[bookmark: _Int_ifND8aps][bookmark: _Int_sNiKSRLO][bookmark: _Int_F7X4cm8Q][bookmark: _Int_n2q5TQ9Q][bookmark: _Int_A4enJ7FA][bookmark: _Int_rh3IMDFM]Defamation is a published statement that lowers a company or an individual which causes people to think low of those individuals or company that is mentioned and referred to in that published statement (Thomson Reuters, 2025). The Defamation law aims to protect the reputation of the individual or company (Pinsent Masons, 2023). Defamation comes in two forms, Libel, and slander and (Vaughan, no date) states the difference between the two are that libel is a defamatory statement that is written whereas slander is a statement that is spoken. There are a lot more cases of libel defamation than slander, but they are both a form of defamation. A key case of libel is Bruce V Odham's Press Ltd (1936). In this case, the claimant brought a libel action against the defendant claiming that the words that was used in the newspaper article, ‘Englishwoman’ ‘her’ and ‘she’ were about them. The case that includes slander within it is the Lynch V Knight (1861) and, in this case, there was a  wife who had a stepbrother who spoke slanderous words to her husband by saying that the wife was seduced by another man before her marriage with the husband, and this then resulted with the husband dismissing his wife and with this, the wife  filed an action against her stepbrother. Defamatory publication is classified as something that is communicated with intended messages to at least one individual that is not the defendant, to be considered as a publication, the defendant must have had been part of the publication of the communication. Any labour that was involved in producing the publication usually means that there were many individuals who were drawn into a defamation case as the defendant as well. The defamation Act 1996 was introduced to protect organisations, companies, and individuals from slanderous words and libel. the defence of defamation is used when damaging and false information about an individual has been published to a third party (The Lawyers & Jurists, no date) one key case that is to be mentioned is the Reynolds V Times Newspapers Ltd (1999) and in this case, the claimant politician has been giving out libel proceedings against the defendant newspaper, and this when the defendants decided to plead the defence of qualified privilege at common law. This case will also relate to absolute privilege, and this is because the plaintiff was a prime minister of Ireland who was resigning and this led to a political crisis. McArdle, S. (2021) has referred to qualified privilege as a defence to a defamation case in circumstances where the publisher must have a legal, moral duty or social interest to make the published statement. The qualified privilege at common law was outlined by (Gay and Horne, 2011) by saying that it is a legal concept that extends beyond parliamentary privilege, it should relate to staff and members of the parliament to be able to use this defence of privilege in defamation. The defamation Act 2013 purpose is to rebalance the laws of defamation, and by doing this, it provides a more effective protection, and it is also there to help those who have been defamed and that they are able to protect their reputation. Difference between the defamation Act 1996 and the defamation Act 2013 is that there is now a new defence under section 5 of the defamation Act 2013 and that defence applies if there was an operator of a website did not post any defamatory statement on the website (Ministry of Justice, 2014). The reform aspects from the defamation act 1996 and the defamation act 2013 includes codifying and modifying the defences and principles of common law (UK Parliament, 2014). A case that was brought to attention is the case of Lachaux V Independent Print Ltd and another (2019). The facts of this case are where a newspaper article was trying to appeal the alleging defamation action, but the supreme court dismissed the defendants appeal due to finding that the newspaper articles did involve with publication of defamatory statements and that it caused or could have caused serious harm to the claimant. Issues regarding the defamation act 1996 are something to be considered. One issue that is brought up is the lack of public funding to bring or defend an action in defamation. This is because it is seen as a tort for the wealthy, and this was declared by (Bermingham and Brennan. 2008). That is until the key case of Steel V United Kingdom (2005). In this case, due to the financial issue where individuals would not be able to get funded to file a defamation case. The applicants in this key case were refused legal aid and they needed to defend themselves in a lengthy and complex procedure that was brought by a large multinational company. Due to the circumstances of this case, the two applicants have realised that the denial of legal aid to defend themselves was a violation to article 6 (right to a fair trial, also known as the right to a fair hearing) of the European Convention on the Human rights. Since the situation did not strike a fair balance between the freedom of expression by the applicants, it had resulted with the violation of article 10 (freedom of expression) and so the two applicants were awarded, one with €15,000 and the other €20,000. A disadvantage regarding both, the defamation act 1996 and the defamation act 2013 is that a certain privilege is flexibly given to parliament, and because of this, the members of parliament could use this privilege to their advantage. This privilege is called the absolute privilege. It is also widely known as the parliamentary privilege. The absolute privilege that is used for statements in parliament, any reports that is published by parliament or speeches (Lunney, Nolan, and Oliphant, 2017) this clearly states that the parliament has a privilege to protect them through defamation act. Parliament UK (1999) discussed that in order for the parliament to carry public duties without fear, that parliament and the members of parliament, and officers need to have certain rights, a right that keeps them free from intervention by the courts and government and that they should be able to speak freely without the possibility of any defamation claims and this what is considered as  parliamentary privilege. This is where the following conditions show and are met. Number three is privilege, and this is where the individual meets the qualified privilege at common law or under statute or if it is a case that involves parliament, absolute privilege. In conclusion, the defence of defamation is a lengthy and complex defence and must meet conditions to even be considered. The defence of defamation has many steps, the first step is truth, the defence to an action of defamation must be substantially true. (Lunney, Nolan, and Oliphant, 2017) also gives more steps in the defence of defamation by saying number two is honest opinion. Bi (2024) pointed out that with honest opinion, if the individual wishes to raise a defence of defamation, they need to be very considerate with the way the respond. This is mainly due to the statements that say things like “I didn’t mean it” would put a stop to the claimant to be able to rely on that defence. To summarise the from the facts of (Minc, 2024) he says that truth is proving that the defamatory statement is essentially true. Honest opinion is the statements of an individual's opinion that is protected free speech. The absolute privilege are official statements made by parliament or something similar to a court testimony. The qualified privilege on the other hand are statements that are made with some form of legal or moral duty to speak. The last two are consent, which is when the claimant has agreed to the publication of the statement that was published, and the final one is statute of limitations. This is where the defamation claims that are made must be filed within set time limits given. There have been many reforms suggestions throughout the defamation act 2013. And according to (UK Parliament, 2021) a reform aim for the law of defamation was to ensure that there was a fair balance between the protection of reputation on an individual or company, and the freedom of expression. The bill takes in several changes to the law of defamation, but the bill is not designed to codify the law and turn it into a single statute. A few listings of reform suggestions involve the requirement for claimants to now show they have suffered serious harm before they can sue anyone for defamation. Another reform suggestion would be the provided protection that has been increased to operators of websites that host any user generated content. The UK Government (2013) also has reform suggestions based on the defamation act 2013. They say that the reforms to give protection to scientists and academic publishing in reviewed journals. The defamation Act 2013 reforms has also provided protection to those who may be publishing materials which they may believe is in the public interest. 
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