[bookmark: _GoBack]Reynolds vs The Times Newspapers Limited was about the Times dishonouring the Ireland Prime Minister which they had accused him of dishonouring his colleagues of his office which means that these alleged rumours against Reynolds. After this he took them however, the Court of Appeal held that the publication was not covered by qualified privilege. In the House of Lords, the defendants argued that the common law should recognise a generic qualified privilege covering the publication of political matters affecting UK citizens, except those proven to have been motivated by malice. The Claimant sued on two Times articles alleging that he was a mafia boss linked to money-laundering whose company, Nordex, was associated with Russian criminal activity and the smuggling of nuclear weapons. The Defendants did not justify but pleaded Reynolds qualified privilege. A jury was empanelled to decide the primary facts relevant to the defence, and Gray J ruled based on those answers.
The Court of Appeal allowed the Defendants’ appeal against Gray J’s first ruling, holding that he applied too stringent a test. In 2011 the Times made an article about that Russian’s have bribed some detective’s which brought a major problem to both the detectives and the Police. This brought concern to the eye of the Police as they were unaware of these claims made by the Times on some of their detectives. In 2013 there was a judgement about Alexander Economou v David de Freitas where David de Freitas was the father of Eleanor de Freitas where she claimed that Economou had raped her falsely which later went to trial and the Eleanor a few days before had committed suicide which later then on brought that potentially she was purposely killed but in 2014 they brought the case back alive and the father of Eleanor was told to go public to the world and bring in different media sites going towards the claimant which they will know will hardly accused by public for something that he might have not done, but he will feel traumatised by these accusations. Lord Diplock discussed section 10 of the 1981 Act, saying: ‘The exceptions include no reference to ‘the public interest’ generally and I would add that in my view the expression ‘justice’, the interests of which are entitled to protection, is not used in a general sense as the antonym of ‘injustice’ but in the technical sense of the administration of justice in the course of legal proceedings in a court of law, or, by reason of the extended definition of ‘court’ in section 19 of the 1981 Act before a tribunal or body exercising the judicial power of the state’. Lord Diplock he said that the offence known as scandalising the court was ‘virtually obsolescent in England’. Lord Diplock, with the agreement of three others of their Lordships expressed the view that in order to come within section 10 the newspaper had to establish that answering the question would lead to a ‘reasonable chance’ that the identity of the source would be revealed.
The appellants appealed against orders for delivery up of papers belonging to the claimant. The paper was a market sensitive report which had been stolen and doctored before being handed to the appellant. The Ashworth Hospital case seemed to have widened the meaning of ‘necessary in the interests of justice or national security or for the prevention of disorder or crime’ which was the test under section 10 for the disclosure against a newspaper. The human rights of freedom of the press also must be considered. The respondents sought to make a claim for breach of confidence, and accordingly the tests under section 10 were satisfied. The source’s evidently maleficent purpose was critical. In October 2001, Interbrew, a Belgian brewing company, retained investment bank Goldman Sachs to investigate an association with, and potential takeover of, South African Breweries (‘SAB’).  Goldman Sachs prepared a report and presentation on its findings, both of which contained confidential and market-sensitive information and delivered these to Interbrew in November 2001. In late November 2001, an unknown person (referred to in the judgment as ‘X’) sent copies of the Goldman Sachs presentation to several UK news organisations, including the applicants in the case.  Interbrew claims that the version of the presentation sent to those news organisations had been altered slightly from the version submitted to Interbrew.  It claims the alterations were (1) a change in the offer price proposed for SAB shares and (2) the insertion of a timetable for the offer to purchase SAB. Upon receiving the presentation, the applicants published stories about it, with some reporting the timetable and offer price.  Prior to publication, one journalist contacted a representative of Goldman Sachs, who informed Interbrew of the leak.  Shortly after the stories were published, Interbrew issued press releases stating that the leaked document contained false information.  The news coverage led to what the Court described as ‘significant’ movement in the share prices of Interbrew and SAB. Interbrew asked a security consulting firm to identify X, but its investigation failed.  The firm advised Interbrew that it would be more likely to succeed in identifying X if it had access to the original leaked document.  Interbrew applied to the UK High Court for injunctive relief against the news organisations accordingly. Under UK law, a Court has jurisdiction to require delivery of relevant documents from a person if they have, through no fault of their own, become mixed up in the tortious acts of another.  However, despite this, the law also says that a journalist cannot be compelled to reveal their source unless this is shown to be ‘necessary in the interests of justice or national security or for the prevention of disorder or crime’. Applying these principles, the UK High Court granted Interbrew an injunction requiring the news outlets to deliver up the leaked document to Interbrew’s solicitors.  The injunction was upheld on appeal.
