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= A Case about Infringing a Physician’s Right of Reputation:
Legal Liability for Internet Postings Made by a Medical Clinic
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The facts in this case are that, because the minor patient,

after receiving a laser treatment from the clinic, developed

*ZEBEEMEE (Judge, Taiwan High Court)
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( compensation for damage )
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redness and swelling, the patient’s mother posted comments

29 ¢,

on her Facebook page, like “irresponsible,” “poor attitude,”
“no refund, no medical compensation,” “don’t let anyone be
cheated again,” ect., accusing the clinic of improper post-
operative treatment. The clinic believed that it’s reputation
has been tarnished. Should the person who posted the
above comments be liable for the damage of trot? What
would be the scope of the liability? The elements as well
as the legal effects of the issued trot regarding the right of

reputation would be the topics to discuss in this essay.
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