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4. The Appeal Court suggests strongly that it is unhappy with the current state of
libel law,

matters,



ruling was extreme and unreasonable, Today, it is clear that my article does not cali the
British Chiropractic Association dishonest, but rather the article says that the BCA is
reckless and irresponsible, '

prolonged crving. is recldess and irresponsible in the light of the lack
of any relighle scientific evidence Supporting the effectiveness of such
treatments and in the light of the risks of the treatmeny proposed.”

Since May, the BCA have tried to paint me as 3 somewhat Humpty Dumpty character
from Alice in Wounderland: “When Tuse a word it means Just what I choose it to mean -
neither more nor Jegg,” n fact, three of the most senior judges in the country have
confirmed that reasonable men and women would have clearly understood my intended
meaning, namely that the BCA are reckless and irresponsible, but not dishonest.

And I am not alone iy being concerned about the claims made by the BCA and jts
members and chiropractors génerally,

Four, huge rumbers chiropractors have removed the claims Jrom their websites

Five, those chiropractors wio have not removed the claims are Possibly, probably, under investigation — in
0

Jact, I in 4 chir Praciors are currently being investigated by the Genergl Chirepractic Council Jor making
misleading claims.

I am delighted that the Court of Appeal have agreed that my published words mean
exactly what | intended them to mean, and I relish the Opportunity to defend at tria] my
criticism of the British Chiropractic Association. | regret that it has taken two years of my
carecr, two years loss of Income and legal costs of £125,000 to decide that what I claimed
at the outset wag right all along. Worse still, [ will never recover a]j of these costs and
none of the lost income, In short, successfully defending my own meaning of a handfy] of
words will leave me £200,000 out of pocket,

words written is exactly what was intended all along. I am in the very privileged position
of having the resources to fight my case — if can defend my writing, then I damp well
should defend my writing no matter how painful it will be. The Injustice, however, is that



the importance of debating matters of public interest.

When people think about the libel laws they think about celebrity tittle tattle ang
salacious gossip, but the libel laws have a far more wide—ranging impact, and one that
sertously damages society. '

It affects: _
Newspapers that cover serious issues,
local newspapers,

academic Jjournals,

health journals,

blogs,

biography,

human rights groups

and so on.

And critics of [ibe] reform wi] say, but this is not a big problem because there are 5o few
libel trials, but .
What about the number of libel claims that are settled out of court, because
the fear of q libe} trig) scares journalists into silence.
What about the munbey of articles that gre self-censored becayse the
Journalist, editor, o in-house lawyer is scared of libel

What about all the articles that nevey get commissioned for Jear of a libel
Suit,



And most weirdly of all, there are academic papers, that editors would like

10 remove, but they are scared to retract them in case the authors sued for
libel

So perversely, good Papers are no being published because of libel, and bad papers are
not being removed because of libe],

At the moment we have the most oppressive libel laws in the free world, we export that
mjustice to the rest of the world, and that’s the think we should be most ashamed of.

There is also a clear need for a robust statutory public interest defence, 5o that the public
can have access to healthy and open debate. We need to restrict the ability of large

With the general election Just a few weeks away, I want to ask what the main parties plan
to do about libel reform? The Lib Dems are committed to radical libel reform in their
manifesto, but what about Labour and Conservatives? Jack Straw has offered

Politicians should take note that I am determined to do whatever I can to achieve reform
of the libel laws. Whichever government we have in a few weeks time, I will battle



tenaciously until it implements rapid and radical reform of English libel laws. Current
and future ministers can ask the BCA about my tenacity and ability to fight a battle over
legal issues. More importantly current and future ministers should take note of army of
supporters backing libel reform: Stephen Fry, Dara O Briain, Nobel Laureates, the
Astronomer Royal, the Poet Laureate, the form Poet Laureate Andrew Motion, The
Amazing Randi, Ricky Gervais, Robin Ince, BIG LIBEL GIG, Sir Tom Stoppard, Sire
David Hare, Michael Frayn, Baroness Helena Kennedy, the Editor of the BMJ, the editor
of Nature, the editor of New Scientist.

Moreover, the campaign and my own case has been supported by SENSE ABOUT
SCIENCE, particularly Tracey Brown and Sile Lane, English PEN, Index on Censorship,
my legal team have clearly played a crucial role, Robert Dougans my solicitor, William
MeCormick and Adrienne Page my barristers.

The bloggers have been amazing in their support of my case and libel reform — Jack of
Kent has been the most prolific and insightful blogger. David Allen Green has also
been a huge support throughout the last two years. Other supporters have been the
skeptics, rationalist and scientific community — very wide base of support
Including baby Hari

Including wife

Political support
Evan Harris
Susan Kramer
David Davies
Peter Bottomley
Denis McShane
Pani Farrely

The majority of MPs want libel reform, the Commons Select Committee wants libel
reform, the reaction to the Ministry of Justice working group recommends libel reform —
the message clear — put libel reform in your manifestos and make it a priority for the next
Parliament.




