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A Comparison of Defences in Infringement to Reputation Right between Chinese
and English Law and Some Suggestions to the Amendment of Chinese Law:
Beginning with a Comment on the Reform of Defences
by the Defamation Act 2013 of UK
Jiang Zhanjun

Abstract: The defences in infringement to reputation right draw a border line between freedom of
expression and protection of reputation right in substance. In English law the Defamation Act 2013
fulfill the codification of defences in general and promulgate a scientific defences system including
Truth Honest Opinion Responsible Publication on Matter of Public Interest Peer—reviewed Statement in
Scientific or Academic Journal Absolute Privilege and Qualified Privilege. In Chinese Law three
defences Substantially True Fair Comment and Authoritative Information Resources are established by
judicial interpretation of Supreme Court. Comparing with English law however Chinese law has
insufficiency in three aspects: the promulgation mode the degree of systematisation and the design of
specific defences. What are suggested to Chinese law are to establish systematized defences which
including Substantially True Honest Opinion Responsible Publication on Maiter of Public Interest
Authoritative Information Resources Honest Comment on Scientific and Academic Matter.

Keywords: Defamation Act 2013; comment; defences in infringement to reputation right; comparison;

suggestions to amendment of tort law
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