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INTRODUCTION

THE CODE REVIEW PROCESS

The IMPRESS Standards Code was first launched in 2017 following extensive 
research and public consultation. It is the first press Code in the UK to be co-created 
with the public and in the public interest. 

The Code also aligns with recommendations made by the Leveson Inquiry into the 
Culture, Practices and Ethics of the Press. It reflects IMPRESS’s commitment to 
promoting press freedom and encouraging high ethical standards in news reporting. 
Now approaching five years since the Code’s launch, IMPRESS is undertaking a 
comprehensive review of the Code and guidance, led by its Code Committee, with a 
view to publish a new updated Code in summer 2022.

The purpose of this paper is twofold. It will first detail the research and consultation 
undertaken in the IMPRESS Code Review process. Secondly, it will summarise various 
proposed changes to the IMPRESS Standards Code and its guidance. 

Descriptions are provided alongside the proposed changes, explaining the rationale 
behind the recommendations. We strongly encourage feedback from all stakeholders, 
including the public, journalists, news publishers and civil society representatives. 
Throughout the document we have raised questions relating to each of the key 
changes that we propose. Should you wish to make a submission, you can access the 
online form on our website. It is possible to provide feedback on more than one Code 
clause, however we ask that responses are made in relation to the questions posed in 
this paper. 

The Code Review process began with a Call for Evidence between November 2020 and 
February 2021. We invited submissions and evidence from key stakeholders, including 
the public, civil society organisations, journalists, news publishers and academics. 
IMPRESS sought evidence on seven key media standards issues of concern: accuracy, 
children, discrimination, fairness, harassment, journalism online and public safety. 

In conjunction with the Call for Evidence, we commissioned Dr Bina Ogbebor 
(University of Sheffield) to conduct an in-depth meta-analysis, exploring the dominant 
media standards issues in a cross-section of literature on press standards published 
between 2016 and 2021. We used Dr Ogbebor’s Media Standards Research paper to 
inform us when considering changes to the Code and guidance. More on Dr Ogbebor’s 
findings can be found here.

Stage 1 – 
Call for Evidence

https://impress.press/standards/code-review.html
https://www.impress.press/page/code-review-2020-22/code-review-research-report.html
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Starting in June 2021, IMPRESS organised a series of workshops with various key 
stakeholders. Topics covered in the workshops included discrimination, journalism 
online, children and free speech. We held a publisher’s roundtable, inviting editors 
and journalists to provide their personal observations on the current media standards 
climate, with a particular focus on reporting on children, matters of discrimination, 
and accuracy. A second publisher’s roundtable is due to be held to gain feedback in 
response to the proposed changes to the Standards Code and to gauge how these 
changes will impact the news publishing practices of IMPRESS members. IMPRESS’s 
Code Committee also determined that young people should be consulted on updates 
to the Code to ensure their views were well-represented in the consultation process. To 
achieve this, IMPRESS has partnered with the British Youth Council to engage a group 
of young media consultants aged 14-18. Their views and opinions were fed back into 
the analysis and drafting process. 

Various experts were also consulted such as Dr Faith Gordon (University of Canberra), 
an expert in children’s rights who was recently involved in researching young people’s 
experiences of online harm; Rizwana Hamid (Director, Centre for Media Monitoring) an 
expert in representation and diversity in the media; Dr Edina Harbinja, a privacy law 
expert, in particular internet and emerging technologies and post-mortem privacy 
(Aston Law School); Dr Stephen Cushion (Cardiff University) and his research team who 
are presently researching into alternative media and disinformation; and Dr Jonathan 
Hardy (University of Arts London), an expert in media advertising and sponsored 
editorial content.  

Stage 2 – 
Workshops and Engagement

Evidence obtained during the previous two stages of the Code Review process was 
then gathered and analysed to create a comprehensive recommendations list for the 
Code Committee’s consideration. The proposals then adopted by the Committee were 
subsequently incorporated into an updated version of the IMPRESS Standards Code 
and guidance. 

Stage 3 – 
Drafting

The following changes to the Standards Code and guidance have been proposed. 

Please note that these proposals do not represent the final iteration of the IMPRESS 
Standards Code and guidance and may be subject to change following the outcome 
of the consultation and before the launch of the updated Code in summer 2022.

PROPOSALS
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PREAMBLE

Changes 

•  The Preamble has been reconfigured into two sections:
 1.  About the IMPRESS Standards Code and Guidance.
 2. IMPRESS Standards Code Scope and Remit.
• A pop-out definition box has been added which outlines who the Code and  
 Guidance applies to.
• Explicit reference has been made to freedom of expression (Article 10   
 ECHR), and the importance of balancing press freedom against other   
 countervailing rights, such as the Article 8 right to respect for private and  
 family life and the Article 14 right to prohibition of discrimination.
• Publishers are now advised to be aware of the legal risks they may expose  
 themselves to when sourcing and publishing content from online and   
 social media sources, and User Generated Content (UGC).

Changes to the Guidance (Scope and Remit)

• The guidance has been expanded with further information on complaints.  
 It has clarified what complaints can be brought to IMPRESS’s attention and  
 how to complain about possible breaches of the Code. 
• Details have been provided on the types of journalism under IMPRESS’s  
 remit, which includes online conduct, newsgathering, and publishing.
• New guidance has been introduced on how a publisher should respond  
 when notified of third party UGC which potentially breaches the Code.
• Information has been provided on the authority of the Code, the guidance  
 and third party resources IMPRESS may refer to but which have no binding  
 authority.

Explanatory notes

During the consultation process, concerns were raised by several respondents 
that the scope and remit of the Code are not made sufficiently clear in its current 
form. IMPRESS has also noted during its day-to-day operations and in responding 
to various enquiries that the Code does not provide sufficient clarity to publishers 
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and the public on the remit and powers of IMPRESS in relation to accepting 
complaints about breaches of the Code. Therefore, it was deemed necessary to 
outline that the Code applies to a wider variety of individuals, including bloggers, 
photographers, and other content creators. To reflect IMPRESS’s growing 
multimedia membership, it has been noted that the Code captures all forms of 
online newsgathering and publication activities.

There were calls for IMPRESS to clarify its role to uphold press freedom. 
Acknowledging that press power is not absolute, it was appropriate for the Code 
to make explicit reference to freedom of expression (Article 10 ECHR) and the 
balancing act IMPRESS must undertake when exercising its duties in interpreting 
and applying the Code. Concerns have been raised during the consultation 
and in wider media policy debate about the role of news publishers concerning 
UGC. A particular concern is how they should respond to harmful content that 
appears on their areas of their platform where they have no editorial control, such 
as below-the-line comments and other user engagement. This is particularly 
important given UGC’s potential for spreading misinformation, abuse and 
hate speech, via news articles which lend cover and credibility for such speech. 
References have therefore been included to address the responsibility news 
publishers have for the safety of users on their platforms and how they must 
respond to complaints made by members of the public about UGC appearing on 
their platforms.

IMPRESS is often approached or called upon by third party organisations to 
adopt best practice guidance on media reporting on specialist subject matter. 
Information has been provided in the guidance that describes the authority of 
the Code and guidance. It clarifies that where third party resources are referred to 
as ‘best practice’, this is not binding on IMPRESS publishers. 

QUESTIONS

• Is the Code and guidance sufficiently clear about IMPRESS’s   
 remit over news publishers and the responsibility of news    
 publishers for UGC?

• Does the Code make it sufficiently clear that it applies to all   
 forms of newsgathering? 

• Is the guidance sufficiently clear about how rights and law   
 interact with the IMPRESS Standards Code and how it    
 is applied?

• Is the authority of the Code, its guidance and third party    
 resources such as best practice documents sufficiently    
 clear?

• Do you have any further recommendations for improvements to  
 the ‘About the Standards Code and guidance’ section?
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Clause 1
ACCURACY

Changes to the Code

• The clause numbering has been reordered for improved clarity.

• The terms ‘all’ and ‘always’ have been removed from sub-clauses 1.1 and 1.2  
 respectively.

Changes to the Guidance

• More information has been included in the guidance detailing how to   
 interpret and apply the journalistic convention of allowing an opportunity  
 for subjects to respond before publication, as part of assessing whether   
 reasonable steps have been taken to ensure accuracy. 

• A new guidance section has been added on the importance of taking   
 reasonable steps to verify the truth of the information presented where the  
 story involves children. 

• Further information has been added to the guidance on the potential   
 for the internet and social media to generate a large amount of inaccurate,  
 unreliable, harmful and unlawful content. A note on Artificial intelligence  
 (AI) has been included, due to its high potential to disseminate false   
 content.

• The Accuracy clause has been supplemented by in-depth guidance on the  
 use of AI in journalism.

• Publishers are now advised to actively take steps to limit the potential   
 spread of misinformation or disinformation by verifying their story against  
 other reliable sources.

• Further advice has been provided on how to distinguish between fact and  
 opinion for those journalists who have not had the benefit of formal   
 journalistic training.
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Explanatory notes

The Accuracy clause has proven to be effective for dealing with cases that have 
arisen in response to public complaints, and Regulatory Committees have 
encountered few issues with its application.

However, for the benefit of members of the public who wish to bring complaints 
about accuracy, minor changes have been made to the Code structure to 
improve clarity. It was judged that taking ‘all’ reasonable steps and ‘always’ 
distinguishing clearly between statements of fact, conjecture and opinion was an 
impractical standard. Sub-clause 1.2 regarding the correction of any significant 
inaccuracy has been renumbered to be the final sub-clause (with the other 
provisions being renumbered accordingly), to improve the logic and flow of the 
sub-clauses.

During the consultation process, arguments were made to strengthen 
requirements around what ‘all reasonable steps to ensure accuracy’ means, 
particularly on the integrity of online sources. A number of respondents cited 
misinformation and disinformation as a serious harm to society. Therefore, one 
suggested action is for publishers to verify a story against other reliable sources. 
IMPRESS has implemented new guidance advising publishers to take certain 
actions when attempting to verify the truth of information obtained from third 
party sources, particularly where those sources are online and more challenging 
to verify. 

Several respondents cited the growing use of AI in the media; and called for 
robust ethical standards to be incorporated into the IMPRESS Code on this 
practice. For example, new technologies such as deepfakes have been exploited 
to disseminate false and harmful content about public figures and private 
citizens. To counter this, IMPRESS now advises that publishers should exercise 
human editorial oversight to mitigate against the risks that arise from this new 
publishing practice.
 
IMPRESS regulates a wide range of news publishers in the UK; some have 
received formal journalistic training or have worked in formal or traditional 
newsrooms, others however have come to journalism through non-traditional 
pathways. Therefore, IMPRESS takes care not to presume a particular level of 
knowledge of those that use the Code and guidance. It has been designed to 
be easily interpreted and applied as a resource to their day-to-day journalism 
practice. Simultaneously, during the Call for Evidence, it was emphasised that the 
blurring of lines between opinion and news items as a means of perpetuating 
inaccuracies and sensationalist takes is still a pressing issue for ethical news 
practice in the UK, particularly for new entrants to the news market. In response, 
IMPRESS has added further suggested guidance for news publishers on how to 
effectively distinguish between fact and opinion.
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QUESTIONS

• Do these changes to the Code serve to better address the   
 role of artificial intelligence (AI) in journalism?

• Is the Code and guidance sufficiently clear about what   
 amounts to ‘taking all reasonable steps’ to ensure accuracy?

• Do citizen journalists find the guidance on how to    
 distinguish between opinion and fact helpful or excessive?

• Do you have any further recommendations for     
 improvement to the ‘Accuracy’ section?
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Clause 3
CHILDREN

Changes to the Code

• The age of a child has been amended from ‘under the age of 16’ to ‘under  
 the age of 18’ in line with UK law.

• At sub-clause 3.1, not detrimental to the safety and wellbeing of the child  
 has been replaced with does not cause harm to the child.

• At sub-clause 3.2, not detrimental to the safety and wellbeing of the child  
 has been replaced with does not cause harm to the child.

• IMPRESS has updated sub-clause 3.3 to address a child’s request to remain  
 anonymous.

• The request of an individual who was previously identified when under the  
 age of 18 years, but now wishes to be anonymised, has been moved   
 to sub-clause 3.4. Note that this clause has been mirrored in the Privacy   
 clause, to account for the new law on ‘right to be forgotten’ for adults.

3.3      Publishers must reasonably consider a child’s request to remain   
 anonymous.

3.4      Publishers must give reasonable consideration to the request of
 a person who, when under the age of 18 years, was identified
 and now wishes to be anonymised (see Privacy clause 7.3).

Changes to the Guidance

• All references throughout the Guidance to ‘consent’ have been replaced  
 with ‘informed consent.’

• All references throughout the Guidance to ‘responsible adult’ have been  
 replaced with ‘appropriate adult.’

• New supplementary guidance has been provided on safeguarding when  
 reporting on children, which includes detailed advice on areas such as   
 consent and its nuances, the meaning of ‘appropriate adult,’ anonymity,  
 and jigsaw identification.

• There is acknowledgement in the guidance of how anonymity may   
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 protect individuals from long-term and harmful consequences that stem  
 from actions or contexts affecting them as children.

• The guidance advises that, when responding to an anonymity request, the  
 publisher should consider that the content could have different meanings  
 for the child based on their experiences.

• This clause has been supplemented by additional data protection   
 guidance on communicating with children about the collection and use of  
 their personal data. 

Explanatory Notes

IMPRESS consulted directly with children when reviewing the Children’s clause, 
in partnership with the British Youth Council. They argued that journalists 
should always be proactive in making the effort to anonymise and protect young 
people, where possible, from long-term and harmful consequences. There was 
a broad consensus that a child’s age should be amended from ‘under the age of 
16’ to ‘under the age of 18’, in line with both the Children Act 1989 and the United 
Nations Convention on the Rights of a Child (UNCRC). 

The main issue raised in relation to the Children’s clause was whether it 
adequately covered recommended publishers’ safeguarding practices when 
reporting on children, and how publishers should minimise the risk of harm 
to children. New requirements would need to cover obtaining and processing 
consent and having due regard to the impact on the child when considering 
anonymity requests. Therefore, IMPRESS has removed the phrase detrimental 
to the safety and wellbeing of the child, instead underlining the publisher’s 
responsibility to reduce the risk of harm to the child by examining the context 
and nature of the story for instance, as well as the child’s physical, emotional and 
social wellbeing. 

The term ‘responsible adult’ has been updated and replaced by the term 
‘appropriate adult,’ as it has legal meaning derived from the Police and Criminal 
Evidence Act 1984 (PACE). An ‘appropriate adult’ refers to a child’s parent, 
guardian, or social worker; otherwise, it can be any responsible adult aged 18 or 
over.

Similarly, ‘informed consent’ is regarded as the more accurate term compared 
to ‘consent’ because it captures the publisher’s responsibility to inform a child 
interviewee of the nature and purpose of an interview. This helps reduce any 
potential risks involved. It also mirrors Ofcom’s Fairness clause, which imposes a 
similar informed consent requirement for broadcasters. IMPRESS has, therefore, 
updated the guidance in this way accordingly.

Further, the amended sub-clause 3.3 now requires publishers to reasonably 
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consider a child’s request to remain anonymous. This updated sub-clause seeks 
to reflect both the legal position in children’s data rights and the views of children 
and child and youth service advocates. Finally, the ICO recommended that 
IMPRESS explicitly refer to data protection law in the Code; this was supported 
by other respondents who consider it is part of IMPRESS’s regulatory role to 
raise awareness of data protection rights for children and their guardians 
regarding newsgathering and publishing. As this is a substantial area of law to 
cover, IMPRESS has created additional data protection guidance with respect to 
children to supplement the Code and guidance. 

  

QUESTIONS:

• Should the age of a ‘child’ be raised from under the age of 16  
 to under the age of 18, in line with other legal standards?

• Do you agree with the introduction of a new clause which   
 requires publishers to reasonably consider a child’s request to  
 remain anonymous?

• Do you agree that a child’s withdrawal of consent should never  
 be overruled by the parent, regardless of the child’s age?

• Do the new safeguarding measures and child anonymity   
 considerations provide better overall protection for children  
 when interacting with journalists?

• Do you have any further recommendations for improvements  
 to the ‘Children’ section?
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Clause 4
DISCRIMINATION

Changes to the Code

• All references to ‘vulnerable to discrimination’ have been replaced with ‘at  
 risk of discrimination.’

• The threshold for a breach of sub-clause 4.3 has been lowered; the phrase  
 ‘must not incite hatred’ has been amended to say ‘must not encourage   
 hatred or abuse.’

Changes to the Guidance

• The guidance now emphasises that opinion pieces and the opinions   
 of journalists included in otherwise factual content, are also captured by  
 the discrimination clause.
• Guidance on what constitutes prejudicial or pejorative language has been  
 updated to include specific reference to the objectification of women, as  
 well as a person’s religion or race.
• Ethnicity and nationality have been included as other protected    
 characteristics that put a person at risk of discrimination.
• It has been made clear throughout the guidance that the discrimination  
 clause applies to all forms of media (including images, animation, and   
 audio and video recordings).
• Guidance on sub-clause 4.3 has been updated to include an example of  
 discrimination online.
• Publishers are now advised to take care to avoid conflating ‘religious and  
 ideological’ practices or beliefs with ‘cultural’ practices or beliefs.
• The guidance now recognises the cumulative effect of multiple    
 discriminatory stories or reports by a news publisher. The guidance also   
 clarifies that IMPRESS has the power to investigate matters on its    
 own initiative where it is concerned that a publisher has seriously or   
 systemically breached the clause.
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Explanatory Notes

A principal concern raised by several respondents was that the threshold to 
complain about discrimination is too high. IMPRESS responded to this with 
caution, ensuring that any amendments made to the clause would not result in 
an undue restriction of press freedom. However, IMPRESS also acknowledged 
that the risk of publishers escaping accountability for abusive content that falls 
short of hatred would remain if no changes were made to the clause. Therefore, 
IMPRESS has chosen to replace the wording ‘incite hatred’ with ‘encourage 
hatred or abuse’. 

It was also noted that if the previous wording of ‘incite’ and ‘cause’ were to be 
retained, it could prove difficult for IMPRESS to judge whether a publisher has 
cumulatively committed a breach of the clause. This amendment, therefore, 
considers the cumulative impact of encouraging hatred and abuse, where 
discrimination features in a series of articles (often in opinion or comment pieces). 
In contrast, those publications may not encourage hatred or abuse overall. In 
short, they could put a person or group in fear, and this phenomenon is now 
captured with the addition of an explicit reference to it in the guidance. 

It was also brought to IMPRESS’ attention that there is nothing inherently 
vulnerable about a person because of their protected characteristics; a 
community or society makes a person vulnerable by subjecting them to 
discrimination. ‘Vulnerable’ as a term is problematic by framing discrimination 
as the individual’s responsibility or implying that they make themselves a victim 
of discrimination, akin to having put themselves in a hostile situation. Therefore, 
IMPRESS has decided to amend the phrase ‘vulnerable to discrimination’ to ‘at 
risk of discrimination,’ to address the disempowering proposition of the term 
‘vulnerable.’

IMPRESS has always recognised that opinion pieces can offend or upset without 
breaching the Code. However, concerns were raised about the capacity for 
opinion and comment pieces to act as vehicles for discrimination by propagating 
inaccuracies about a person or group’s protected characteristics under the guise 
of opinion, humour, or satire. IMPRESS has sought to address this under a new 
guidance section, allowing for third parties to bring complaints of inaccuracy to 
IMPRESS where it has the intended effect of being discriminatory under Clause 1 
Accuracy. 

Ethnicity and nationality have been added as protected characteristics under 
the guidance to sub-clause 4.1. ‘Ethnicity’ represents cultural expression, and 
‘nationality’ signifies the belonging to or citizenship of a particular country. 
These terms are characteristics covered under Article 2 of the European Charter 
on Fundamental Freedoms. Their inclusion would help address increasingly 
nuanced language used by publishers to characterise groups or individuals.

IMPRESS was encouraged to expand upon what amounts to ‘prejudicial or 
pejorative’ language. In response, IMPRESS has provided further examples 
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in the guidance concerning this. Specific reference has been made to the 
objectification and sexualisation of women which was an issue raised during 
the research phase of the Code Review. The guidance now warns publishers of 
how this can not only have the effect of diminishing and overshadowing the 
professional achievements of women, but also feed into real-world prejudice and 
gender-based violence. 

Finally, while it was acknowledged that the example of refusing to serve someone 
in hospitality settings remains an example of discrimination, IMPRESS felt that 
an additional example should be added to the guidance to reflect targeted 
discrimination in an online context.

 QUESTIONS:

• Should the threshold for a breach of clause 4.3 be lowered?  
 Will this unduly impinge on the news publisher’s     
 freedom of expression?

• Should there be a specific reference to indirect discrimination  
 in the guidance?

• Should IMPRESS provide further examples in the guidance   
 as to when it would be relevant to publish the protected   
 characteristics of a subject of a story?

• Should there be a public interest exemption to discrimination?

• Do these changes to the Code and guidance provide an   
 in-depth, comprehensive, and up-to-date understanding of   
 discriminatory practices in the media?
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Clause 5
HARASSMENT

Changes to the Code

• The wording of sub-clause 5.1 has been amended from ‘engage in   
 intimidation’ to ‘engage in intimidation or harassment.’

Changes to the Guidance

• IMPRESS has added an introductory paragraph to the guidance for   
 clarity on the purpose of the clause. The clause is not designed to interfere  
 with conventional journalistic practice, including investigative journalism  
 and press watchdog’s role. 
• Reference has been made in the guidance to intimidatory behaviour by a  
 journalist that would deter someone from engaging in public life.
• A new guidance provision on sub-clause 5.2a has been added. This clause  
 advises publishers to take special care when engaging with victims of   
 terrorist activity or traumatic events or their families.
• The guidance to sub-clause 5.2b has been expanded to include    
 newsgathering online, for example the importance of journalists always  
 communicating with interviewees and sources using their professional   
 email or social media accounts for clear identification.

• Journalists are now advised to keep records of all online communications  
 relating to their work.

Explanatory Notes

IMPRESS noted that the act of ‘harassment’ itself, defined as any unwanted 
act that causes an individual to feel distressed, humiliated or threatened, was 
absent from the clause. Therefore, it was judged that ‘engage in harassment or 
intimidation’ better encapsulated the actions of journalists that would amount to 
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a breach of the Code.

The independent Committee on Standards in Public Life published a report 
in 2017 which explored how intimidatory behaviour can result in an individual 
withdrawing from social media, public events, or public life altogether. The Call 
for Evidence stage also highlighted this as a key issue. IMPRESS has specified 
that such behaviour would qualify as intimidation. Therefore, it would be judged 
as a breach of the Code under sub-clause 5.1. Media intrusion into the lives of 
victims, survivors, or the bereaved following terrorist activity or traumatic events 
was a major concern brought to IMPRESS’s attention by the Survivors Against 
Terror network. In response, IMPRESS has created a new guidance section under 
sub-clause 5.2a which warns journalists against misrepresenting their role or 
misleading such victims and their families.

It was suggested that IMPRESS should update the Code to reflect online 
harassment, in particular the importance of publishers identifying themselves 
when newsgathering online. IMPRESS has therefore updated the guidance to 
sub-clause 5.2b, strongly advising publishers to use their professional email or 
social media accounts for instance when communicating with interviewees or 
sources. 

 
QUESTIONS:

• Do you consider that the Harassment clause is overly onerous,  
 and does it impinge upon the freedom of the press to    
 undertake investigative journalism?
 
• Does the Code sufficiently explain the role of the public   
 interest exemption in relation to harassment?

• Do you agree that the wording change in clause 5.1 better   
 encapsulates the act of harassment?

• Should journalists be required to identify themselves when   
 gathering information online? What should be the public   
 interest exceptions to this requirement?
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Clause 6
JUSTICE

Changes to the Code

• IMPRESS has created a new sub-clause 6.3, which instructs publishers   
 not to identify suspects pre-charge and prior to the commencement   
 of legal proceedings, in line with recent changes in UK law.

6.3 Except where the police have released the name, publishers should not  
 directly or indirectly identify persons under criminal investigation   
 before they have been charged. This is subject to a public interest   
 exception.

Changes to the Guidance

• A supplementary section on the new sub-clause 6.3, detailing its nature  
 and purpose, has been added.

• A further section on sub-clause 6.3 outlines the potential for a public   
 interest justification in revealing a name, for example where the suspect  
 is a prominent political figure, or where the purpose of the story is to   
 uncover possible police oppression of an individual and revelation of the  
 name is necessary for that purpose. 

• Additional guidance has been included to reflect Section 1 of the Terrorism  
 Act 2006, and more specifically the potential for a journalist to indirectly  
 encourage the commission or preparation of acts of terrorism by ‘glorifying’  
 past or future terrorist activity.

Explanatory Notes

As it currently stands, members could interpret the Code as permitting 
publishers to identify suspects before they are charged without issue. However, 
a new precedent was recently set in the ZXC v Bloomberg case. The Court 
of Appeal found that suspects under formal investigation had a reasonable 
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expectation of privacy up until the point of charge. The naming of such suspects 
was determined to breach Article 8 ECHR rights and hence gave rise to liability 
under the tort of misuse of private information. This legal position has since been 
followed in the case of Sicri v Associated Newspapers. Whilst appeal in the ZXC 
v Bloomberg case is awaiting judgment, IMPRESS has noted that the decision is 
prima facie and very unlikely to be overturned. 

Findings from IMPRESS’s Media Standards Research also suggested that the 
Code does not adequately address the glamorisation of terrorist attacks, which 
can aggravate the problem and increase the threat of terrorism. IMPRESS 
acknowledged that the rationale behind terrorist activity is difficult to determine, 
and therefore the guidance now directly refers to Section 1 of the Terrorism Act 
2006 on the ‘glorification’ of terrorism.

 
QUESTIONS:

• Should the Code include a Justice clause, and represent legal  
 standards as ethical standards, as it currently does?

• Do news publishers want the Code to express legal standards  
 of principles, or should it only focus on ethical requirements?

• What are the public interest exceptions for publishers naming  
 suspects pre-charge? 
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Clause 7
PRIVACY

Changes to the Code

• Sub-clause 7.2b has been amended to provide clarity on requirements.

• A new sub-clause 7.3 has been introduced that details the requirement for  
 publishers to give reasonable consideration to those who wish to be   
 anonymised after a publication has identified them. This has been   
 highlighted as particularly important for those under 18 at the time of   
 publishing. 

7.2 Except where justified by the public interest, publishers must:

 a. Not use covert means to gain or record information;
 b. Give due consideration to online privacy settings when    
  determining the privacy status of the information and then   
  adhere to those settings; 
 c. Take all reasonable steps not to exacerbate grief or distress    
  through intrusive newsgathering or reporting.

7.3 Publishers must give reasonable consideration to the request of a   
 person who: 

 a) has been identified in news content and subsequently asks to be  
  anonymised;  
 b) when under the age of 18, had previously been identified in news  
  content and subsequently now asks to be anonymised. 

 Normally, only the subjects themselves can make such requests, and  
 the onus is on them to demonstrate why they should no longer be   
 identified (see Children clause 3.4).

Changes to the Guidance

• The guidance on sub-clause 7.1 has been expanded, advising publishers to  
 be cautious in relation to a person’s social media account and the privacy  
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 settings they have in place, which may give rise to a reasonable expectation  
 of privacy. A breach could be committed if a publisher were to release   
 images of a person from a social media account without that individual’s  
 consent and where it was clear they had not considered the privacy   
 settings of the account, and there was no public interest in doing so. 
• Continuing from the Harassment clause which sets out guidance on   
 deceptive journalistic methods, journalists are now requested to refrain   
 from using fake social media accounts to obtain information from, or gain  
 access to, individuals or groups.

• It has been noted that there are certain instances where an individual may  
 still have a reasonable expectation of privacy in respect of information that  
 is partly (or even widely) publicised.

• Further details have been provided on social media privacy settings. For  
 example, if an individual allows for ‘everyone’ to view their posts and   
 contact them on Facebook, their expectation of privacy will not necessarily  
 be extinguished entirely but will be weaker. Nevertheless, reasonable   
 expectation of privacy can be difficult to assess in the absence of privacy  
 settings, and journalists are advised to always seek the consent of the   
 individual concerned. 

• Further guidance on sub-clause 7.2c has been added, warning journalists of  
 the risk of publishing information that may identify individuals as possibly  
 being injured or killed in a terrorist attack before family members have   
 learned the news from official sources.

• Further examples have been included in the guidance on what may   
 amount to a breach of privacy.

Explanatory Notes

IMPRESS has created a new right to be forgotten, or anonymity, request sub-
clause 7.3 for over 18s. For those under 18 at the time of publication who now wish 
to be anonymised; this includes a cross-reference back to the Children’s sub-
clause 3.4. This is to update the Code in line with privacy law on the right to be 
forgotten, and data protection law developments. 

As stated in Harassment sub-clause 5.2, IMPRESS cautions journalists not 
to engage in methods of deception and to be transparent when engaging 
in journalistic activities. This also applies when making attempts to obtain 
information online.

It was highlighted that reasonable expectation of privacy concerning an 
individual’s social media account was absent from the Code and should be 
addressed, particularly regarding the publication of images from a private social 
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media account without consent. IMPRESS has recognised that techniques such 
as doxing and the use of fake social media accounts are becoming increasingly 
prevalent. While in some instances they can be applied as effective tools for 
investigative journalism, publishers should be aware that these can be used 
maliciously. IMPRESS, therefore, requests for publishers to refrain from using 
fake social media accounts under the guidance on sub-clause 7.1, while also 
warning of the risks involved in doxing. Additionally, a more nuanced exploration 
of the elements of social media privacy settings can now be found under the 
guidance on sub-clause 7.2b. 

A particular area which required updating was sub-clause 7.2c in relation to 
shocking or traumatic events. Two key recommendations made by the Survivors 
Against Terror group in their recent Media Report on terror attacks concerned 
publishers confirming fatalities before family members or loved ones have 
been informed, as well as the publication of images of the bereaved or seriously 
injured without family permission. IMPRESS has emphasised that while the 
clause allows for a public interest exemption, the publisher will have to balance 
their interest in publishing such information against the interests of family 
members and the risk of exacerbating their grief or shock.

Further examples have been added to the guidance to clarify the types of 
information likely to attract a reasonable expectation of privacy. ‘Dead-naming,’ 
or the act of referring to a transgender person by their previous name and 
gender identity, was raised as new and increasingly prevalent invasion of privacy. 
IMPRESS has therefore suggested that publishers refrain from this act unless 
they have that person’s permission or there is a compelling public interest 
reason to do so.

   QUESTIONS:

• Does the Code better account for how private information   
 should be dealt with, including social media?

• Should the Code include a separate clause 7.3 that anyone, no  
 matter their age, can make a request to be anonymised?

• Should agents acting on behalf of vulnerable people be able  
 to make a request for the subject to be anonymised?

• Do these Code and guidance changes to the Privacy clause   
 serve to better address privacy issues online, as well as   
 privacy of victims or the bereaved in the aftermath of a   
 shocking  event?
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Clause 9
SELF-HARM AND SUICIDE

Changes to the Code

• The title of the clause has been amended from ‘Suicide’ to ‘Self-harm and  
 Suicide.’

• IMPRESS has created a new sub-clause 9.2 (as shown below).

9.2 Publishers must signpost sources of support when reporting on self- 
 harm and suicide.

Changes to the Guidance

• Some of the guidance sections on sub-clause 9.1 have been amended for  
 greater clarity.

• It has been added in a note to the guidance that publishers should exercise  
 care with headlines relating to suicide, or to self-harm, ensuring they are  
 not gratuitous, and that their coverage is not excessive and should be   
 limited to what is strictly necessary to tell the story.

• IMPRESS has included supplementary guidance on the new clause 9.2,   
 citing the benefits of including support helplines in articles.

• Both the Samaritans and MIND have been added to the guidance note   
 on the reporting of suicide and self-harm, as reliable helplines which   
 publishers could signpost. 

Explanatory Notes

It was widely suggested through both IMPRESS’s Media Standards Research and 
our public engagement that the Code should advocate the use of helplines in 
articles concerning suicide or self-harm. IMPRESS has implemented this in the 
form of a new sub-clause to encourage vulnerable readers to seek help.
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   QUESTIONS:

• Do you agree that publishers should signpost sources of   
 support when reporting on self-harm and suicide?

• Should IMPRESS include a separate clause 9.3 which states   
 Publishers must not promote suicide or self-harm?
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Clause 10
TRANSPARENCY

Changes to the Code

• IMPRESS has created a new sub-clause 10.5 (shown below) which addresses  
 the use of artificial intelligence (AI).

10.5 Publishers must take responsibility for the use of AI and exercise   
 human editorial oversight and ensure that prominent labels make   
 it explicitly clear that AI has been used.

Changes to the Guidance

• Supplementary guidance on the new sub-clause 10.5 has been provided,  
 detailing the importance of publishers prominently labelling all content  
 that AI has generated, so it is made clear to readers that their use of it is   
 transparent.
• Further definitions of commercial and advertorial content have been   
 added.

Explanatory Notes

Full Fact noted that IMPRESS could strengthen the Code to address transparency 
concerns around publishers’ increased use of AI algorithms, particularly with 
the Online Safety Bill currently under consideration. IMPRESS has recognised 
that while developers of AI technology may be acting in good faith, it remains 
crucial that publishers exercise human editorial oversight and indicate to 
members of the public that they are responsible for the content produced. 
Without the codification of this requirement, there could be a risk of spreading 
misinformation with impunity.

IMPRESS has also included further guidance on commercial content, sponsored 
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content and advertorial content. The guidance now provides publishers with 
clear definitions of the differences between them, they should be labelled, and 
the responsibility of both advertisers and publishers when using this form of 
content. 

   QUESTIONS:

• Should IMPRESS require that publishers label all content be it  
 opinion, AI, editorial, and advertising?

• Do the Transparency clause requirements help to promote   
 media integrity and trust?
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