Defamation law navigates the delicate balance between freedom of expression and safeguarding personal reputation. It addresses various types of harmful statements, including libel and slander, which can severely impact an individual's reputation, career, and overall quality of life. The rise of social media and the internet has made it easier to spread defamatory content, highlighting the need for robust defamation laws.
According to Parliament, (2013) defamation involves spreading false information that harms someone's reputation. Protection of freedom of speech, requiring falsity, publication, identification, and harm. Defences include truth, honest opinion, and fair comment. Social media complicates defamation laws, making regulation and liability challenging. the proposed legislation aims to reform defamation laws to strike a fair balance between protecting freedom of expression and safeguarding individuals' reputations. The legislation introduces multiple significant modifications to the existing law, consolidating them into a single statue. It mandates that claimants must demonstrate that they have experienced serious harm prior to initiating a defamation lawsuit. A stipulation is included that mandates claimants to demonstrate they have experienced significant harm prior to initiating a defamation lawsuit. The existing presumption favouring a jury trial is eliminated.
A defence termed ‘responsible publication on matters of public interest’ is introduced. Enhanced protection is afforded to operators of websites that host user-generated content, contingent upon their adherence to procedures that allow complainants to address disputes directly with the contents author. Additionally, new statutory defences of truth and honest opinion are established to supplant the common law defences of justification and fair comment. Legalisation, (1993) The dissemination of any report or statement referenced in schedule one of this act is considered privileged, if it is not demonstrated that the publication was executed with malice.
Lawyers, and jurists, (2024) states that the purpose of the act was to strike a balance between protecting reputations from defamation and preserving freedom of speech. It aimed to streamline online defamation laws while ensuring individuals right to free expression was not excessively restricted. The act aimed to create a more balanced and equitable legal framework that would protect both conflicting interests by formalizing existing common law principles and clarifying the circumstances under which a defamation claim can be made. Codification is described to ‘clarify and consolidate the current common law to provide more certainty and make it more accessible.’
Horsey and Rackley, (2021) says defamation help safeguard a person’s reputation. It allows someone to stop the publication of, or seek compensation for, public statements that could lead others to think negatively of them. This concept aims to strike a balance between freedom of speech, which is protected under the European Convention on Human rights act 1998, an individual’s right to protect their reputation. For a long time, this balance seemed skewed, leading to the UK being labelled as ‘the libel capital of the world’ due to the ease of bringing legal action. The defamation act 2013, effective from January 1, 2014, aimed to ‘rebalance’ defamation law by codifying and modifying much of the existing common law. 
According to Steele, (2017) Common law has offered strong protection for reputation through the torts of libel and slander. Slander typically takes temporary form, while libel is generally more permanent. Both torts serve to safeguard a claimant's interest in their reputation from defamatory statements.
Jones, (2002) A defamatory statement is classified as libel when it exists in a permanent medium, such as written text, images, or even a wax figure. Conversely, it is considered slander when expressed through spoken words, gestures, or mimicry. The key difference lies in permanence versus transience. For instance, dictating a defamatory letter to a typist is likely to be regarded as slander; however, once the letter is disseminated to a third party, it becomes libel. Interestingly, if an individual reads a libelous letter aloud to a third party, they may be committing both libel and slander. In contrast, a typist who reads back the defamatory content to the original author does not constitute publication.
Steele, (2017) The defamation act 1996 established two defences for individuals who are not responsible for publishing a defamatory statement. The first defence, outlined in section 1, applies Soley to those who are not considered the ‘author, editor, or publisher’ of a statement and mandates that reasonable care must be exercised. 
Jones, (2002) Defamation represents a unique form of tort. It is among the limited civil actions that continue to be adjudicated by juries, despite an increasing movement to address certain peculiarities associated with jury decisions.
Lawyers, and jurists, (2024) The defamation act 2013 was enacted to reform defamation law and to ensure a fair balance between safeguarding reputations and upholding freedom of expression. While the earlier legislation aimed to protect reputations by stopping negative statements about individuals, it also limited ‘free speech and shielded influential people from being questioned.’ critics argued that defamation law was being misused to silence voices and imposed excessive limitations on personal expression.
In the case of Ahuja v Politika Novine, (2015) The claimant, an international businessman with nationality in India and Serbia but living in the United Kingdom. Initiated legal action in England against the defendants for libel concerning articles that were published on a Serbian newspaper’s website.
In the case of Joyce v Sengupta, (1993) It was alleged that the claimant had taken letters that belonged to the princess royal and handed them over to a national newspaper. The claimant filed a lawsuit for malicious falsehood, which is eligible for legal aid. The court of appeal declined to dismiss the claim, stating it was not an abuse of the court’s process.
Douglas, and Macpherson, (1997) The main functions of the press are to provide citizens with the necessary information and discussions for a democracy to operate effectively, as well as to serve as a watchdog, alerting the public to any abuses of power by their leaders. The English libel laws create significant barriers that impede the press from carrying out these duties. When parliament finally took a serious look at reforming defamation law after nearly fifty years, it did not adequately tackle, let alone eliminate, these barriers. In this regard, the Defamation act 1996 can be seen as a failure. In today’s world of global communication, the repercussions of this failure will extend well beyond the borders of the United Kingdom.
Dawson, (2024) The act aims to enhance protection for freedom of expression while also providing sufficient safeguards for individuals whose reputations have been unjustly harmed. It makes changes to certain elements of defamation law and updates and organizes common law principles. 
Horsey, and Rackley, (2023) The defamation act 2013 came about after a lengthy campaign that argued the existing common law on defamation was inadequate. The act was promoted to transform “English libel laws from and international laughingstock to an international blueprint.” It indeed brings significant reforms, such as establishing a seriousness threshold, introducing new statutory defences for responsible publication on public interest matters, truth (which replaces the common law defence of justification), and honest opinion (which replaces the common law defence of honest comment). Additionally, it makes changes to the multiple publication rule and includes measure to curb so-called “libel tourism.”
Horsey, and Rackley, (2023) Defamation is a contentious issue, and there have been many efforts to reform it. Two main factors have recently fuelled these reforms. The first is the impact of human rights, particularly through the human rights act 1998, which emphasizes freedom of speech in line with article 10 of the European convention on human rights. The second factor is the evolution of communication methods. Much of the existing defamation law was established during a time when printed media was the primary form of communication. With the rise of the internet and social media, the law now must adapt to this new environment. The latest reform is the defamation act 2013, but many commentators believe that the legislation does not significantly alter the law. Meaning the old laws still hold relevance.
Jones, (2002). The tort of defamation serves to safeguard an individual against false allegations that adversely affect their reputation among others. It is important to differentiate this from a false statement that, while not damaging to the claimant's reputation, still results in harm.
McArdle, (2021). To initiate a defamation lawsuit, it is essential that the statement in question is disseminated to a broader audience rather than being confined to a limited number of individuals. Publication alone does not guarantee a successful claim, as various defences may apply. For instance, absolute privilege provides protection for statements made in judicial or parliamentary settings. Similarly, qualified privilege applies to statements that are deemed justified, such as interactions between an employer and an employee. It is advisable to seek legal counsel to effectively address the nuances of your circumstances. Qualified privilege serves as a defence in defamation cases when the publisher possesses a legal, social, or moral obligation or interest in disseminating the statement. This concept is categorised into distinct types: statutory qualified privilege and common law qualified privilege. 
in conclusion, defamation laws serve as a vital safeguard against false and harmful information, while also requiring a careful balance between reputation protection and the preservation of free expression.
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