Code Comm ttee Chairnman’s annual report: 2005

The Editors’ Code of Practice is a living docunent. It
cannot stand still. It nust keep pace wi th changi ng society.
That is one of its strengths — and expl ains why today’ s Code
is so different from that pioneered in 1991. The Code
Conmttee’'s role of constant reviewng and revising the
rules is vital to this, but the evolutionary process does
not stop there.

Last year, for exanple, a mmjor step forward was the
publication of The Editors’ Codebook, a handbook produced by
the Code Committee and published by the UK trade
associations: the Newspaper Publishers Association, the
Newspaper Society, Periodical Publishers Association, the
Scottish Daily Newspaper Society and the Scottish Newspaper
Publ i shers Associ ati on.

Its job was to set the Code in context - to show, through
PCC adj udi cations, how it worked in practice. The book was
seen as a very positive devel opnent for self-regulation, not
only in Britain, but internationally. Eur opean Uni on
Comm ssioner for Culture, Ms Vivien Redding, praised it as a
fine exanple of local solutions to |local problens. The
British Enbassy in Beijing, which has already transl ated the
UK Editors’ Code into Mandarin for the benefit of the
Chinese nedia, is also |looking at translating the Codebook.
But once again the process nust nove on. Qur thoughts are
now turning to how we can develop the Codebook thene by
making it available on the Internet, where it could be
updated periodically with case |aw devel opnents and Code
changes.

One such change during 2005 was the incorporation of the
term gender into the categories - race, colour, religion,
sexuality, etc — covered by the D scrimnation clause. This
was a direct response to the changed |egal status of the
transgender community. It had always been the Conmttee' s —
and PCCs - view that discrimnation against trans
i ndi vidual s was covered by the existing Code. However, the
Conm ttee accepted that the | egal status of trans people had
been significantly altered by the introduction of the Gender
Recognition Act, and that it was proper that the Code shoul d
reflect that with a specific gender reference. The Conmttee
does not maeke such changes lightly: there could easily be an
infinite list of protections, which ultimtely would becone
meani ngl ess and dilute the effect.

The Code is, after all, intended to have nmeaning and
I nfluence, and not becone a device that dimnishes freedom
of expression. Nor is it intended to be the only inplenent
in the tool box. Editors are answerable not just to the PCC
but to their own readers, on whose trust and support they
rely for survival. They know that they forfeit that trust at
their peril. The Code does not, for exanple, cover taste and
decency, which is very subjective and wll vary wth



di fferent audi ences. But editors still have to nmake their
own judgnments. It is significant that, while they were not
prevented from doing so by the Code, no mainstream British
newspapers or magazi nes published the Dani sh cartoons.

W start 2006 with two new Conmittee nenbers, Adrian Faber,
Editor of the Wl verhanpton Express and Star, and David
Pol I i ngton, Editor of The Sunday Post. They were nominated by the
Newspaper Society and the Scottish Daily Newspaper Society respectively to
replace Perry Austin-Clarke, of the Bradford Telegraph and Argus, and Derek
Tucker, of the Press and Journal, Aberdeen, who will now serve as a PCC
commissioner. I'"d like to thank them and the whole
Commttee, for their support during the year. The process of

evolution could not continue without their hard work and
di li gence.
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