I was always a victor in the short run, but a loser in the long run.

32.  What | didn't do was openly criticise the worst practices of some
papers. This would have been, and still is, to invite brutal
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editorial revenge. If asked about these matters in press
conferences around the world | would keep my answers neutral
or flippant. This has been the attitude adopted by almost every
person | know in this country who has ever become an object of
interest or potential profit to the popular press.

3. But as the years wore on 1did become increasingly scandalised
by the power of these papers, and by their methods. It became
clear that, for instance, | couldn’t call the police on any matter
without a paparazzo or reporter turning up before a policeman.

4. | became increasingly aware of the extent of some papers
influence over MP‘s and government. | watched with distaste the
workings of the cabal that was New Labour, Freud
Communications, and News International. | watched with
astonishment as the Conservative party hired Andy Coulson in
2007. (And Iwarned George Oshourne ata dinner that he was
making a terrible mistake).

. | heard rumours about how vulnerable people, bereaved families
for instance, had had their phones hacked. Or been intimidated
or effectively blackmailed. | read the investigative journalism of
the Guardian.

36. | ranted to people about these issues in pubs and at parties.
Sometimes they would cluck, but more often their eyes would

rall. Itail seemed too unlikely.

37.  Then i met Paul McMullan and all my conspiracy theories
seemed to be vindicated, fwrote my article in the New
Statesman. |went on Newsnight and tried to point out the
speciousness and convenience of some of the attacks being
made inthe popular press on privacy lawwithin the Human
Rights Ad. (There was, of course, revenge enacted for this. My
arguments were maliciously and cleverly edited in a savage
piece of misreporting in the Mail on Sunday).
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A month or so after that came the Milly Dowler revelations and |
felt the time was right to come completely over the top of the
parapet, and to speak out openly, and to try and push for reform.
My many interviews on this subject are easily Googlabie, but
largely echo what | say (or will be saying) in this statement.

Third Hat - Student of Popular Papers

391

I'd like this section to take the form of a list of what | see as 10
common myths on this subject.

Myth 1

40.

41.

42.

That itis only celebrities and politicians who suffer at the hands
of popular papers.

To an extent, we already know how false this is. There are
victims like the Dowiers, like the families of the little girls
murdered at Soham. like the families of soldiers killed in
Afghanistan, like the victims of the London bombings. They were
all identified as capable of making a commercial profit for certain
newspapers, and therefore had their privacy invaded.

Then there are the innocent people whose privacy has been
stolen simply because they are related to. or work with subjects
of commercial interest to some papers. In others words,
collateral damage. The mothers and fathers and children of
hacking victims who also had their phones hacked. Orwho were
door-stepped. Or the children who face humiliation in the
playground because their father is a footballer whose privacy a
paper has stolen, most often not in the public interest, but for

profit.

And what about the innocent citizens caught up in the periphery
of a newsworthy crime and shamelessly monstered by scxne
British papers? What about Christopher Jefferies, the innocent
landlord of the murdered Joanna Yeates? Or Robert Murat to
this day receiving death threats with regard to the abduction of
Madeleine McCann, a crime of which he is entirely innocent? Or
more recently Rebecca Leighton, effectively found guilty in
certain papers of mass murder before being Judged by the police

(Weres2uT (e 11/ a 1N 2A)
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to be entirely innocent? The common factor in all these cases?
Money. The stirring up of public outrage, at the expense of the
individuals' rights, while potentially jeopardising real Justice,
simply sold newspapers.

And even though the papers admit guilt and are made topay
fines by the courts, as in all three of these cases, they keep
doing it because the business model still shows a profit.

Myth 2

45.

47.

That egregious abuses of privacy happened only at the News of
the World.

This is like that paper’s old defence of “one rogue reporter”. And
Just as that has been shown to be false so, | am confident, will
this. The Information Commissioner’s report in 2006 listed 32
newspapers and magazines that had used Steve Whittamore
and his illegal dark arts. Dark arts that included blagging and
bribing, among others, phone companies and the DVLA.

Iwould also of course point to the words of Paul McMullan when
| secretly recorded him. He also concedes that phone hacking
wasn't just at the News of the World. According to him, the
biggest payers for hacking in the past were the Daily Mail.

Myth 3

48.

40.

That in attempting to deal with the abuses of some sections of
the press you risk throwing the baby out with the bathwater.

| argue that itis not hard for any normal person to distinguish
between what is a baby and what is bathwater.

In this case, the baby is public interest journalism, of which we
are lucky to have some of the best in the world. The bathwater,
meanwhile, is not really journalism at all any more, though it
once was. Itnow has at its core a different business model.
That model, hiding behind a fig leaf of a litte journalism, is the
appropriation, usually by criminal means, of British citizens’
fundamental human right of privacy. This is done not in the
public interest, but for commercial gain. Its methods include
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elements of theft, intimidation, blackmail and extortion. Its
victims are often wulnerable.

51.  There may be grey areas between these two, but 1argue that
they are nothing like as grey or as extensive as they are cracked
up to be. And that most muddying of the waters between the two
is a deliberate strategy on the part of the privacy invasion
industry.

52. | say, given that identifying baby and bathwater is not that hard,
that we should just take the baby out of the bath. Or rather, |
believe the baby is now quite big enough to get out of the bath
itself. Why have good journalists agreed for so long to protect
the racketeers in their midst? Why have they gone along w/th
the omerta? Why did the exposure of the phone hacking scandal
come down to the New York Times, and to the bravery of one UK
newspaper and its editor? |would argue that the main reason is
the same as the reason for everyone else’ silence bn this
subject for so long. Fear.

Myth 4

53.  That any attempt to regulate the press means we are heading for
Zimbabwe.

54.  First of dl itis important to distinguish between the people who
genuinely care about press freedom, and those who weep
crocodile tears, whose only real concern is the preservation of
their lucrative privacy invading business model.

55.  Then lwould say this.

That of course itwould be preferable for the press to be self
regulating effectively. But the plain fact is that self-regulation has
failed. Failed to prevent phone hacking and other forms of
intrusion, failed to protect vulnerable people from press abuse.
No one seriously denies this now. | note that even Paul Dacre
has started talking about ombudsmen.

56.  That to characterise the argument as one between a free press
at one end of the scale, and Zimbabwe at the cther is sinyplistic,
or irresponsible, or (most often) self-serving. There are, of
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course, many gradations in between those two poles.

57.  That itis absurd to label anyone who believes in protecting
citizens against the worst abuses of certain newsrooms as a
"muzzier" of the press. To me, freedom of the press Is justas
important as the freedom of individuals to enjoy an expectation of
privacy. |am, for instance, very supportive of those who want to
protect free speech via reform of our libel laws.

58.  That every other important industry in this country that has the
power towreck other people's lives is regulated by more than
Itself. And our press is often loud (and often right) in its calls for
many of those regulations to be tighter. The only truly powerful
industry in this country still regulated by itself is the press. 'IA/hy?

59.  That broadcast journalism has been subject to regulation from
the start. Our TV news is excellent. And at the House of Lords
Committee the other day the BBC (Panorama), Channel 4 and
ITV gave evidence. As did John Ware and Ray Fitzwelter. both
highly respected and long-standing investigative journalists. All,
without exception, were clear that the statutory codes and
compliance obligations of the TV regulators did not interfere with
their ability to carry out watchdog journalism in the public
interest.

Myth 5

60.  That current privacy taw under the Human Rights Act muzzles
the press.

61. If this were so, why has a civil case for breach of privacy never
been taken against the Guardian?

62.  Why do popular papers' lawyers so seldom even bother totum
up to argue a public interest defence in front of the judge when
one of their stories has been injuncted at the eleventh hour? Or
indeed in the cold light of next day? Is it because there IS no
public interest defence?

63.  And ifthat is so, why do their editorials rail so loudly against so
called abuses of these injunctions? Misnaming them as ‘Super-
injunctions” when they are merely anonymised to fulfil their
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purpose? Calling them "undemocratic”, “backdoor” or
"muzzling’? s it perhaps not about press freedom or public
interest at all? Are these editorials merely about protecting a
business model? A lucrative racket?

64.  Who would we rather decide what was inthe public interest and
what was merely interesting to the public? Judges? Or the
editor of the paper standing to profit from the article in question?

Myths
65.  Thatjudges always find against the press.

66. Have the judges in the injunction cases relating to personal
privacy thus far made many egregious errors? | would argue
that they haven't. And that neither have they shown a natural
bias one way or the other. The recent case of Rio Ferdinand
showed that the judges in these cases will rule for the paper if
they feel (rightly or wrongly) that there is a public interest
defence.

Myth?
67. Privacy can only ever be a rich man’s toy.

68.  One of the objections most often (sometimes correctly) cited
against privacy law is that itis expensive to take out an
injunction, denying access to justice for people without
substantial means. But then why do so many of the popular
papers who complain about this also campaign so loudly for the
aboalition of Conditional Fee Arrangements? Is itthat this privacy
law is seriously threatening their business model? And that in
fact the fewer people that have access to itthe better?
Particularly as those people who can afford access can then be
dismissed as wealthy and privileged?

69.  There maywell be a problemwith access to justice for those
without means who wish to defend their privacy rights. The
answer is to improve the access not to abolish the justice.

Myth 8
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70.  That most sex exposes carry a public interest defence.

71. if a politician campaigns on issues like family values, and he is
caught having an extra merital affair, then of course it is right for
a newspaper to el the public.

72. If the England foothall manager has deemed that the England
foothall captain should be a person of traditional moral virtue,
and that same footballer has claimed that he is a "changed
person”, then you might argue (as the judge did recently) that itis
in the public interest to know about his affairs.

73. But itseems clear to me, as itdoes to most judges, that the vast
majority of the public interest defences from popular papers for
their sex exposes are bogus. The judges recognise that the
motive for printing the story was commercial profit, not public
interest.

74.  Those papers will argue that Ryan Giggs has traded on his
reputation as a faithful family man. In fact, he hasn't particularly.
And even ifhe had itis absurd to think that people are buying
Ryan Giggs football boots because of his moral probity. They
are buying them because he's a brilliant footballer. (And this is
to leave aside questions of the rights of some newspapers to be
moral arbiters. How is their moral conscience? Was there
anything more comical or grotesque, for instance, than the News
of the World, thundering about people’s "sordid secrets’?)

75.  Some disagree with me, but I would also question most sex
exposes of politicians. Unless, as |say, the politician has been
elected on the platform of traditional family values, or has
publicly criticised or legislated against the private sexual conduct
of other people, or is breaking the law or harming anyone. |don't
believe that knowing the intimate details of his or her sex life is in
the public interest. Some of history’s greatest leaders have had

colourful sex lives.
Myth 9

76.  That people like me want to be in the papers, and need them,
and therefore our objections to privacy intrusions are hypocritical.
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First of al, for most peaple | know who are branded "celebrities”,

the celebrity was not the end ititself. Those people do exist, but

I would argue that they are in the minority. Most so-called

“Celebrities” are just people who happened to become singers, or

actors, or footballers, or whatever, and then also happened -

through luck sometimes, but also sometimes hard work or talent

- to become successful.

In my experience they seldom want to be in the papers for the
sake of it, to promote themselves. In many cases they hate
having to be inthemat al. The issue only arises when they
have something - a filmfor example - to promote, when there is
a certain pressure to bang the drum a hit in advance of the
release. Occasionally this pressure is contractual, but much
more often itis simply moral. Typically, the “project” will have
involved many people working very hard over long periods of
time. And often large amounts of money have been staked. You
would simply feel bad ifyou didn't do a bit of PR.

But having said that, itis important to realise how insignificant, in
relative terms, PR is to the success or failure of a project. To
take films as an example, the most important factor by far is
simply whether itworks as an entertainment. That’s about 85%
of it The marketing and release strategy might be another 10%.
PR is merely the cherry on the cake. The final 5%. There have
been thousands of examples of filns with enormous media
attention, wall towall tabloid coverage, that have gone on tofail
at the box office.

So if PR is the final, small cherry, how big a part of that cherry is
print media? These days, itis considered far less important than
TV and radio. Take a film| acted in - “Love Actually’. When it
came time to organise a press campaign, the ensemble cast
nearly ail followed my lead in choosing not to give interviews to
the UK tabloids. (Most seldom or never did anyway). The film
went on to be a huge success, particularly in the UK. | point all
this out merely to counter the arguments of certain papers that
they make or break filns, or actors, who therefore have no right
to complain about any abuses.
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The only significant argument that can be made for including
tabloid papers in a PR campaign these days, is the risk of
incurring their wrath by excluding them. Hell hath no fury like a
tabloid not invited to a press junket or excluded from premiere
party. And so we are back to fear again.

It is also very important to remember that when a person DOES
do an interviewwith a paper or magazine they are doing it by
consent. Its a form of barter. The paper gets what ithopes will
be a boost in sales, and the person gets what he hopes will be
some helpful noise about his forthcoming project. It s like
bartering 12 eggs for a bale of hay. Or like me selling you a pint
of milk for 50p. When the deal is done, it's done. You wouldn't
then say, “You sold me your milk, you slut. I'm now entitled to
help myself to your milk for ever afterwards".

Finally on this subject | should say that 1have never in my life
“tipped off” the press in the hope of being photographed. |
concede that this may happen with a certain type of person who
enjoys media attention, or- as is now possible - whose principal
source of income is celebrity itself rather than the job that gave
rise to that celebrity in the first place. But the behaviour of one
person or a group of people does not mean it should be open
season on another group of people. And in my experience, the
tipping off of the papers is exceptionally rare. 1wondered if | was
wrong or naive about this, and recently asked ex Daily Star
reporter Richard Papiatt what his experience had been. He
confirmed that | was right. In my opinion the oft-repeated
arguments from popular papers’ editors about the hypocrisy of
celebrities who secretly court the media is largely specious. And,
of course, convenient.

Myth 10

84.

85.

That the tabloid press hacks are just loveable rogues.

Perhaps they once were. Perhaps a fewstill are. But | see an
awful lot of self glamorising going on, seif mythologising. |don’t
regard the people who tapped Miily Dowler’s phone, or ordered
the tapping, or allowed itto happen, or covered itup. as lovable
rogues. |see them as cowards and bullies. | see themas
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people who have lived above the law for so long that they have
started to believe their own propaganda. Power truly does tend
to corTupt.

Fourth and Final Hat- Proposer of possible solutions

86. In a nutshell, itseems clear to me that it should be unacceptable
and illegal to deprive a person of their fundamental human right
to privacy unless there is a real public interest defence.

87. [ would therefore think it is critical to preserve our ability
protect our right to defend our privacy under article 8 of the
European Convention on Human Rights, brought into UK courts
by the Human Rights Act. And | would protect conditional fee
arrangements in certain cases where they give people who do
not have substantial means access to this civil law.

88.  To further extend protection of individuals from the theft of their
privacy when there is no public interest defence. | would create a
new regulator for the press to replace the PCC. This regulator
would be appointed neither by the government nor those itis
supposed to regulate. Itwould have a code of ethics with
powers to sanction breaches of that code, either by significant
fines or by prominent printed apology (preferably of equal
prominence to the offending piece), or both. | would give ita
statutory backstop, to make sure this code was ultimately
enforceable and that newspaper groups could not just walk away
fromiit

89. I would make sure that this new regulator protected good public
interest journalism as much as it monitored and sanctioned
breaches of the code.

Conclusion

0. | don’twant to see the end of popular print journalism. And |
certainly wouldn*twant a country that was fawning to power or
success. | like, admire and would always want to protect the
British instinct to be sceptical, irreverent, difficult, and totake the
piss.

91.  And of course a free press is the cornerstone of democracy.
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That ifi 3 certainly.

i2 Butyrhal | see in tUis counlry are tAt>prases. One wliinK doee
exactly vrfat a ~ecd pre«« should - infctming Ihc pufijc, hoidirg
a mirror up to »uocty. handing pa\y«r (p accaurn And lhun.
mtfwg under Ihc wma lanbrnna. a secoiid preas Vial lwe iSfeen
alloived (9 become somelhihg toxic. That headevetopAd » new
Du9lnet« rnodel, depervding .10 longer on Yourniilism (as itd'd
once), but on rttekefeerms A press Ihnt has accrJOd DOni:r' (d
itself end mugged Britieh cDizeiu for one of their most basic
nur<an rights on aNiriousiidii scale. A press Ihet has anreeblod
und disgraoed our demnoervoy; hribing police, empscsufelins
periiainent, and pricing the caiwoelitive w/ccphancy of fiva

»uccesshiB govcrnmenta

93.  To somedeitroe this has been (he resah of too muoh inl™Nience
being wieldsd oy indivrduail nvecTaoivrers,  PkiralKyof
ownership is v>melhing 'meme this j>9fy is looking at aréd 1
hOpo will irisH* strong moommeddatidns oh.

94 Bui it haa also been Ihcresult ct strelgh(fonvant ifitiinidaf.ion-
HisEodneiiy, ihie country has a gpod reconj’ for couragewhen it
comps 10standing up (Obufiiss. fn my optnion, it needs be

rediscover (hat courage now.

BfaiUmeiU of Truth

I baiievt! that (he facts tdaled in this wileicss steternont aie true.
DATED Kib dny of Movember ~11

SICWED;

Hugh Grant
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