What limits, if any, should be placed upon our freedom of speech?
Freedom of speech is important as it allows us to present our personal beliefs and ideologies without being censored by the law, but it should not have a privileged place above all other values of society. Limits should be placed on the freedom of speech only when it interferes with the rights of others to live free of fear, intimidation and harm. 
Freedom of speech is hotly debated in present society. To what extent our freedom of speech should be protected is considered differently from person to person. In our society freedom of speech is protected by law (human rights act 1998 article 10) up to a point. However, the guidelines about restriction on freedom of speech are not specific. There are grey areas related to the protection of public safety, health and morals and the prevention of disorder. We are allowed freedom of speech up to the point of which it encroaches on the rights and safety of other people within society. There have been numerous controversies around the issue of freedom of speech within universities where there have been protests against speakers with extreme views and agendas such as David Irving, who is a holocaust denier. Universities are normally champions of freedom of speech and vigorous debate. But clearly there are limits. 
The issue of harm to others is at the heart of limitations imposed on freedom of speech, but for some this is extremely contentious.  The level of harm in the words is normally what compels a limit to be placed on the freedom of speech but there is also the issue of private space and whether the same restrictions apply in the privacy of one’s home. There should be limitations even within one’s own home as it is still offensive, but it is easy to argue that if it is offending no one and you are living alone, then there is no need for a limit.
Words clearly can-do harm. Even though the famous saying goes ‘Sticks and stones may break my bones, but words will never hurt me,’ it is completely inaccurate today.  Words can incite violence, be classed as bullying or harassment and can fall under the bracket of hate speech. Words can do more damage than physical injury as physical injuries will heal and are only temporary but verbal abuse can mentally destroy an individual for a lifetime. 
One main argument for limiting freedom of speech is the competing values that we as humans hold. Freedom of speech is an important value but when it competes with our value of living without intimidation and abuse it is seen as less important. The need to be able to live with limited judgement does outweigh the need for freedom of speech. If someone is clearly being abusive it is obviously wrong as it encroaches on others’ happiness and safety. This could also lead to the erosion of other values which are so highly coveted by society. How can we balance the need for freedom of speech with the need to protect other important societal values? 
Another factor in this discussion is a question of what is offensive? Different people have differing levels of what is acceptable and what they can handle. Some groups such as neo- Nazis see nothing wrong with walking around wearing Swastika in a Jewish area as they see it as their belief and that it is acceptable. For the Jewish community, however, it is highly offensive and rather difficult to ignore. This did occur forty years ago in Skokie, Illinois. The village was predominantly holocaust survivors and there was a planned Neo-Nazi march which lead to a year long legal battle in which questioned religious liberties (Keneally, 2018) This did occur forty years ago in Skokie in Illinois. The village was predominantly holocaust survivors and there was a planned Neo-Nazi march which lead to a year long legal battle in which questioned religious liberties (Keneally, 2018). This did occur forty years ago in Skokie in Illinois. The village was predominantly holocaust survivors and there was a planned Neo-Nazi march which lead to a year long legal battle in which questioned religious liberties (Keneally, 2018)On the other end of the scale there is the idea of political correctness. Some people take offense to the extreme and find everything offensive and that anything, even slightly unacceptable, is wrong. The idea of offensive slurs is a spectrum, and everyone has their own individual spectrum of what is acceptable. Some people could see that having a billboard with a gay couple kissing on it as offensive yet it legally acceptable in the UK to do this and due to it not actively affecting anyone there should not be an issue. Despite this some groups such as Evangelical Christians could see this as offensive and want it removed. This form of censorship happens frequently in the media with films, especially, getting banned in countries over ‘offensive’ content. Films such as ‘The last temptation of Christ’ are banned from countries such as Brazil just due to the depiction of Jesus as gay because they believe it is ‘seriously offending Christians’ (Wakefield, 2019). To many people this is more amusing than offensive but is it right that a film should get banned just for showing a gay relationship? Granted it was shown in relation to Jesus, but people were not forcibly made to watch the film so if it is not compulsory, is it not just easier for individuals to just not watch it. This can be related to Feinberg’s offense principle as to some the Christians getting offended is just down to an overly sensitive personality.  When it comes to arguing what is acceptable to be classed as offensive or not is the context and meaning behind the offence. The Neo - Nazis, for example, are offensive as they stand for an oppressive regime that in the past focused on genocide and anti-Semitic ideologies and for this reason the offence caused by this group is warranted. Yet, again with the idea of a gay couple, it is hard to accept the offence due to it firstly not harming them and secondly due the fact that the LGBT+ community hasn’t ever caused major issues for society. 
Context is also very important when it comes to freedom of speech. The ‘N word’ or F** are both seen as highly offensive terms and attack certain groups of people so should be limited within the freedom of speech. But this causes an issue when people in these specific societies use them about themselves or about other people in their community. Is it acceptable to use a negative term if it Is directly about your community or self? This argument can he highlighted by comedian Daliso Chaponda who is Malawian and during his time on Britain’s Got Talent he made multiple jokes about his family, culture and history, even saying that if the show was 200 years ago that it would have been a slave auction. His act for the final was branded ‘controversial’ and had many complaints (The Sun, 2017). For someone who is part of that culture, and oppressed due to this, is this offensiveness a coping mechanism and them owning the negative slurs which have been thrown at them for generations? What must be questioned here is whether any offense is being caused. Many people within these communities share this ideology that these terms are acceptable within their own community, so they do not think it is unacceptable so falls within freedom of speech.
Furthermore, intent must be brought into the argument. If someone is intentionally saying offensive slurs to rile someone or a group of people for the purpose of initiating violence, then that is a crime. But is it more acceptable for people to make dark jokes about topics in order to raise awareness? In the eyes of many this is far more acceptable however; it is still offensive but wrapped up in the guise of jest. These cases are still offensive, but many comedians believe that no topic is off limit if the joke is presented in the correct way. It is more about the delivery and content of the joke and how it is dealt with and sometimes it can bring awareness to a situation.



British law protects freedom of speech but imposes certain limitations. The below text is article 10 of the 1998 Human Rights Act. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]‘Everyone has the right to freedom of expression. This right shall include freedom to hold opinions and to receive and impart information and ideas without interference by public authority and regardless of frontiers. This Article shall not prevent States from requiring the licensing of broadcasting, television or cinema enterprises.
The exercise of these freedoms, since it carries with it duties and responsibilities, may be subject to such formalities, conditions, restrictions or penalties as are prescribed by law and are necessary in a democratic society, in the interests of national security, territorial integrity or public safety, for the prevention of disorder or crime, for the protection of health or morals, for the protection of the reputation or rights of others, for preventing the disclosure of information received in confidence, or for maintaining the authority and impartiality of the judiciary.’ (UK Gov, 1998)
As seen above the article is not 100% clear about what constitutes restrictions and so can be interpreted in many ways. Some people may take advantage of the grey areas within the legislation and so feel entitled to express views that others consider dangerous or hateful. 

John Stuart Mills proposes the harm principle in relation to freedom of speech. He believes that the ‘fullest liberty of expression is required to push our arguments to their logical limits, rather than the limits of social embarrassment.’(van Mill, 2017) This quote infers that Mill believes there should be no limits placed on freedom of speech no matter how ‘immoral it may be considered.’ (Mills, 1978). But the harm principle does factor in the harm that having freedom of speech can have. On page 9 of ‘On Liberty’ Mills states that the limits on freedom of speech should be there to ‘just prevent harm to others’(Stuart Mill, 1978). The main issue with the harm principle is that very few things are considered harmful. It is only when it directly invades the rights of people that there can be a limit and even then, the principle is used sparingly (van Mill, 2017).  This links to the idea of platforms. Political figures such as Nick Griffin use their social standing and political parties to spread negative messages, in this example racism. Giving them a platform can allow for discussion and shows that their ideas are not being silenced but rather dealt with in the public eye. The downfall of this is that it can also allow people who have these negative thoughts and opinions to have some justification for their stance because others share the idea and are presenting it publicly. This may lead to other individuals being more confident and spreading hate too. Paradoxically, removing a platform gives the impression they are being silenced which could be seen negatively as it goes against freedom of speech. Furthermore, the idea of making the forum private supports ‘closet racists,’ which people may argue is worse than them being open about their opinion because you may never know who holds the negative views. In Mills’ eyes giving a platform is perfectly acceptable even though the opinions of certain people can psychologically damage others due to the harm their words cause. If there is no limit put on freedom of speech it allows for ‘mean’ people to offend and hurt whoever they wish and to face no legal repercussions. The difference comes when a negative view is debated in a clinical sense. If someone truly believes in negative and offensive things but debates about them in a civil and socially sanctioned way, then it is more acceptable than a random stranger hurling abuse at a passer-by. Even though their opinion is still unacceptable, dealing with them in such a way allows them to be educated and see the other side of the argument without being chastised and may even convert them if there is enough proof.  
The case of David Irving, the Holocaust denier, who prompted protests outside The Oxford Union (Taylor,2007), raises several issues. The most important of these is the curbing of debate and whether this could ever be considered as a good thing. Irving has a strong opinion on German history, even leading him to do talks to Neo – Nazis in Germany during the 1990s (https://on.rt.com/6nvi, 2015). His anti-Semitic view in which he believes that ‘only a few Jews were killed by the Nazis and that the concentration camp gas chambers were a hoax’ (Kentish, 2017) is obviously highly offensive and naive as there is irrefutable proof that the holocaust happened, and in his denial, it is harming many people especially the family members of those who suffered the regime in World War II. Also, his denial is inferring that a whole generation of people are liars and are creating an artificial reality. When it comes down to whether this should be curbed, especially in universities, it is a difficult argument due to the fact that universities are a bastion for debate and knowledge so the fact that people want to limit the freedom of speech within universities does go against the idea of the institution. 
 Joel Fienberg’s offence principle argues for minimal limitations on freedom of speech. His ideas do however differ from those of Mills as he believes Mills ‘sets the bar too high’ and that we can ‘legitimately limit some forms of expression’ (Feinberg, 1985). Van Mill states that ‘Such a principle is hard to apply because many people take offense as the result of an overly sensitive disposition, or worse, because of bigotry and unjustified prejudice. A further difficulty is that some people can be deeply offended by statements that others find mildly amusing’ in relation to the offence principle (van Mill,2017). 
Overall, freedom of speech should have limitations but only when the voiced opinions harm others. Harm is anything which can damage a person and offense is a form of harm as it can attack a person’s beliefs and other freedoms. The negatives of having no limitations outweigh the positives. The hate and damage that words can do is irrefutable and as stated above can cause more harm to an individual than physical injury. With the right limitations freedom of speech can be protected whilst also protecting people’s other rights and safety. 
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