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12. CHAPTER TWELVE:  WHY DID HALL’S SEXUAL ACTIVITIES 
AT THE BBC CONTINUE UNCHECKED? (FOURTH TERM OF 
REFERENCE) 
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A Introduction  

12.1 As we have seen, some members of staff were, to varying degrees, 

aware of Hall’s sexual activities with females he brought to the BBC, 

even if they had no direct knowledge of precisely what he did.  

Whilst almost no one working with Hall at the time thought that 

sexual activity with mature women, let alone teenagers, on BBC 

premises was appropriate, no complaint was made about Hall’s 

conduct; indeed the evidence demonstrates that, with the exception 

of Mr Colley’s evidence that he warned Hall to desist when he 

(Colley) arrived in Manchester,78 absolutely nothing was done about 

it.  In this chapter we look at the reasons why.  Most of the reasons 

are foreshadowed, if not spelled out in the earlier chapters, 

particularly Chapter 10 (Culture at the BBC), and to a lesser extent, 

Chapter 11 (Awareness of Hall’s Activities); in this chapter we draw 

that evidence together and focus on the evidence in which the 

witnesses address the issue head-on.  

B Absence of direct personal knowledge 

12.2 The absence of ‘direct personal knowledge’ of Hall’s sexual activities 

at the BBC on the part of the staff who worked with him at the time is 

an important feature of their evidence (described in Chapter 11).  

                                                            
78 See paragraph 11.84. 
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The staff witnesses were keen to emphasise the distinction between 

direct knowledge on the one hand and rumours, gossip and 

assumptions on the other, when explaining why no action was taken 

by them.  In the light of their evidence, we have found it convenient 

to approach our task in respect of the third Term of Reference 

(assessing whether BBC personnel were, or ought to have been, 

aware of Hall’s inappropriate sexual conduct on BBC premises), as 

set out in Chapter 2, Part C and Chapter 11, Part C(iv), by drawing a 

distinction between ‘direct personal knowledge’, and a lesser state of 

certainty without direct personal knowledge (‘awareness’) to explain 

the conclusions of the Hall investigation in this regard.  

12.3 The distinction is best illustrated by example. Mr Clarke’s evidence 

to the effect that everyone knew what Hall was up to because 

Mr Barlow would tell them (paragraph 11.49), whilst perhaps 

evidence of Mr Clarke’s (and others’) ‘awareness’, was no more 

‘direct personal knowledge’ (in the eye-witness sense) than Winifred 

Robinson’s evidence of rumours that a BBC floor manager 

(presumably Mr Barlow, based on the evidence the Hall investigation 

received about him) used to procure women for Hall (paragraph 

11.51) (which was based on gossip and not believed by Ms 

Robinson).   

C The hypothetical question  

12.4 Having established that there was little or no evidence that, in our 

view, could amount to ‘direct personal knowledge’ on the part of 

BBC employees (as described in Chapter 11) about sexual activity at 

the BBC, we were interested to know whether they would have 

complained if they had had direct personal knowledge of Hall’s 

sexual activities, to whom they would have complained, and if there 

were particular factors that would have affected their answers.   
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(i) Sexual conduct towards under-age girls 

12.5 Unsurprisingly, the age of the girls concerned was the most 

important factor.  If the girls were under-age, save for one or two 

witnesses, who were not sure what they would have done, given 

their lowly status at the time, their fear of losing their job, or their love 

of the BBC, all witnesses said that they would have reported it, or 

they hoped they would have had the courage to report it, had they 

definitely known about it.  We were told that under-age sexual 

activity would not have been tolerated. 

(ii) Sexual conduct towards women and girls over the age of consent 

12.6 As for sex between consenting adults, including teenagers over 16, 

the witnesses’ answers were less clear cut.  Mr Ireland thought that 

a single incident between, say, Hall and the woman police officer 

referred to at paragraphs 11.9 and 11.32 with whom Hall was said to 

be having an affair, would have led to a “reading of the riot act”, but 

not to dismissal.  Mr Ireland would have gone to the BBC 

Manchester Head of Personnel, not Ray Colley.  Some witnesses 

thought such consensual sexual liaisons were nothing to do with 

them, even if they were conducted on BBC premises.  Mr 

Duckenfield said that, if he had been aware that Hall was having sex 

with women on BBC premises he would have thought that it was 

inappropriate, but he would have taken no action, as he was too far 

down the ladder of command and it was none of his business.  Phil 

Sayer also told us that for a person in his position, it was none of his 

business, whilst Mr Guest said that if he had known, he would 

probably have approached Olwyn Hocking or Steve Ireland and 

asked whether he needed to report it to anyone.  

12.7 AH2 said, with reference to the incident described at paragraph 

11.57 when an elderly lady visiting the studio told the staff that she 

thought she heard noises suggestive of sexual activity coming from 

the room next door to where she was applying her make-up, that if 
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the lady had actually seen what was happening, he would have 

reported it to Mr German who he thought would have reported it to 

Mr Colley.  He thought that Tom German “would have wanted [Hall] 

out”.  However, Roger Bolton told the Hall investigation that there 

was reluctance on the part of the BBC to interfere with people’s 

personal/private lives; whether this would be regarded as 

‘personal/private life’ or was the perception of others working with 

Hall at the time is not clear.  Certainly some, including Mr Delahaye, 

thought it was up to Management to challenge Hall; if he had known 

that Hall was having sex with a mature woman on the premises, he 

did not think he would have said anything as it was not his business, 

but it was the business of BBC Management.  Another member of 

staff, AH5, echoed the sentiment that it was not his business to pry 

into other peoples’ private lives unless their conduct clearly impacted 

negatively on their professional work.  It was not only men who 

expressed this attitude; Ms McDougall made no complaint about 

Hall’s many female friends because she thought that they were 

adults and it was not her business to do anything about it.     

D Impediments to taking action  

12.8 Even if the employee had been minded to complain or alert 

Management to Hall’s conduct, the Hall investigation heard of a 

number of impediments to doing so.  In Chapter 10, we set out the 

research and other evidence that staff at the time were inhibited from 

complaining about sexual conduct on the BBC’s premises because 

of fear of reprisal, reputational loss, getting a reputation as a trouble-

maker, and the power and “untouchability” of Hall (paragraphs 

10.12, 10.17 - 10.19); they were further inhibited by the culture of 

bullying (paragraph 10.22), the inequality at the time between men 

and women which included a tendency to shift the culpability for 

sexual assault on to the female complainant (paragraph 9.18), or a 

misguided loyalty to the BBC and the success of the programme on 

which they were working, which would be damaged or destroyed if 
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their complaint caused the loss of its star (paragraph 10.21).  

Furthermore, most witnesses recalled that there was no guidance 

given to staff about how to make a complaint (paragraph 10.32).  

12.9 Mr Delahaye confirmed much of this evidence.  He explained that 

the atmosphere in the 1970s was not conducive to complaining and 

there was no policy on bullying:  

“The newsroom was a place where it was pretty rough and 
tumble and if you complained there was the suggestion that 
you…it was the kitchen, you couldn’t take the heat…if you 
complained, well, you know: what are you complaining about? 
What have you got to grouse about?  Just get on with the job. 
That’s what it’s about…I can’t imagine somebody saying: I’m 
unhappy about the attitude of this particular person, or I feel that 
I’m being bullied by so-and-so. You just took it and you got on 
with the job”. 

There was more licence with the type of banter that went on then 

and there existed: 

“a male-orientated atmosphere which may have made it more 
difficult for women to register their discomfort in front of 
everyone. If they did, they would be considered prudish”.  

According to Mr Delahaye, the response would have been 

something like, “‘Can’t you take a joke?’ Women were expected to 

go along with it”. 

12.10 As noted, the vital part played by Hall to the success of the 

programme was cited by many witnesses as a reason for the 

tolerance of Hall’s behaviour amongst the staff.  Some of the 

evidence about this is rehearsed in Chapter 10.79  Typical of this 

testimony is the following quotation from the statement of Mr 

Delahaye, emphasising the power Hall wielded over the BBC and 

the employees who worked on his programmes: 

“Stuart was a very, very important asset, and you have to 
remember that Look North was in competition with the opposite 
programme on Granada as well, and there was…I was going to 

                                                            
79 See paragraphs 10.18 – 10.21. 
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say a ratings war but I mean, we were always very aware of what 
the opposition was doing and what they were putting out.”  

“Stuart Hall WAS ‘Look North’…Stuart knew this, often alluded to 
it…and, I believe, traded upon it. More to the point, BBC 
management knew it. This a) gave Stuart considerable licence 
and b) made management reluctant to challenge him for fear of 
losing him…In short, Stuart’s celebrity status (greatly enhanced 
as it was by It’s a Knockout) rendered him relatively 
untouchable”. 

12.11 Mr Snell, in addition to his evidence on the topic quoted at paragraph 

10.28, also referred to the intense rivalry between BBC Manchester 

and Granada; “even at that time ratings were really important”.  The 

BBC was usually just ahead of Granada and the received wisdom 

was that a good measure of “the BBC’s success in the ratings was 

down to Stuart Hall”. 

12.12 Ms McDougall made no formal complaint about the way Hall treated 

her because she could put up with it and she wanted to keep her job: 

“Stuart Hall was so valuable and important. There is no way that 
somebody might have, in the ways of the 1970s, had a quiet 
word with Stuart…nobody would have dreamed of censoring him 
or not allowing him…he was, as I said to you, King of the BBC in 
Manchester and he could do what he liked, I’m sure he believed 
he could as well…there was no one else in Manchester who was 
as well-known as Stuart. He rode supreme, I think”.  

12.13 A further impediment to staff complaints was the view that the staff 

had of Management (see Chapter 5, Part C).  Although not a uniform 

perception, Mr Khodadad regarded Mr Colley as unapproachable 

and he was not alone in this view; others describe Mr Colley as 

rarely coming out of his office into the newsroom, save to berate the 

staff.80  Mr Colley denies that he was unapproachable, saying:  

“Everybody knew me. I was, I’m sure, a forceful person. 
Manchester knew that I’d arrived and everybody there knew I’d 
arrived, but I spoke to them all every day. If they had any 
problems and if Stuart Hall was behaving improperly in the 
dressing room, all they needed to do…and they knew this…was 

                                                            
80 See paragraphs 5.25 – 5.28. 
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to make sure I found out about it and something would have 
been done about it”. 

12.14 Although in the context of Hall touching her rather than a female 

visitor to the BBC, it may be of some relevance that Ms McDougall 

did not think that Mr Colley would have regarded some of Hall’s 

conduct towards her (described at paragraph 11.14) as 

inappropriate.  She told us that Mr Colley knew she would not 

complain because she was desperate to keep her job and thought 

that Mr German “would have been deeply embarrassed” had she 

raised an issue about sex with him.  In any event, Ms McDougall 

thought that there was no point talking to Mr German because she 

thought he would have been short with her and told her to get her 

act together.  

12.15 We found such perceptions held by the staff about Management’s 

unapproachability or inability to deal with the harassment of those 

they managed revealing.  In the circumstances, it is not difficult to 

realise that it would be unlikely that staff members would complain 

about Hall’s sexual conduct towards the females who came to the 

BBC premises at Hall’s invitation, particularly if the staff member had 

no direct knowledge of what Hall was doing, and would be making 

the complaint on the basis of rumour, gossip and assumptions. Even 

until recently, with all the protections afforded to “whistle-blowers” 

introduced in the late 1990s,81 it would be a brave employee who 

would complain on the basis of anything less than direct first-hand 

knowledge of the matter in issue.  

12.16 As we have noted, the absence of concrete evidence was crucial; 

both AH11 and Olwyn Hocking said that if they had had concrete 

evidence of Hall having sex in the dressing room, they would have 

raised it with the Management, as such conduct would have been 

unacceptable.  

                                                            
81 See paragraph 12.18 below for further information. 
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12.17 In further trying to understand the reasons why no action was taken, 

the evidence led us to consider the gender dynamics that existed at 

the time.  The picture painted by the witnesses in this regard is not 

uniform, but it is clear that, in addition to the absence of published 

rules to guide men and women on sexual conduct in the workplace, 

there existed an element of confusion about gender roles caused by 

the speed of change.  As Mr Snell put it, women were supposed to 

be much more accepting of any kind of male behaviour, because 

“that’s how women [are] nowadays”.  He described the lack of 

navigational tools available to people in the workplace at that time:  

“It’s harder being a man, it’s harder in some ways to completely 
grasp how much has changed in the last 40 or 50 years…in 
terms of what is appropriate…I don’t know that it was a massive 
sexual revolution that went on in the 1960s, but if it was any kind 
of revolution towards the end of the 1960s and 1970s, there was 
a feeling that things had changed and women were much more 
accessible and more open and much more kind of sexually…not 
just sexually, but more prepared to have contact or whatever, 
but none of the etiquette had been established for this new order 
and, therefore, people might have transgressed because they 
simply didn’t know…Nowadays it would be absolutely clear cut 
what’s appropriate [behaviour] in an office situation”. 

12.18 We touched upon the concept of the “whistle-blower” in paragraph 

12.15 above.  In our view, in addition to the impediments detailed 

above, any analysis of why no action was taken should not lose sight 

of the fact that the introduction of the protections afforded to those 

making what are now known as “qualifying disclosures”82 under the 

Public Interest Disclosure Act 1998, was still a long way off.  Even if 

those protections had existed, the staff member would have to 

provide “information”, as distinct from allegation or opinion, and 

making disclosures against someone as seemingly powerful as Hall, 

with all the factors described above in play, would still have been 

difficult and required a high degree of courage.  As one female 

                                                            
82
 which includes information that shows, or tends to show that a criminal offence has been 

committed, is being committed or is likely to be committed, or the health or safety of any individual 
has been, is being or is likely to be endangered (section 43B of the Employment Rights Act 1996 which 
defines a “qualifying disclosure” for the purposes of the 1998 Act). 
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witness told us when explaining why she did not report an incident 

(not involving Hall or anything sexual), she was a lone voice in a 

room of men whose cooperation she needed to do her job:  

“when you stand up against anything that isn’t right that’s being 
done by powerful people, you know, we all know what happens 
to whistleblowers, don’t we, and there’s even whistle-blowing 
legislation to protect them nowadays”. 

E The complainant witnesses 

12.19 The Hall investigation is focused on the BBC, its culture and 

practices, whether members of staff were aware of Hall’s conduct, 

and how he was able to continue with his conduct unchecked.  But 

what about the complainant witnesses?  The reader will recall that 

according to their evidence, some of them told no one what Hall had 

done83, but several of them told their parents or someone else what 

had happened immediately after the assaults took place; yet nothing 

was done to stop him.  There are two themes running through the 

explanations for this.  

12.20 The first is the perception of the “untouchability” of stars due to the 

cult of celebrity (described at Chapter 9, Part C).  Thus, CH4’s 

furious father told his 16-year old daughter that she would not be 

believed because Hall was famous and she should not mention the 

incident to anyone (paragraph 6.7 above).  CH8 told her mother 

what had happened to her; her mother did not believe her because 

Hall was a celebrity and one did not say things like that about 

famous people (paragraph 8.17 above).  

12.21 The second theme is the shame and stigma attached to making a 

complaint of this sort at that time.  As CH7, aged 17 at the time, 

explained, she told her friend about the incident the following 

morning but she did not complain to anyone in authority:   

“because in them days we just didn't…You would never, 
because otherwise you would be stigmatised…you didn't, you 

                                                            
83 For example, CH11, CH5, CH21, CH9. 
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just didn't so I kept it to myself all these years”. 

She was also afraid that even though she knew he had done wrong, 

“if you had said something, people would twist things and say you 

had done wrong" (paragraph 6.13 above). CH18, who was 26 years 

old at the time, said she thought people would think badly of her if 

she told anyone of the incident; it was a reflection of the times that 

she did not think people would think badly of him (paragraph 8.10 

above).  

12.22 These explanations resonate with some of the evidence of the BBC 

staff, in that they reflect attitudes prevalent at the time, although, of 

course, the dynamics were quite different.  Whether the explanations 

for the complainant witnesses not making a contemporaneous 

formal complaint against Hall might apply today or not, it is of 

comfort to recall that the evidence concerning the failure by BBC 

staff and Management to put a stop to Hall’s inappropriate sexual 

conduct on BBC premises, is punctuated with the vocabulary of 

temporal change and distinction.  One need go no further than the 

quote from Baroness Bakewell at paragraph 9.2: “It’s the same with 

the BBC that I first entered.  It had habits and values that we just 

can’t understand from the point of view of where we are now”.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




