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Monroe v Hopkins: The Tort of Defamation
Is it possible for comments posted on Social media sites landing an individual on the wrong side of the law? The Monroe v Hopkins case categorized under the tort of defamation unveils how a series of tweets led to the defendant, Katie Hopkins a columnist falling in hot legal water after defiling the complainant Jack Monroe a food blogger publicly. The defendant erroneously tweeted that the complainant a food blogger approved of the vandalism pertained in the war memorials ("Case summary: Monroe v Hopkins [2017] EWHC 433 (QB) - Simkins", 2018). This was after mistaking her for Laurie Penny a journalist who was on the forefront of supporting vandalism. After the realization of the mistake, she deleted the tweet and later on again tweeted suggesting that the complainant was a pretty awful person, with the tweet stating, “social Anthrax,” a term used to describe the complainant. 
The second derogatory statement and tweet were aimed at comparing the journalist, and the complainant as persons with awful and questionable characters. The perils of Twitter dictate that even in cases where tweets are swiftly and quickly deleted, serious harm caused to the complainants is crucial as stated in the Defamation Act of 2013. The Act was formulated with the main intention of curbing and handling defamation actions, which are viewed as a wasteful course of the courts time ("Case summary: Monroe v Hopkins [2017] EWHC 433 (QB) - Simkins", 2018).
Issue Pertained
The main issue in this libel case pertains to the notion as to whether serious harm was imposed on the complainant, and whether his feelings were hurt in the process. The High court awarded the complainant $24,000 in damages during the row over the tweet from the defendant that implied the food writer, and activist did actually approve to defacing a war memorial, during a demonstration held in the Whitehall over anti-austerity ("Case summary: Monroe v Hopkins [2017] EWHC 433 (QB) - Simkins", 2018). The judge, in this case, was seen to place greater concern on the harm caused through the impact of the social media presence, even in cases where tweets are deleted. The case demonstrated an issue of concern on defamatory tweets and comments on social media sites, explaining that a tweet sent to 140 followers, and later on deleted after a two hours period can be re-tweeted, picked up in the mainstream media or worse viewed in the homepage and can still cause greater harm to the pertained individuals.
Importance and relevance of Laws in the Business Environment
If an individual engages in doing business without any legal means and framework to protect their best interests, they will understand why laws in the business environment are crucial. Laws help give parties involved in a business a framework of how to operate and act. The law can hold the business, government and people involved accountable for their actions in cases where scuffles chip in.
Dissenting Options
The high court ruled against the defendant and awarded the complainant 24,000 sterling pounds worth of amount plus extra costs accrued during the case. The high court judge in charge of the case, Mr. Justice W. ordered the defendant to pay an amount worth 107,000 sterling pounds to cater for the legal costs accrued within 28 days ("Case summary: Monroe v Hopkins [2017] EWHC 433 (QB) - Simkins", 2018). The judge made his ruling based on the fact that the tweet was found to cause the complaint “A real and substantial distress.” There were dissenting opinions to the case with Mark Lewis, a partner at Siddons declaring that "The price of not saying sorry has been very high," an act insinuating that the charges were harsh. In my opinion, the ruling by the high court was fair since it acts as a warning to social media users demanding them to place caution in their doings. 
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