Defamation act 1996 and Defamation act 2013.
Defamation is an offence committed against the claimant and can cause damages to a plaintiff’s reputation and can also cause a serious damage to their exposure to public view and perception. Defamation and the freedom of expression, a type of tort law has its defences and a far more integral part to play when protecting the credibility and the reputation of the claimant throughout any defamation trial, such as the case of ‘Depp II v Newspaper Group Newspaper LTD and another’ (2020). The case investigates defamation in the ‘libel’ format. There are two types of defamation, there is ‘libel & slander’. ‘libel’ has a serious affect as to how it can become damaging to the claimant. Defamatory ‘libel’ can be viewed and examined from a public point of view. The  defamation of ‘libel’ as seen in the case of ‘Monson v Tussauds Ltd (1894) with an effigy in question, this analysis can seem to become permanent unless contested and can have an everlasting view point and retain a detrimental mark on the plaintiff’s public figure as these accusations within a written format with a public effigy related in the case itself can be revised and further scrutinised from whomever seeks to source truth in any such circumstance. Words, comments, innuendos, may be of truth or can also stem from lies then published in a newspaper article, released with photographic publication or even sometimes broadcast on the mainstream news, ‘slander’, on the contrary is more verbal and foreseen as a spoken form of ‘defamation’, this can also portray the perception of someone through verbal or an imputing manner and then communicated with an intent to damage. ‘slander’, as described in the case of ‘Storey v Challands’ (1837), ‘slander’ can sometimes be forgotten or even misheard and sometimes misinterpreted. However, remain damaging. If the offence was to be verbal and communicated in front of a public crowd or even a classroom or workplace, this can also become a reason for a trial against improper information communicated unjustly that can harmfully damage one’s reputation. (Giliker, 2014, p. 479-481). Throughout this thesis there will be evidence and points that can evaluate the reasoning and introduction of the ‘Defamation act 1996 - 2013’ and the ‘advantages’ and ‘disadvantages’ and if ‘reform’ is needed. (Health and Safety Executive, 2024).
 Another case to describe ‘libel’ is the defamation case of ‘Lewis v Daily Telegraph’ (1964), where there was a case of words and innuendo’s resulting with the jury awarding damages to the companies of both parties suing for ‘defamation’. This is an example of a ‘defamation’ trial and how research can further boost analysis using case law throughout this thesis. (The Supreme Court of the United Kingdom, 2019). ‘Lachaux v Independent Print Ltd’ (2019).
 According to the (Defamation act 1996), an act enacted to prevent falsehood and shape new laws surrounding the character defilement of one’s reputation thus meaning an act to protect any human being within reason from detrimental or serious damage to his/her reputation. The reason for ‘The Defamation Act 1996’ was to respect any persons to be on the receiving end of malicious words, written or spoken, falsely abusing another's credibility or even damaging the image of any persons or businesses reputations. The act was assented and enacted by her Majesty ‘The Queen’ most excellent. Mostly revised by the help of ‘lords spiritual and temporal commons’. Also, within the presence of parliament justifying the law regarding the reasoning and the confirmation of the ‘Defamation act 1996’. 
 The ‘Defamation act of 1996’ clearly states in the opening of its laws within its ‘responsibility for publication’, S.1(c) within the fine confinements of a defamation trial the claimant has the defence possibility throughout the proceeding if ‘he did not know, and had no reason to believe, that what he did caused or contributed to the publication of a defamatory statement’ there is a suitable defence in place for an appeal as written in the (Defamation act 1996). This was the case in ‘Berkoff v Burchill’ (1996), where the claimant was an actor and was suing for ‘libel’ and this was conjured through defilement to one’s appearance through publication in a newspaper article. There was an appeal from the defendant which was later quashed with the judge in favour of the plaintiff’s ‘defamation’ accusations on the grounds of detrimental damages as the actor could be shunned from the spotlight and future work due to the comments. This is both an advantage and a disadvantage of the ‘Defamation act 1996’ with evidence and analysis explaining that there is an application for a defence that can later be denied through judgement. This can be analysed through the act itself. According to the (Defamation act 1996), there is also an advantage to make amends from the person causing the damages under section 2(a)(b)(c), this can be seen in the case of ‘Thornton v Telegraph Media Group Ltd’.
 There are also disadvantages with both ‘defamation’ acts of ‘1996’ and ‘2013’. This involves ‘absolute privileges’ regarding MP’s. There is a wide debate regarding this as shown in the ‘guide to procedure’, this guide mentions that there are ‘privileges’ that are maintained and valued through ‘parliament’ mainly explaining that the freedom of speech and how imperative it is to maintain order within the houses. This is found here in the ‘Bill of rights 1689’ (UK Parliament, 2013). This is not to be questioned inside the courts or outside of ‘parliament’ (UK Parliament, 2024). However, these ‘privileges’ do not cover for all aspects and an example of this would be a tweet on a social media platform now known as (X).
One of the key advantages and one of the changes to mention from the ‘Defamation act 2013’ is the new updated ‘defences’. The key change of the common law ‘defence’ of ‘fair comment’ now known as the ‘defence’ of ‘honest opinion’. This can be identified through a qualified video on the ‘reform’ of the ‘Defamation act 2013’. Can this be the start of a new law once more regarding defamation (Collins, 2014)? A key case to look at would be the case of ‘Joseph v Spiller (2010). This case can also bolster the conclusion of reform with new provisions as to whether the defence of ‘fair comment’ should be reinstated. Another important area of the new ‘defamation’ act is s.5. ‘Operators of Websites’. There is quite a unique ‘defence’ mentioned within this section where the accused can go straight to the source of the defamatory commentor, S.5(1) gives a ‘defence’ for the defendant and allows the investigation as to whether it was the ‘operator’ of the ‘website’ themselves whom have made the defamatory comments this and this can be ‘libel or slander’ with an offence against the ‘plaintiff’ or another. One of the advantages is that there are also areas of the ‘Defamation act 2013’ that can further defeat those ‘defences’ as mentioned in S.5(3)(a)(b)(c) and within S.5(4) that states that there is a possibility for a claimant to ‘identify’ any persons only if there is sufficient evidence to do so (Defamation act 2013). According to (TMT Practical Guidance [hereafter TMT Lawyers], (2024), the highlighted publication and issue is whether the tort itself is to cause ‘serious damages’ to the person and thus meaning if there are no ‘serious damages’ to persons or business then there is no ‘defamation’ case. This is shown in the case between ‘Vardy v Rooney’ (2022). 
 The question now to answer is why there should be a ‘reform’, and this would be again to track back and identify the case once more of ‘Spiller and another v Joseph and others (2010). The point surrounding the adaptation of the ‘defence’ from ‘fair comment’ to ‘honest opinion’, the case clearly identifies the difference between both ‘fair comment & honest opinion’ and a claim for ‘reform’ as the freedom of speech and ‘fair comment’ has been identified as a fault for future cases with the ‘high court’ & ‘supreme court’ ruling out the appeal ‘entirely’. This has brought upon the light a reason for ‘reform’ as the previous ‘defence’ of ‘fair comment’ should be reinstated as the ‘defence’ of ‘honest comment’ all based on facts prior to this. There have been previous ‘reforms’ where ‘defamation’ was first introduced and enacted as the ‘Defamation act 1952’. This shows the broad history of ‘defamation’ and where the country show desire for further amendments to be made. According to Jones (2024, p. 1-5), the defamation laws in ‘England & Wales’ as analysed by the ‘European Parliament’. This was completed through research showing that ‘reform’ was much desired following the ‘Defamation act 2013’ the point has been examined 10 years on and found that ‘libel tourism’ has become a problem when ‘freedom of speech’ was becoming righteous throughout the rest of the world seeking the more ‘chilled speech’ found throughout the ‘United Kingdom’ in ‘England & Wales’. As explained throughout there have been a number of high-profile ‘defamation’ claims that have been brought to the UK, This calls for further investigation to scrutinise ‘reform’. The analysis surrounding the ‘reform’ of ‘defamation’ as explained with the above reference mentioned is that it just seems too flexible to find justice on the ‘British Isles’. This makes the ‘reform’ more important now more than ever. The comments made from the rest of the world labelling ‘England’ as the world’s ‘defamation’ capital bringing more press to the fact there may be further scrutiny within the act itself for foreigners to find loopholes and friendlier jury’s when dealing with defamatory cases. This brings the conclusion for reform most important for the future of this countries ‘Defamation laws’ with innovated findings using key case law. This concludes the evaluation that the UK is again in need of reform.
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