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Abstract: Personality rights have stereo structure of interests the inherent interest decided by the nature
of personality factors is its inner core and the derivative interest that deviates from the inner nature lies in the
outside including reliance interest public interest carrier interest involvement interest and other interests.
Stereo structure of interests makes the border of personality rights obscure. The judicial interpretation and le—
galizing personality rights are two ways to solve this issue but the latter is more fundamental. In order to mate—
rialize personality rights personality rights should be classified compulsorily according to the essential attrib—
utes of inherent interest. This will be beneficial to clarifying the scope of derivative interest and enhancing the
operability of liability law. The legalization of personality rights should not be absolute which means compul-
sory classification has the characteristic of non-closure and the main way to fix the classification is the illustra—

tion.
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