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Abstract: This article mainly discusses how media reporting should balance the protection of celebrities' privacy rights and
the genuine public interest in cases involving personal privacy information and public curiosity. The article holds that the
celebrity status may reduce the privacy expectations in truly relevant public interest matters, but this does not justify unrestricted
intrusion into private life. The article studies and references several cases such as Campbell v MGN, Von Hannover v Germany,
Murray v Express Newspaper,etc.,distinguishes public interests from public curiosity, and advocates that every privacy detail of
every celebrity in news reporting must have an independent, justifiable, and in line with public interests reason. Additionally, the
article points out that images, medical information, and news related to family require more rigorous review because they may
exacerbate the public humiliation of celebrities, cause excessive attention, and cause long-term harm. The article proposes an
editorial framework based on the principle of proportionality, which focuses on the true public interest, incremental necessity,
the least intrusive means, and foreseeable harm, aiming to protect democratic news reporting while preventing celebrity privacy
from becoming a commodity for public consumption.
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coverage (Kovach & Rosenstiel, 2021; Independent Press

1. Introduction Standards Organisation [IPSO], 2024).

In the current era of rapid iteration of digital media, the risk This article explores this issue through the legal and thical
of celebrities’ privacy rights being infringed upon by external frameworlfs of the.Umted Kingdom and Europe, referring to
media continues to rise, and the practical demands for ~ and studying multiple cases such as Campbell v MGN, Von
protecting related rights have become increasingly prominent Hannover v Germany, Murray v Express NeWS.paperS, and
(Solove, 2006). As the speed of information dissemination Mosley v News Group Newspapers. These cases indicate that
gradually increases, celebrities’ privacy, such as personal public places do not automatically eliminate the privacy
image, medical data, family information, vulnerable moments, expectations of celebrities, and celebrities’ self-disclosure
etc., is constantly being secretly photographed, disseminated, behavior .should not be regarded as the abandonment of their
and commercially exploited by paparazzi and unscrupulous privacy rights (Von Hannover v Germany, 2004; Douglas v.
media, causing the boundary between media’s legitimate Hello!, 20(_)8; Campbell v MGN Ltd, 2904)~ o
public interest reporting and sensationalistic curiosity-driven The article argue that the celebrity’s fame inevitably

reporting to become increasingly blurred (Warren & Brandeis, reduces the public’s privacy expectations on certain aspects
1890; Alach, 2008; Ceferin & Poler, 2017). This ambiguity regarding true public interest issues, but this does not mean

creates a legal and ethical problem: once a story contains that the media can intervene and report on every private detail,
some element of public interest, the media may use that photo, or vulnerable moment related to the event without limit
interest to justify the publication of far more intrusive private (Campbell v MGN Ltd, 2004§ Wragg, 2015); On the contrary,
details.Although public figures need to legally give up some every news report .sho.uld be ]udgeq anq rev1ewed.based ona
of their privacy rights when discussing public issues, proportionality pr1n01ple—bgsef1 editorial .ev'aluatlon syst.em
supervising public power, and ensuring public safety, the thgt.fo.cgses on real public .1nte.:rests, minimum necessity,
fame of public figures cannot be used as a reason for their minimizing the degree of infringement, and foresegable
privacy lives to be randomly violated by the media (Campbell damage (IP'SO, 2024} Europeap Court of quan R}ghtg,
v MGN Ltd, 2004; Von Hannover v Germany, 2004). 2022). In this way, while protecting democratic journalism, it

Therefore, the core issue of cases related to celebrities’ preyents celebrities"privacy from becom'ing a commodity
privacy does not lie in discussing whether celebrities have the available for public casual consumption (Kovach &
right to privacy, but in how media can reasonably report on Rosenstiel, 2021; Warren & Brandeis, 1890).

celebrities’ privacy (Gavison, 1980; Solove, 2006). A news . i .
report may involve the privacy life of a celebrity based on 2. Publfc Interes.t is Not qu“valent to
legitimate public interests, such as correcting misleading Public CurlOSlty

public statements or exposing serious misconduct by the
celebrity (Campbell v MGN Ltd, 2004; Ceferin & Poler,
2017). However, this does not mean that every private detail,
photo, or vulnerable moment related to the event can be
publicly reported by the media without discrimination (Wragg,
2015). The core controversy at the ethical and legal level lies
in how to delineate the reasonable boundaries between public
interest reporting and the privacy rights of celebrities in media

When public media report on the private lives of celebrities,
they must first distinguish between "public interest" and
"public curiosity” (Ceferin & Poler ,2017). Both seemingly
serve the public, but in fact, they have completely different
social normative meanings. Public interest refers to a
legitimate reporting reason at the legal and ethical level,
emphasizing whether a disclosure is conducive to democratic
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supervision, public accountability, public safety, correcting
major misinformation, or exposing serious misconduct by the
government or celebrities; while public curiosity is merely a
market phenomenon, indicating that the audience desires to
know the private lives of celebrities out of curiosity,
entertainment, or prying motives. Privacy rights, as a basic
human right, are worthy of protection not because the
individual has public notoriety, but because privacy is closely
related to personal autonomy, personality integrity, and
human dignity. Gavison (1980) defined privacy as the
restriction of others' access to oneself, obtaining information
about oneself, and interfering with one's life. Solove (2006)
also pointed out that privacy is not a single concept but a
series of social harms related to information collection,
information processing, information dissemination, and
invasion. Therefore, even if the subject of the report is a
celebrity, their private space still has legal and moral value.
The media cannot equate "there are readers who want to see"
directly with "the society needs to know".

This point was already demonstrated in Warren and
Brandeis' (1890) classic paper. They criticized modern
journalism for turning private gossip into a commercial
transaction, using the audience's curiosity to invade the
tranquility of personal lives. In other words, the concept of
privacy rights has always been closely related to restricting
commercial snooping. Prosser (1960) later classified privacy
infringement into four categories: intrusion into private space,
public disclosure of private facts, creation of misleading
images, and unauthorized use of name or portrait. Through
this classification, we can better discover that the
infringement of the media on celebrities does not only occur
when public media report false content; even if the
information is true, if the acquisition method is invasive or the
disclosed content is highly private facts, it may still constitute
a privacy injury. Therefore, public interest should be
understood as an incremental justification standard, rather
than a passbook that can cover all private details (Wragg,
2015).

3. Campbell Case and the
"Incremental Necessity'" Principle

The Campbell v. MGN Ltd (2004) case has become one of
the most important cases in discussions about the privacy
rights of celebrities because it clearly demonstrates that "the
core facts can be reported" does not mean "all incidental
details can be reported". In this case, the newspaper's report
contained several different levels of information: first,
Campbell was addicted to drugs; second, she was undergoing
drug rehabilitation treatment; third, she was a member of the
Narcotics Anonymous mutual aid group; fourth, the report
disclosed details such as the frequency of treatment, location
clues, and her photo when she left the mutual aid group. The
court's handling method indicates that the public interest must
be subdivided into specific information units, rather than
being judged generally. The media has the right to correct her
previous denial of drug use in the public image because it
involves the contradiction between her active creation of a
public narrative and the facts; but when the report turns to
treatment details and secretly taken photos, the focus of
disclosure shifts from "correcting misinformation" to
"showing shame and vulnerability", which is precisely the

most serious infringement of privacy (Mendelson et al., 2018).

The significance of this judgment lies in that it rejects the
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logic of "celebrities voluntarily expose themselves, so they
should bear all the exposure". Campbell did indeed use her
public image to gain professional benefits, and she did
mislead the public on the issue of drug use; but these facts can
at most reduce her partial privacy expectations on this specific
issue, rather than canceling her reasonable privacy
expectations in the treatment, rehabilitation, and medical
mutual aid scenarios. Drug rehabilitation treatment is
different from ordinary entertainment information; it involves
multiple privacy information such as health, shame, social
stigma, and rehabilitation risks. Once the media discloses
treatment details, they are not only transmitting information
but may also undermine the psychological security of the
person seeking help and even be harmed by social opinion
(Mendelson et al., 2018). The House of Lords of the United
Kingdom based this proportion judgment on this, considering
that reporting the core facts can be justified, but further
disclosure of treatment details and photos constitutes an
improper infringement of privacy (Campbell v. MGN Ltd,
2004).

Therefore, this case provides an important rule for media
practice: for every additional private detail, the media must
re-prove its necessity. For example, reporting "a certain
celebrity publicly opposed drug use but actually used drugs"
may have public interest because it involves the authenticity
of the public image; but disclosing their treatment location,
treatment time, doctor or mutual aid group information
requires additional proof of why these details are
indispensable. If deleting these details does not cause
substantial loss to the public discussion, then the disclosure
does not have necessity (Wragg, 2015). Wragg (2015) found
in his research that subsequent case precedents failed to fully
inherit this spirit because courts and editors sometimes, if they
find that a report has some public-interest hook, no longer
carefully review the harm caused by the disclosure of details.
Such a binary logic weakens the principle of proportionality
and turns the public interest from constraining the norms of
public media into a "shield" for media to arbitrarily expand
the scope of reporting (Mendelson et al., 2018).

From an ethical perspective, this also indicates that
freedom of the press is not an unrestricted professional
privilege, but rather an institutional function serving a
democratic society. The media is protected because it can
supervise power, expose deception, and promote public
discussion, rather than because it can commercialize any eye-
catching private information (Kovach & Rosenstiel, 2021).
The value of the Campbell case lies in that it does not deny
the legitimacy of media supervision of celebrities but rather
requires the media to remain restrained in the supervision
process. Truly responsible news judgment should not only
concern whether one's news story can attract readers but
should also strictly review whether there is any content in the
manuscript that exceeds the scope of public interest and
infringes upon the privacy rights of others. Only by doing so
can the media truly fulfill its burden of proof for public
interests.

4. Photos Taken in Public Places Still
Fall Under The Purview of Privacy
Rights Regulation

Apart from the private facts themselves, the media must

also carefully review the use of photos and video materials.
Many entertainment media often claim the legitimacy of their



reports by citing the fact that the photos were taken in public
places. However, the judgments in the cases of Murray v.
Express Newspapers plc (2008) and Von Hannover v.
Germany (2004) both indicate that public places do not equate
to the loss of privacy rights for public figures. In the Murray
case, J. K. Rowling's young child was secretly photographed
and published on the street. Although the photography took
place in a public place, the court still held that the judgment
of reasonable privacy expectations cannot be based solely on
the location, but must take into account the age of the person
being photographed, the nature of the activity, whether they
consented, the method of photography, the purpose of the
photo, and the impact on the person (Murray v. Express
Newspapers plc, 2008). This judgment reminds us that
privacy protection is for people's living situations, not just
physical spaces. Just walking on the street does not mean that
one consents to being followed, enlarged, sold, and
permanently disseminated.

Von Hannover v. Germany (2004) further reinforces this
point. The European Court of Human Rights held that the key
to determining whether a celebrity photo can be published is
not whether it was taken in a public space, but whether it truly
contributes to public affairs discussions. Caroline von
Hannover, as a public figure, of course may receive a certain
degree of media attention; but her daily life photos such as
shopping, vacations, and spending time with family do not
significantly contribute to the public's understanding of
politics, society, or public affairs. Therefore, the court held
that publishing these photos as entertainment materials is
more about satisfying the public's curiosity about the private
life of celebrities rather than serving public interests (Rudolf,
2006). This logic is particularly important for celebrity
reporting, as images are more likely to create humiliation,
identifiability, and sustained dissemination effects than words.
Because photos not only prove that something happened, but
also visually fix the vulnerable state of the person and expose
them to public judgment for a long time (Bell, 2025).

Mosley v. News Group Newspapers Ltd (2008) also
illustrates that the combination of images and private details
significantly aggravates privacy harm. In this case, the News
of the World publicly reported Max Mosley's private
activities details and secretly filmed videos and attempted to
use public interest as a defense. However, the court held that
private sexual activities voluntarily occurring between adults
do not constitute public affairs; unless the media can prove
that the relevant behavior involves illegalities, abuse of public
office, or specific public risks, otherwise publishing such
content is merely satisfying the public's curiosity (Mosley v.
News Group Newspapers Ltd, 2008). This case shares a
common point with Campbell: the court did not deny the
possibility of reporting on celebrities through media but
refused to mistake "excitement" as "publicity".

These cases collectively demonstrate that photos and
videos should not be regarded as supplemental items of
written reports, but should be considered as independent
forms of privacy infringement. Even if written reports have
certain public interest, the accompanying pictures must
also undergo necessary and proportionality review. For
instance, the media can report that a certain celebrity has
made deceptive public statements, but this does not
automatically mean that their medical treatment scenes,
photos of their children, or pictures of their private activities
can be published. The Editors' Code of IPSO also clearly
stipulates that everyone is entitled to respect for their private
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and family life, physical and mental health, and
communication privacy; when invading someone's private
life without their consent, the editor must prove the legitimacy
of such action and must not take pictures of individuals
without consent in public or private places where there is a
reasonable expectation of privacy (Independent Press
Standards Organisation [IPSO], 2024). Therefore, when
reporting on celebrities, media cannot only focus on "whether
the content is true", but must also examine "whether the
presentation is necessary". Truth does not automatically make
publication legitimate, nor does it make private information
publicly available.

5. Opposing Viewpoint and Response -
Dose the Commercialization of
Celebrities Equivalent to Giving Up
Their Privacy Rights?

Of course, those who support the idea that media should
have more disclosure space might present a strong counter-
argument: there is often a symbiotic relationship between
celebrities and the media (Curry, 2000). For instance, many
celebrities actively disclose their personal information
through interviews, social media, brand endorsements, and
entertainment reports in order to support the public image
they have created and to gain economic benefits and higher
visibility from public attention (Curry, 2000; Rojek, 2001;
Kenyon & Milne, 2005). From this perspective, if celebrities
choose to commercialize their image and selectively expose
their private lives, it seems reasonable to consider that they
should have lower privacy expectations for this (Curry, 2000;
Kenyon & Milne, 2005).

However, when this viewpoint further develops from
"lowering privacy expectations" to "celebrity
commercialization being equivalent to giving up privacy",
this overly absolute view becomes erroneous (Kenyon &
Milne, 2005). This viewpoint blurs the concepts of the
celebrity's commercial persona and the celebrity's privacy
rights (Gavison, 1980; Solove, 2006). Celebrities can sell
certain selected parts of their image, but this does not mean
that their entire private lives can be freely extracted and
consumed by the media (Kenyon & Milne, 2005; Douglas v.
Hello! Ltd, 2007). Privacy is not a "all-or-nothing" right
(Gavison, 1980; Solove, 2006). It is context-dependent,
relational, and depends on consent, control, and the nature of
the disclosed information (Gavison, 1980; Douglas v. Hello!
Ltd, 2007). Therefore, the fact that celebrities participate in
public publicity should not be regarded as a general
authorisation for covert photography, intrusive surveillance,
or the unauthorised reporting of highly personal information
(Douglas v. Hello!, Ltd, 2007, Alach, 2008)

Douglas v. Hello! Ltd provided a strong support for this
distinction. In this case, Michael Douglas and Catherine Zeta-
Jones had authorized a media outlet to publish selected
wedding photos, but another magazine secretly took pictures
and published them without permission (Douglas v. Hello!
Ltd, 2007). The significance of this case lies in the fact that
celebrities did not completely eliminate the privacy value of
the event merely because they chose to commercially publish
certain wedding photos (Douglas v. Hello! Ltd, 2007; Kenyon
& Milne, 2005). The act of selling authorized wedding photos
does not imply that unauthorized photos can be published
without consent (Douglas v. Hello! Ltd, 2007). Therefore, this
case indicates that the public exposure of celebrities does not



destroy their expectations of privacy; instead, it confirms that
control over the conditions of disclosure remains central to
privacy protection, especially where unauthorised material
does not serve a genuine public interest. (Douglas v. Hello!
Ltd, 2007, Richardson, 2003). The official judgment
materials also clarified the distinction between authorized and
unauthorized wedding photos, as well as the issue of whether
unauthorized photos still retain confidentiality.

This is particularly important in celebrity reporting, as the
media's argument about "self-exposure" can easily turn into
an excuse for unlimited intrusion (Curry, 2000; Alach, 2008).
The claim that celebrities "make use of the media" should not
allow the media to treat their bodies, residences, medical
conditions, children, or intimate relationships as objects that
can be permanently consumed by the public (Warren &
Brandeis, 1890; Solove, 2006; Alach, 2008). Public image is
not equivalent to private life, and commercial visibility is not
equivalent to moral consent (Gavison, 1980; Kenyon & Milne,
2005). Even if celebrities benefit from public attention, they
still retain the legitimate right to control how, when, and in
what form their private information is disclosed (Douglas v.
Hello!) Ltd, 2007; (Richardson, 2003)

Therefore, the more persuasive position is not that the
celebrity's self-disclosure eliminates privacy, but rather that it
can only reduce the celebrity's expectation of privacy in
limited and specific circumstances (Campbell v MGN Ltd,
2004; Douglas v. Hello! Ltd, 2007). If the public image of a
celebrity directly contradicts facts that involve public
discussion, accountability, or serious misconduct that
infringes upon public interests, then the media may have a
legitimate reason to report this core contradiction (Campbell
v MGN Ltd, 2004; Ceferin & Poler, 2017). However, the
media still must provide a legitimate reason for the release of
every additional private detail, image, or vulnerable moment
of the celebrity beyond what is necessary to serve the public
interest (Wragg, 2015; Independent Press Standards
Organisation [IPSO], 2024). Celebrity status alters the
contextual framework for privacy-rights balancing, but it does
not eliminate the necessity, the principle of proportionality,
and respect for the individual's right to privacy (Campbell v
MGN Ltd, 2004; Wragg, 2015; European Court of Human
Rights, 2022).

6. Towards a Proportionality-Based
Editorial Framework

Based on the above discussion, this paper proposes an
editorial review framework based on the principle of
proportionality to assess celebrity privacy reporting. The core
issue should not merely be whether a particular celebrity story
attracts public attention, but whether the media can explain
why this specific information, in this specific form, is
necessary for public discussion (Wragg, 2015). The conflict
between celebrity privacy and freedom of the press should not
be regarded as a simple confrontation. As shown in Campbell
v. MGN Ltd (2004), both freedom of expression and privacy
rights are important rights, and neither should automatically
take precedence over the other.

Within this framework, editors should first distinguish
between genuine public interest and public curiosity. If the
disclosed content can expose serious misconduct, correct
significant misinformation, protect public safety, or promote
democratic accountability, then such disclosure may be
justified (Ceferin & Poler, 2017; Independent Press Standards

35

Organisation [IPSO], 2024). However, public curiosity does
not equate to the need for society to know (Warren &
Brandeis, 1890; Ceferin & Poler, 2017). Celebrity reporting
is particularly prone to this confusion, as private images,
medical details, family life, and vulnerable moments can
easily be transformed into profitable entertainment content
rather than truly meaningful public information (Warren &
Brandeis, 1890; Alach, 2008; Solove, 2006).

Secondly, editors should consider every additional private
detail as an independent ethical judgment. A “point of entry”
with public interest should not open the door to unrestricted
disclosure (Wragg, 2015). The media may report on the core
contradictions in a celebrity’s public image, but this does not
automatically mean that it can further disclose treatment
locations, children’s photographs, intimate images, or other
details that add little to public understanding (Campbell v.
MGN Ltd, 2004, Murray v. Express Newspapers plc, 2008,
Mosley v. News Group Newspapers Ltd, 2008). This reflects
the logic of Campbell v. MGN Ltd (2004): even if there are
certain public-interest factors in the overall reporting, this
does not automatically justify the disclosure of treatment
details and other private information. Wragg (2015) also
points out that the significance of Campbell v MGN Ltd lies
in the fact that, even when public-interest expression is
involved, privacy may still need to be protected.

Thirdly, editors should ask whether the story can be told in
a less intrusive way. If the public interest can still be achieved
through anonymisation, deletion of photographs, blurring of
locations, reduction of medical details, or avoidance of
unnecessary mention of family members, then a more
intrusive version of the report would be difficult to justify
(IPSO, 2024). Therefore, the question is not just “Is this story
true?”, but also “Is this form of public disclosure necessary?”
(Wragg, 2015; IPSO, 2024). This is also in line with the
requirements of IPSO (2024), which states that when editors
intrude into private lives without consent, they must prove the
legitimacy of their actions, especially in situations where
there are reasonable expectations of privacy.

Finally, editors should go beyond the day of publication
and consider the foreseeable harm it may cause. A story does
not end once it is printed or uploaded. Photographs may be
archived, searched, shared, and re-circulated; medical details
may cause stigmatisation; children’s images may accompany
them into adulthood; intimate information may turn a brief
vulnerable moment into a permanent public record (Solove,
2006; Bell, 2025). Article 8 of the European Convention on
Human Rights protects private life, family life, home, and
correspondence, which further indicates that when reviewing
reports, not only public value but also the long-term personal
costs of disclosure should be considered (European Court of
Human Rights, 2022).

Overall, these issues transform the abstract conflict
between press freedom and privacy protection into a specific
editorial review test: “Does this information really need to be
made public in this form?” Media organisations cannot
simply claim the right to report on celebrities because they
attract public attention (Campbell v. MGN Ltd, 2004; Von
Hannover v. Germany, 2004). They must explain why this
disclosure serves the public interest, why every private detail
is meaningful, why less intrusive methods are not sufficient
to achieve the goal, and why the potential harm is
commensurate with the public value of the report (Wragg,
2015; TIPSO, 2024). Only through such rigorous review can
press freedom continue to be connected with democratic



journalism practice, rather than becoming a licence for
commercial intrusion into private lives (Kovach & Rosenstiel,
2021; Warren & Brandeis, 1890).

7. Conclusion

In conclusion, this article has argued that the conflict
between celebrity privacy and press freedom cannot be
resolved by simply asking whether celebrities have privacy.
Through cases such as Campbell v MGN Ltd, Von Hannover
v Germany, Murray v Express Newspapers plc, Mosley v
News Group Newspapers Ltd and Douglas v Hello! Ltd, it has
shown that celebrity status may change the context of privacy
balancing, but it does not eliminate privacy itself. Public
interest should not be confused with public curiosity, and the
media must justify not only the topic of a report but also the
specific private details, images and vulnerable moments it
chooses to publish.

The main contribution of this article is to propose a
proportionality-based editorial framework centred on genuine
public interest, independent necessity, less invasive
alternatives and foreseeable harm. This framework offers a
more concrete way to assess celebrity reporting and to prevent
private life from being turned into a commodity for public
consumption. However, this article is limited by its focus on
UK and European legal and ethical frameworks. Future
research could further compare how other jurisdictions
respond to celebrity privacy, digital media intrusion and the
changing boundary between public interest and public
curiosity.

References

[1] Alach, P. J. (2008). Paparazzi and privacy. Loyola of Los
Angeles  Entertainment Law Review, 28(3), 205-268.

https://digitalcommons.lmu.edu/elr/vol28/iss3/1/

[2] Bell, M. (2025). Wronging persons through photographs: On
photographic front incursions. Journal of Ethics and Social
Philosophy, 30(4), 572-599.

https://doi.org/10.26556/jesp.v30i4.3747

Campbell v. Mirror Group Newspapers Ltd, [2004] UKHL 22.
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200304/1djudgmt/jdO
40506/campbe-1.htm

Ceferin, R., & Poler, M. (2017). Journalism in the public
interest: Definitions and interpretations in journalism ethics

and law. Medijska  istrazivanja, 23(1), 25-46.
https://www.mediaresearch.cro.net/files/pdf/vol23-
br1/02_ceferin.pdf

[5] Douglas v. Hellol Ltd, [2007] UKHL 2I.

https://www.5rb.com/case/douglas-v-hello-1td-no-8-hl/

European Court of Human Rights. (2022). Guide on Article 8
of the European Convention on Human Rights: Right to
respect for private and family life, home and correspondence.
Council of Europe. https://ks.echr.coe.int/web/echr-
ks/d/guide_art 8 eng

Independent Press Standards Organisation. (2025). Editors’
Code of Practice. https://www.ipso.co.uk/editors-code-of-
practice/

36

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[19]

[20]

[21]

Gavison, R. (1980). Privacy and the limits of law. The Yale
Law Journal, 89, 421-471. https://doi.org/10.2307/795891

Kenyon, A. T., & Milne, E. (2005). Images of celebrity:
Publicity, privacy, law. Media & Arts Law Review, 10(4),
311-322.
https://figshare.swinburne.edu.au/articles/journal_contributio
n/Images_of celebrity publicity privacy law/26273620?file
=47634352

Kovach, B., & Rosenstiel, T. (2021). The elements of
journalism: What newspeople should expect (4th ed.).
http://www1.lasalle.edu/~beatty/310/ACES_CD/books/Elem
entsofjournalism

Mendelson, D., Rees, A., & Wolf, G. (2018). Medical
confidentiality. In B. White, F. McDonald, & L. Willmott
(Eds.), Health law in Australia (3rd ed.). Thomson Reuters.
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract id=317360
1

Mosley v. News Group Newspapers Ltd, [2008] EWHC 1777
(QB). https://www.5rb.com/case/mosley-v-news-group-
newspapers-ltd-no-3/

Murray v. Express Newspapers plc, [2008] EWCA Civ 446.
https://uk.practicallaw.thomsonreuters.com/D-014-
7572MransitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&fir
stPage=true

Prosser, W. L. (1960). Privacy. California Law Review, 48,
383-423.
https://www.scirp.org/journal/paperinformation?paperid=500
92

Richardson, M. (2003). The private life after Douglas v. Hello!

Cambridge Law Journal, 62(1), 8-11.
https://www jstor.org/stable/24869505
Rojek, C. (2001).  Celebrity.  Reaktion = Books.

https://books.google.com.au/books?hl=zh-
CN&Ir=&id=gYLxAQAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA9&dq=Roj
ek, +C.+(2001).+Celebrity.+Reaktiont+Books.&ots=JvbA6-
1qLV &sig=CBPAZ48zXQNwKSOaM3GedbgiSY s#v=onepa
ge&q&f=false

Rudolf, B. (2006). Council of Europe. International Journal
of Constitutional Law, 4(3), 533-539.
https://academic.oup.com/icon/article/4/3/533/646397

Solove, D. J. (2006). A taxonomy of privacy. University of
Pennsylvania Law Review, 154(3), 477-560.
https://scholarship.law.gwu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?params
=/context/faculty publications/article/2074/&path_info=A T
axonomy_of Privacy.pdf

Von Hannover v. Germany, App. No. 59320/00, 2004-VI Eur.
Ct. HR.
https://globalfreedomofexpression.columbia.edu/cases/von-
hannover-v-germany-no-2/

Warren, S. D., & Brandeis, L. D. (1890). The right to privacy.
Harvard Law Review, 4(5), 193-220.
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/id/eprint/89788/

Wragg, P. (2015). Protecting private information of public
interest: Campbell’s great promise, unfulfilled. Journal of
Media Law, 7(2), 225-250.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17577632.2015.1099844



