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Introduction
The last significant reforms of Australian defamation laws occurred over ten years ago. The defamation laws aimed at striking a balance between the freedom of speech and protecting the reputation of individuals. These laws have, however, become outdated, given the advancements in technology and the emergence of many social media platforms and the internet. This paper points out some of the necessary reforms that should be made in the Australian defamation laws using the case of Geoffrey Rush. 
One of the areas where the Australian defamation laws came to play is he Oscar-winning Australian actor Geoffrey Rush in his defamation case against Rupert Murdoch’s Nationwide News. This was the largest such payout to a single person in the history of Australia. Mr. Rush was awarded $850,000 after winning his defamation case in which he accused a tabloid newspaper of wrongly portraying him having misbehaved toward a female co-star. Mr. Rush was awarded an additional 1.98 million Australian dollars for past and future economic losses and 42,000 dollars in interest.
The actor’s defamation case involved two front-page articles published in 2017 by Daily Telegraph, a Sydney newspaper. The articles alleged improper conduct by Mr. Rush toward an unidentified female actress in a Sydney Theater Company production of "King Lear" in 2016 and 2017. One of the articles showed a photo of Mr. Rush in costume under the headline "King Leer." It is alleged that the article incorrectly depicted Mr. Rush as a sexual predator and a "pervert." Mr. Rush consequently sued the newspaper, and he won the case. 
In Mr. Rush’s case, the amount of the economic losses was agreed to between the parties, rather than imposed by the court. Mr. Rush originally asked for more than 20 million dollars in damages. General damages, where this case falls, involve losses not easily determined by monetary calculations (Anderson and MacCoun, 1999, 12).
The law guiding defamation cases should be reformed in various ways. First, the law should be structured so that it does not intimidate the power of media in covering news. The defamation laws have been a significant threat to freedom of speech. Although from any view, the allegations against Rush is defamatory, the laws should not intimidate the freedom of the media. Defamation laws in Australia were unified 14 years ago under the Defamation Act 2005 enacted in each State and Territory. During that time, social media was not well advanced. Facebook and Twitter were established in 2004 and 2006, respectively. According to Mendelson (2007, 25), Due to increased use of social media and the passage of time, the laws should be improved or modified. The rules should be adjusted to cope with the changing times and technology, especially the internet, since the ways people interact, publish and distribute information are changing (Carroll and Graville, 2017, 311). There should be a fine balance between the freedom of speech and protection of reputation. Thus, the first reform that should be made is to make the defamation laws up to date since the existing laws are outdated and ill-suited to modern scenarios. It is extremely unwise to use the same rules that were used fourteen years ago. The two are recognized as the primary objectives of the Australian Defamation Act. 
Looking at Geoffrey Rush’s case, clear guidance is required when it comes to the award of costs. What damages are recoverable in defamation proceedings? Under the current defamation laws, it is not clear on the maximum damages amount recoverable. This amount should be made clear.
One of the issues that require reforms is the defense of contextual truth (Gray, 2019, 12). This is one of the technical issues about defamation law that need to be addressed. There is a need for a public interest defense in which the Australian court has not been developed. Proper remedies for defamation should be addressed. Ogle (2010, 38) believes that the compensation and award of damages should not be the remedy for defamation. There are better alternative remedies like retractions, corrections, declarations of falsity, and take-down orders. Defamation law reforms should be open to learning about what other jurisdictions are doing.  
Gray (2019, p. 12) states that corporations should be allowed to sue regardless of their size or whether they operate for profit if they have enough evidence of harm. In my view, anybody should be allowed to sue for defamation regardless of whether the corporation liable is a profit-making one or not.  
Another issue revolves around the role of juries in defamation cases. In Australia, there are a lot of inconsistencies in the part of judges in different jurisdictions.  In Mr. Rush’s case, the amount of the economic losses was agreed to between the parties, rather than imposed by the juries. The question is whether jury trials should be an option available to either party in a defamation case or scrapped entirely. Carroll and Graville (2017, p. 311) opine that judges should not be involved in defamation cases; instead the parties should agree by themselves.
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