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Part 3: international comparison

Protection from Online Falsehoods and Manipulation Act 2019 (Pofma) 

S 7 makes it an offence to: 
“…do any act in or outside Singapore in order to communicate in Singapore a statement 
knowing or having reason to believe that —

(a) it is a false statement of fact; and 

(b) the communication of the statement in Singapore is likely to —

(c) …

(d) be prejudicial to public health, public safety, public tranquillity or public finances; 

(e) … 

(f) influence the outcome of an election to the office of President, a general election of 
Members of Parliament, a by-election of a Member of Parliament, or a referendum”

On 3.3.2020, Singapore’s Communications and Information Minister said "Our 
Covid-19 experience has reinforced, if anything, that conviction, and certainly, 
we have no reason to question the reason for doing so.“ 
[https://www.straitstimes.com/singapore/right-to-let-ministers-act-swiftly-on-
fake-news-says-iswaran, 4.3.2020, accessed 24.6.2020]
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Section 337

(1) Persons who at the site of a public emergency, before the 

grand public, claim or spread a falsehood or claim or spread 

a distorted truth in relation to the emergency in a way that is 

suitable for alarming or agitating a large group of people at 

the site of the emergency commit a crime that is punishable 

by up to three years of prison.

(2) Persons who under extraordinary rule of law claim or 

spread a falsehood or claim or spread a distorted truth 

before the grand public that is suitable for obstructing or 

preventing successful protection commit a crime that is 

punishable by one to five years of prison.”

[translation by 

https://hungarianspectrum.org/2020/03/21/translation-of-

draft-law-on-protecting-against-the-coronavirus/]
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Federal Law of 01.04.2020 No. 100-FZ ‘On Amendments to the Criminal Code 

of the Russian Federation and Articles 31 and 151 of the Criminal Procedure 

Code of the Russian Federation’

“207 Public dissemination of knowingly false socially significant 
information, entailing grave consequences” 

1. Public distribution under the guise of reliable messages of knowingly 
false socially significant information, which entailed through negligence 
harm to human health, -

shall be punishable by a fine in the amount of seven hundred thousand to 
one million five hundred thousand rubles, or in the amount of the convict's 
salary or other income for a period of up to eighteen months, or by 
correctional labor for a term of up to one year, or forced labor for a term of 
up to three years, or by imprisonment for same term.

2. The same act, which, through negligence, entailed the death of a person 
or other grave consequences, -

shall be punishable by a fine in the amount of from one million five hundred 
thousand to two million rubles, or in the amount of the convict's salary or 
other income for a period of eighteen months to three years, or by 
correctional labor for a term of up to two years, or forced labor for a term of 
up to five years, or imprisonment for the same term.”
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On 13.5.2020, France passing a ‘Fighting 

hate on the internet’ law, requiring social 

networks to remove certain hateful and 

illegal content within 24 hours. 

[https://www.dw.com/en/france-passes-

disputed-law-on-online-hate-speech/a-

53429587]
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Germany already had, before the pandemic, the Network Enforcement 
Act, adopted in 2017 and in force 1.1.2018, enacted in response to the 
US elections.

The 2017 Act applies to social networks (“telemedia service providers 
which, for profit-making purposes, operate internet platforms which are 
designed to enable users to share any content with other users or to 
make such content available to the public”) of 2 million plus users [s 1].

Amongst other provisions, the Network Enforcement Act requires 
providers of social networks to maintain a procedure for handling 
complaints as to unlawful content, a procedure which must ensure the 
network removes or blocks access to content within one week, or 24 
hours if it is manifestly unlawful [s 3]. 

Negligent or intentional failure to do so is a regulatory offence, which 
may be sanctioned by a fines of up to €5m [s 4].

[https://www.bmjv.de/SharedDocs/Gesetzgebungsverfahren/Dokument
e/NetzDG_engl.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=2].
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Part 3: international comparison

Germany Director at Human Rights Watch said of the Network 
Enforcement Act at the time:

“It is vague, overbroad, and turns private companies into overzealous 
censors to avoid steep fines, leaving users with no judicial oversight or 
right to appeal.” [https://www.hrw.org/news/2018/02/14/germany-
flawed-social-media-law, 14.2.2018].

Adjustments have been made: the government has since published a 
bill that would give users a right to request a review by a network of its 
decision to retain or delete a post and gives users protection against 
unauthorized deletions and account locks 
[https://www.bmjv.de/SharedDocs/Artikel/DE/2020/040120_NetzDG.ht
ml; 
https://www.bmjv.de/SharedDocs/Gesetzgebungsverfahren/Dokumente
/RegE_Aenderung_NetzDG.pdf;jsessionid=D8952A9C53BA2715E7C5
04D2C0BE7A44.2_cid297?__blob=publicationFile&v=2, 1.4.2020].
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Research commissioned by UNESCO, produced in 
collaboration with the International Centre for 
Journalists (ICFJ), by experts attached to the 
University of Sheffield’s Centre for Freedom of the 
Media: “There is a grave risk that laws designed to 
curtail Covid-19 disinformation could also damage 
the ability of free and quality journalism to counter 
the disinfodemic”.

https://www.sheffield.ac.uk/news/nr/fake-news-laws-
could-damage-efforts-counter-disinformation-
unesco-journalism-study-1.888135, 5.5.2020]
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Back to the UK







R (Williamson) v Secretary of State for Education [2005] 

UKHL 15; [2005] 2 A.C. 246 at 60, per Lord Walker: 

“in matters of human rights the court 

should not show liberal tolerance only to 

tolerant liberals”



R. v Central Independent Television Plc [1994] Fam 192 at 

203B, per Hoffman LJ: 

“Freedom means the right to publish things 

which government and judges, however well 

motivated, think should not be published. It 

means the right to say things which "right-

thinking people" regard as dangerous or 

irresponsible. This freedom is subject only to 

clearly defined exceptions laid down by 

common law or statute”. 



R (TV-Novosti) v The Office of 

Communications [2020] EWHC 689 

(Admin); [2020] E.M.L.R. 18

“23 There is nothing to suggest that the need for accuracy 
or impartiality in the broadcasting media, or the contribution 
that an adherence to those standards in broadcasting 
makes to a properly informed democratic debate, has 
diminished or is any less important to safeguarding the 
interests of citizens now than it was at the time of the White 
Paper or the enactment of the 2003 Act. Indeed, there is 
reason to consider that the need is at least as great, if 
not greater than ever before, given current concerns 
about the effect on the democratic process of news 
manipulation and of fake news.”


