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Abstract
Why were the proposals for reform of UK press regulation made by Lord Leveson in 2012 not implemented in full, despite popular and parliamentary support for the report's recommenda​tions, and despite the creation of the legal framework for the reformed system of regulation? Press regulation, and the Leveson legacy, were notable absentees from the 2024 general election manifestos of the major parties. Instead, the UK press has been allowed to opt for in-house self​regulation or for a modified form of the discredited Press Complaints Commission. This article asks whether this state of affairs is another example of public inquiries being used to kick a dif​ficult problem into the long grass, where it can ‘fade into forgetfulness’, or whether it is a result of the power exercised by the press over policy and politics. Drawing upon the history of public inquiries into the press in the UK since 1945, we argue that, while there maybe weaknesses in the inquiry system that account for the slow pace of change, the power of media to resist change is as important a factor in the long history of press regulation.
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Introduction
IN 2012, WHEN LORD LEVESON reported on the urgent need to reform press regulation in the UK, there was extensive public and politi​cal support for change.1 Yet, more than a decade later, many of Leveson's proposals have not been implemented, and there seems to be little or no political will to do so. In 2024, the general election manifestos of the Labour and Conservative parties made no mention of press regulation. The Liberal Dem​ocrats spoke only of protecting public service media. Reform UK mentioned scrapping the licence fee and addressing the problems caused by social media. Only the Greens promised to implement Leveson's proposals. The final curtain for the Leveson reforms was the Media Act 2024, which repealed Section 40 of the law implemented in response to the inquiry's recommendations. Although the provision never came into force, it was intended to incentivise press owners to sign up to the Leveson-approved regulatory body
1B. Leveson, Leveson Inquiry—Report into the Culture, Practices and Ethics of the Press, HMSO, 2012.
by exempting them from the legal costs that would apply to non-joiners.
Writing in the aftermath of the Leveson Inquiry, the journalist John Lloyd reported: ‘A tabloid editor has, in my hearing, said that, once Leveson is done and fades into forgetful​ness, the gloves will be off again. For the moment, though, a kind of strained, self​censoring respectability rules.’
 Lloyd was giving voice to a widely held view about inqui​ries in general and the history of press regula​tion in particular: that moments of crisis give rise to a call for action, that in turn prompts political promises to deal with the problems, and that result, as the crisis subsides, in institu​tional amnesia. Or, as Sir Alan Herbert MP is quoted as saying, ‘a Government department appointing a royal commission is like a dog burying a bone - except that a dog does even​tually return to the bone’.
 Even Leveson him​self gave some credence to these jaundiced

views. His report refers to the ‘policy cycle’ that has been associated with press regulation, and to the pattern that runs from crisis to inac​tion, by way of high-profile commissions. But Lloyd's insight is not just about the fate of public inquiries in general. It is also about the specific capacity of the press in Britain to resist the change threatened by inquiries into its behaviour.
In this article we ask which of these two nar​ratives best fits the experience of attempts to regulate the press. We do so by reviewing the history of press inquiries since 1945, looking at what prompted them, what they proposed and whether their proposals were implemen​ted. In doing so, we ask whether the evidence serves to bolster the view that inquiries are exercises in managed forgetfulness, or whether they are more revealing of the politi​cal power of the press. We begin, though, with the most recent chapter in the story: the Leve​son Inquiry.
The Leveson Inquiry
In one sense, the story of the Leveson Inquiry begins with the systematic and illegal invasion of privacy by the journalists of sev​eral popular newspapers. But this practice only became an issue when it was exposed publicly; in particular, as a result of the efforts of The Guardian and journalists such as Nick Davies. Evidence was produced to confirm what many had already suspected: that the phones of celebrities, politicians and members of the royal family were being monitored illic​itly. A key moment in this saga was the revela​tion that the hacking extended beyond the famous. The phone of a missing schoolgirl, Milly Dowler, was thought to be hacked, giv​ing her family the false hope that she was still alive.
The Dowler story was published on 5 July 2011. Two days later, News International announced the immediate closure of The News of the World; and on 11 July Prime Minister David Cameron announced a public inquiry, and said in justification in the House of Commons:
In recent days, the whole country has been shocked by the revelations of the phone hack​ing scandal. What this country—and the House—has to confront is an episode that is, frankly, disgraceful: accusations of wide​spread lawbreaking by parts of our press: alleged corruption by some police officers; and ... the failure of our political system over many, many years to tackle a problem that has been getting worse. We must at all times keep the real victims at the front and centre of this debate. Relatives of those who died at the hands of terrorism, war heroes and murder victims—people who have already suffered in a way that we can barely imagine—have been made to suffer all over again.4
The remit given to the inquiry was broad. It was not just to deal with phone hacking, but with the press in general, and with relations between politicians, the police and journalists.
Over the sixteen months of the inquiry, Leveson and his team heard from 337 wit​nesses, received written evidence from 300 more and collected 6000 pages of evidence. Journalists, editors, politicians, press owners, celebrities, lawyers and academics were among those who testified. The final report of more than 1 million words drew attention to manifold problems in the relations between the press and politicians, and between the press and police. It identified systematic abuse of the code of conduct by which journalists were supposed to operate and pointed to the inadequacy of the existing regulatory frame​work, and especially the Press Complaints Commission (PCC) which was deemed no lon​ger fit for purpose. It had proved unable to control the behaviour of journalists and was too closely allied with those it was meant to regulate. Leveson recommended a new system of independent regulation. This independence was to be guaranteed by law, through the establishment of a recognition body, which was to ensure that the regulator met the stan​dards set for it. The regulator itself was to be independent of both politics and commercial interests. It was to be a more powerful body than the PCC, with the power of sanction and redress that was more effective and account​able than its predecessor's. Press membership of it was to be incentivised through an arbitra​tion system that limited liability.
When the report was published on 29 November 2012, it was not unreasonable
4House of Commons Debates, 6th ser. vol. 531, cols 311-12.

to suppose that many (if not all) of its ninety- two recommendations would be implemen​ted. The inquiry was seen as a timely response to widespread public discontent with the state of journalism in Britain. In the week before the report's publication, the Prime Minister promised to act on its advice unless its recommendations were ‘bonkers’.
 There was widespread public and parlia​mentary support for what Leveson was pro​posing; YouGov reported that 58 per cent of those surveyed supported Leveson's recom​mendations. However, the press itself responded with caution (at best) or with hostility.

The coalition government went some way to implementing Leveson. A royal charter on press regulation was granted in October 2013. This facilitated the creation of the Press Recog​nition Panel that was to approve press regula​tors that signed up to the Leveson terms. As it transpired, only one such regulator did this: IMPRESS. The main press corporations pre​ferred to ally themselves with the Independent Press Standards Organisation (IPSO), a mar​ginally more robust version of the PCC, which did not meet the Leveson requirements. The Guardian and The Financial Times chose to set up their own system of in-house regulation.
The subsequent 2015 Conservative govern​ment added one of the other Leveson recommendations—to protect publishers signed up to the royal charter system from ‘exemplary damages’—under the Crime and Courts Act 2013. It considered, but rejected, adding a further recommendation that would have strengthened the rights of citizens to secure damages from publishers that sat out​side the royal charter system and that had bro​ken the law (in other words, Section 40). This addition would have protected citizens from the financial risks of litigation.
The net effect of the government's stance was to create a legal framework for regulating the press that allowed for a Leveson-style independent body to exist but created no incentive to join such a body. It also decided not to proceed with Part 2 of the Leveson Inquiry into the relationship between newspa​per organisations and the police, politicians and prosecuting authorities.
 This outcome, according to critics such as Hacked Off and the Media Standards Trust, meant that the UK press remained subject to a system of weak self-regulation only, closer in kind to that pre​sided over by the PCC. As the House of Lords concluded in its 2015 report, Press Regulation: Where Are We Now?, while the royal charter status might be new, ‘the arrangements put in place by the industry through IPSO do not meet all the criteria of the Leveson Report and the Royal Charter’.

Leveson as a case of history repeating itself?
A first question, when reflecting on the fate of the Leveson Inquiry, is whether this is typical of previous attempts to regulate the press. Cer​tainly, this is the view of some critics who see Leveson as another in a long sequence of inef​fective interventions, in which regulation remains in the hands of those it is intended to regulate. One such critic, John Jewell, writes: ‘Time after time reform has been negligible and government reaction merely to instigate further inquiries or reports.’

But is this a fair summary of what happens when there is a public inquiry into the press? Before Leveson, press regulation had been

the object of six major inquiries since 1945. These were:
(1) 1947-49: Royal Commission on the Press (Cmd. 7700)
(2) 1962: Royal Commission on the Press (Cmnd. 1811)
(3) 1972: Younger Committee Report on Pri​vacy (Cmnd. 5012)
(4) 1977: Royal Commission on the Press (Cmnd. 6810)
(5) 1990: Calcutt Privacy Committee (Cm. 1102)
(6) 1993: Calcutt Review of Press Self​Regulation (Cm. 2135)
It is important to note that the focus of these inquiries has changed over time. Ini​tially, their attention was not on the behav​iour of journalists, but rather on that of owners. The first two emerged primarily in response to concern that concentration of press ownership had a detrimental effect upon freedom of expression. The first royal commission recommended the formation of a General Council of the Press. This was implemented some four years later in 1953. The council was charged with monitoring changes in media ownership and with pro​viding journalism training. The second royal commission resulted in the extension of the powers of the Press Council (as the General Council of the Press was re-named) to con​sider press conduct as well as ownership patterns.
Subsequent inquiries became ever more concerned with the conduct of journalists and those who managed them, and ownership questions faded from view, albeit without dis​appearing altogether. The Younger Commit​tee was formed following the Conservative government's failure to agree on the terms of a ‘Right to Privacy Bill’ proposed by the Labour MP Brian Walden. Younger recom​mended further changes to the Press Council, particularly in relation to its membership. It insisted that half the membership was to be drawn from outside the press industry, and that breaches of privacy should be acknowl​edged fully in the offending paper. But, as Robert Sharp reports, the proposed reforms were never implemented. The lay membership of the Press Council, though increased, was outnumbered by industry representatives by
4 Street ET AL.
two-to-one, and the ‘recommendations on the prominence of adjudications and the codifica​tion of rulings had been dropped".

By the late 1970s, a pattern was emerging. While concerns about the concentration of ownership remained in the background, atten​tion was directed primarily on the regulatory powers of the Press Council. The 1977 royal commission called upon the council to tighten its standards on privacy and to introduce a general code of conduct for journalists and edi​tors. It also reiterated the requirement that the council's membership include 50 per cent lay people. These recommendations were framed by the injunction that the secretary of state should have oversight of media mergers and should produce a charter for press freedom. The Press Council rejected the proposal for a code of practice.
In the 1990s, the agenda continued to be driven by anxiety about the abuse of privacy and about the limitations of the Press Council. The Calcutt Committee recommended that the council be disbanded and replaced by the PCC, which was presented as the last chance for voluntary self-regulation. Calcutt was also the first inquiry to argue for the use of the law to restrict forms of press reporting that breached rules of privacy. Three years later, at the government's request, Calcutt reviewed progress. He concluded that it had been insufficient and that a statutory regime was called for, allowing for greater powers over the conduct of the press and a new pri​vacy tort. Two years later, the government decided to do nothing, ushering in the almost twenty years of inactivity that ended with Leveson.
This brief history suggests that Jewell's judgement of the role played by press inquiries is too harsh. In shifting attention from owner​ship (about which little was done) to journalis​tic practice, the inquiries were instrumental in establishing a new press regulator and in highlighting the problem of the invasion of privacy. On the other hand, the changes still relied upon a system of self-regulation. Should we conclude that this relatively small modifi​cation of the status quo represents evidence

for the limitations of the public inquiry as a tool of policy change?
Alternative routes to regulation
One way of answering this question is to ask whether other routes fared any better. Parlia​ment is one such contender. It too has attempted to regulate the press. As Adrian Bingham notes, ‘a series of bills [were] intro​duced by backbenchers to improve protec​tion against the press’, all of which ‘received significant cross-party support’. MP Tony Worthington's ‘A Right of Reply Bill’ in 1989 reached the third reading stage, at which point the government set up the Calcutt Inquiry, just as a previous govern​ment had established the Younger Commit​tee in response to Walden's privacy bill in 1972.
 Here were private members’ bills (PMBs) that made a difference, but only by channelling a parliamentary initiative into the government's default policy response.
There were, in fact, twenty-two press regu​lation PMBs between 1952 and 2008. And sev​eral of these had the effect of prompting the formation of an inquiry or anticipating its rec​ommendations. The first PMB to do the latter followed the 1947 royal commission and called for the introduction of a ‘General Council of the Press’. It was withdrawn when the indus​try created its own voluntary council. Between the 1962 royal commission and the Younger Committee ten years later, six PMBs on press regulation were proposed. Of these, four were directed at establishing and extending press freedom, but two—in 1967 and 1969—were concerned with issues of privacy. Between the 1974 Royal Commission on the Press and the first Calcutt Report in 1990, there were eight PMBs. One of these was concerned with press freedom, the rest addressed either pri​vacy or the public's right to reply. These par​liamentary initiatives registered a shift in the media regulation agenda that Leveson addressed, but none of them had a direct impact on press regulation. The only policy tool to have any direct effect was the public inquiry.

The public inquiry as a policy tool
If the public inquiry route is the only policy tool to have engendered change to press regulation, the question still remains as to why it has met with such limited success. Is this because of the very nature of the inquiry and its cynical use by policy makers, or is it because of another fac​tor altogether; namely, the power of the media?
Inquiries, as we have noted, are often assumed to be used by politicians as a way of avoiding the challenges of the ‘too difficult box’, while still giving the appearance of deci​sive action. Sporting metaphors are called upon to describe this strategy: the issue is ‘kicked into touch’ or ‘into the long grass’—a phrase described by the chair of the inquiry into the Hillsborough disaster as ‘the patronizing dispo​sition of unaccountable power’.
 In his autobi​ography, Jack Straw recounts how as home secretary he contemplated dealing with a con​tentious bill designed to introduce freedom of information. ‘Now’, he writes, ‘I had half a thought that the best thing might be to bin the whole bill, kick it into the long grass with a Royal Commission’.
 This might be how the Leveson Inquiry and its predecessors are to be viewed— as devices for defusing the difficult issue of press regulation and achieving what has been described as a ‘quick political fix’.

There are reasons for doubting the ‘long grass’ explanation, as Raanan Sulitzeanu-Kenan sug​gests in his systematic study of UK inquiries. He argues that they are more often used to deflect blame rather than delay action, especially when an election is imminent and when the issue has ‘salience’ (that is, is receiving media attention).


This could help explain why the Leveson inquiry was set up, but not why it had only limited impact. For this, we might look to the report produced by the Institute of Govern​ment, How Public Inquiries can Lead to Change, in which it is argued that inquiries fail to have an impact because there is no accompanying system of auditing or accountability. It is this that explains the absence of significant change. As the authors of the report write: ‘there is no established expectation of or routine proce​dure for this type of scrutiny. Perhaps partly as a result of this, some inquiries, like the Leve​son Inquiry, see their recommendations qui​etly shelved’.
 Many inquiry reports receive a solitary statement to Parliament. We might, therefore, conclude that, while public inquiries may not be cynical exercises in policy avoid​ance, they are ill-suited in their current form to the task to which they are directed. How​ever, as we have suggested, there may be another explanation for the forgetfulness that characterises attempts at press regulation: the ‘power without responsibility’ of that which is to be regulated.
Less the weakness of the inquiry, more the power of the press?
David Cameron's decision to appoint Lord Leveson was prompted by reaction to the news that it was not just the phones of celebri​ties that journalists were hacking, but those of ‘ordinary’ citizens—in this case, the Dowler family. It was also a time when the press's gen​eral relationship with politicians was worsen​ing. Journalists, and especially interviewers, who might once have treated politicians with respect, were almost entirely cynical about their interviewees’ motives, characterised by Jeremy Paxman's oft-quoted remark that when he sits down to interview a politician, he asks himself: ‘why is this lying bastard lying to me?’

Elite disdain and distrust were matched by public misgivings. The percentage of those members of the public who believed that the press was ‘well run’ fell from 52 per cent in 1983 to 26.7 per cent in 2012.
 Some of this dis​illusionment might be attributed to specific examples of journalistic intrusion—for exam​ple, The Sunday Mirror's intrusive photographs of Lady Diana in the gym or The Sun's insensi​tive coverage of boxer Frank Bruno's mental health problems.
Despite these changes in attitude, as Leve​son himself ruefully noted, ‘history demon​strates a distinct and enduring resistance to change from within the press'. Newspaper reporting and commentary on the Leveson Report was mostly critical of its recommenda​tions. Several of the papers created the Free Speech Network to coordinate their opposi​tion, representing Leveson ‘as a threat to press freedom’.
 Even before the report was pub​lished, the papers had either committed to the alternative system of self-regulation repre​sented by IPSO or had adopted their own ‘in​house’ regulatory regimes. Whatever Leveson had recommended, it seems, the press would have resisted it.
Peter Cole, an ex-newspaper editor and now Professor of Journalism, is one of those who insists that Leveson represented just another phase of the age-old policy cycle. 'The similar​ities between 1990 and Calcutt and 2012 and Leveson are considerable’, Cole has written ‘ ... In both cases the existing self-regulatory body ... was pilloried ... In both cases national newspaper editors were drawn together to seek ways of resisting threatened legislation. In both cases ... a Conservative Prime Minister was reluctant to support legislation’.
 Our own brief history of the inquiries into press regulation is also punctuated with examples of media resistance to change, whether to Younger in 1972 or the 1977 royal commission or Calcutt in the 1990s. Both John Major and Tony Blair gave evidence to Leveson about how they feared antagonising the press.

It is notable how, while concerns about press behaviour has been a perennial issue, it has not featured prominently in the parties’ message to the voters. This was the case in 2024, as we have noted, but it was also true in 2010. Neither of the coalition partners made it an issue in the general election. The Conser​vative manifesto made no mention of press regulation, and the Liberal Democrats spoke only of the need for preserving media indepen​dence. Indeed, this pattern is repeated in Labour and Conservative Party manifestos for the entire period 1945-2010. The word ‘press’ makes eight appearances (as a noun). For the Conservatives, it is mentioned in 1959, 1970, 1992 and 1997; for the Labour Party, it appears in 1945, 1983, 1987 and 1992. The only years in which it is linked to regula​tion (as opposed to general commitments to ensure that the press is free and that it serves democracy) is in the Conservative manifestos of 1992 and 1997, and in the Labour ones for 1983, 1987 and 1992. Only one of these—the Conservatives in 1992—coincided with the party winning the subsequent election. And then the Conservative promise was modest at best. The intention was just to monitor the PCC and ‘to see if self-regulation succeeds’.
Conclusion
The ‘forgetfulness’ that would seem to charac​terise government policy on press regulation
since Leveson cannot be attributed to a now compliant and responsible press. Cases of intrusion into privacy and of misinformation continue to emerge. And the failure to take decisive steps may be attributed to flaws in the public inquiry system, which could be bet​ter organised, as Matthew Flinders and others have suggested.21 But this alone cannot explain the failure to engage fully with the problems posed by the press. After all, there are examples of inquiries (such as into copy​right) which have led to real and significant change. The inquiry approach may have proved ineffective, but this would seem to owe as much to the power of the press to resist change and to intimidate politicians as it is to the inadequacies of the policy pro​cess itself.
Acknowledgement
Research for this article was funded by the Centre for Competition Policy at the Univer​sity of East Anglia.
John Street is Emeritus Professor of Politics at the University of East Anglia. Michael Harker is a Professor of Law at the School of Law, Queen Mary University of London. Samuel Cross completed his PhD in the School of History at the University of East Anglia.
21M. Flinders ‘The new politics of public enquiries’, Political Quarterly, vol. 96, no. 2, 2025, pp.364-73; Norris and Shepheard, How Public Inquiries.
Public INQUIRIES AND UK PRESS REGULATION 7
The Political Quarterly
;, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1 1l 1/1467-923x.70038 by Open Research - University Of East Anglia , Wiley Online Library on [05/01/2026]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; ΟΑ articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License
2 Street ET AL.
© 2025 The Author(s). The Political Quarterly published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of The Political Quarterly Publishing Co. Ltd.


This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.





L 0, Downloaded from � HYPERLINK "https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1" �https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1� 111/1467-923x.70038 by Open Research - University Of East Anglia , Wiley Online Library on [05/01/2026]. See the Terms and Conditions (� HYPERLINK "https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions" �https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions�) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; ΟΑ articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License





The Political Quarterly





;, 0, Downloaded from � HYPERLINK "https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1" �https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1� 111/1467-923x.70038 by Open Research - University Of East Anglia , Wiley Online Library on [05/01/2026]. See the Terms and Conditions (� HYPERLINK "https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions" �https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions�) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; ΟΑ articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License





© 2025 The Author(s). The Political Quarterly published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of The Political Quarterly Publishing Co. Ltd.





L 0, Downloaded from � HYPERLINK "https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1" �https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1� 111/1467-923x.70038 by Open Research - University Of East Anglia , Wiley Online Library on [05/01/2026]. See the Jerms and Conditions (� HYPERLINK "https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions" �https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions�) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; ΟΑ articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License





The Political Quarterly





C 0, Downloaded from � HYPERLINK "https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1" �https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1� 111/1467-923x.70038 by Open Research - University Of East Anglia , Wiley Online Library on [05/01/2026]. See the Terms and Conditions (� HYPERLINK "https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions" �https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions�) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; ΟΑ articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License





© 2025 The Author(s). The Political Quarterly published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of The Political Quarterly Publishing Co. Ltd.





L 0, Downloaded from � HYPERLINK "https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1" �https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1� 111/1467-923x.70038 by Open Research - University Of East Anglia , Wiley Online Library on [05/01/2026]. See the Terms and Conditions (� HYPERLINK "https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions" �https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions�) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; ΟΑ articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License








�J. Lloyd, ‘Consumed by Scandal’, Financial Times, 14 April 2012.


�Quoted in P. Barlow and P. Ridell, The Lost World of Royal Commissions, Institute for Government, 19 June 2013.


1


�H. Mulholland, ‘David Cameron tells hacking vic�tims he still has an open mind over Leveson’, The Guardian, 7 October 2012.


�P. Kellner, Leveson: Post-Publication Survey, You�Gov, 2012; J. Halliday, ‘Leveson inquiry press cover�age “overwhelmingly negative”, study finds’, The Guardian, 9 May 2013.


PUBLIC


�House of Lords, Press Regulation: Where Are We Now?, Communications Committee, Third Report, HMSO, 2015; H. Tomlinson, The New UK Model of Press Regulation, LSE Media Policy Project Series (Brief 12), 2014; P. Ward, The Leveson Report: hnplementation, House of Commons Library, 2014; Home Office, Gov�ernment Response to the Consultation on tine Leveson Inquiry and its Implementation, 2018.


�House of Lords, Press Regulation, p. 6; see also Hacked Off, ‘IPSO exposed’, 2014; M. Moore and G. Ramsay, IPSO: An Assessment, Media Standards Trust, 2013.


�J. Jewell, ‘How many drinks in that “last chance saloon”? The history of official inquiries into the British Press', in J. Mair, ed., After Leveson? The Future for British Journalism, Abramis, 2013, p. 42; see also M. Harker, J. Street and S. Cross, ‘“Moving in concentric circles?” The history and politics of press inquiries', Legal Studies, vol. 37, no. 2, 2016, pp. 248-78.


Inquiries and UK PRESS REGULATION 3


�R. Sharp, ‘The Leveson Report (as it should be)’, n.d.


�A. Bingham, “‘Drinking in the last chance saloon”: the British press and the crisis of self-regulation, 1989-95", Media History, vol. 13, no. 1, 2007, pp. 79-92. 1


Public


�J. Jones, The Patronising Disposition of Unaccountable Power: A Report to Ensure the Pain and Suffering of Hillsborough Families is not Repeated, House of Com�mons, HC 511, 2017.


�J. Straw, Last Man Standing: Memoirs of a Political Survivor, Pan, 2013, p. 281.


�P. Riddell, ‘The role of public inquiries’, Institute of Government, 2016.


�R. Sulitzeanu-Kenan, ‘Reflections in the shadow of blame: when do politicians appoint commissions of inquiry?’, British Journal of Political Science, vol. 40, no. 3, 2010, pp. 613-34; R. Sulitzeanu-Kenan, ‘Scyth�ing the grass: agenda-setting consequences of appointing public inquiries in the UK. A longitudi�nal analysis’, Policy & Politics, vol. 35, no. 4, 2007, p. 631.	1


Inquiries and UK Press Regulation 5


�E. Norris and M. Shepheard, How Public Inquiries can Lead to Change, Institute for Government, 2017, p. 26.


�M. Wells, ‘Paxman answers the questions’, The Guardian, 31 January 2005.


6 Street ET AL.


�A. Park, E. Clery, J. Curtice, M. Phillips and D. Utting, British Social Attitudes 2012, Sage, 2012.


�S. Barnett, ‘Leveson past, present and future: the politics of press regulation’, Political Quarterly, vol. 84, no. 3, 2013, pp. 353-61.


�P. Cole, ‘Leveson: bonfire of the vanities for the chattering classes', in J. Mair, ed., After Leveson? The Future for British Journalism, Abramis, 2013, p. 66.








