What limits if any should be placed on free speech?

The concept of free speech cannot be fully described (Schauer 1982 p.28) “what is to count as speech and what is to count as free speech maybe open-ended.” Arguments and debates about free speech stretch across the spectrum. Moving into wider discourse bout freedom of expression, freedom of information and human rights among other topics. It is my view however that relevant authoritative bodies should regulate free speech, and little to no restrictions should be placed on free speech. It is the norm to say that free speech must include a right to say things that are offensive or provocative, but not rights to defame, insult, hurt, or intimidate. These distinctions are however unclear because interpretations of speech acts vary with audiences. The view that freedom of speech is intrinsically good comes from a Lockeian school of thought, of human nature and the ideal aspirations of mankind, seeing the human race as continually striving for improvement, development and growth and holding free communication as an integral part of achieving this objective. Aristotelian philosophy on the other hand also holds that freedom of speech is intrinsically good, grounded not on what man is but what man ought to be. 

(Schauer 1982 p.5) Argues that freedom of speech can be looked at as a liberty. However he outlines seriously that speech is a self- regarding act. (Schauer 1982 p.10) meaning,“ affecting the other is the whole point of speaking”.  Highlighting that some words such as ‘deceive’, ‘persuade’ or ‘convince’ essentially act to affect others.(Schauer 1982 p.47) also underlines that, individual interests, such as freedom of speech are recognized “not because of their ultimate value on the individual but because the value to the person exercising them is instrumental to the value that accrues to society from the widespread exercise of individual interest.” explaining these individual rights are heavily grounded in social interests and therefore by acting out on them increase overall happiness. (Schauer 1982 p.96) Speech however, becomes a tricky word to use in discussions surrounding free speech and ‘speech’ is not limited to just spoken, oral statements but tends to extends further to encompass Morse code, braille, and even symbols such as the peace sign or even the fist sign popularized by the black panther movement. 

(Gal 2002 p.213) points out that those who are denied speech cannot really make their experiences and their humanity known and thus in some way cannot influence their lives or history. This powerful ability to make others accept and enact one’s representation of the world is another aspect of freedom of speech, arguing in some senses that freedom of speech extends to freedom of thought. (Gal 2002 p.215) the central underlying notion of freedom of speech remains, the “control of discourse or of representation of reality”. (Schauer 1982 p.113)  To Mill freedom of speech actually meant not only freedom from governmental control but as well freedom from social pressures that could likely prevent thought and opinion. John Stuart Mill equated free speech with freedom of expression. While Immanuel Kant called free speech “the most innocuous freedom”, and tried to persuade enlightened despots to respect it. 

It is true that in some way or another the state does have the effect of controlling speech, as when those in positions of authority take a stand on whatever issue they consequently influence what people think and thereby influence what they say. (Schauer 1982 p.120) it should not be overlooked that as human beings we have choice in any speech situation. Usually going one of two ways, speaking immediately or waiting to reflect upon a thought before speaking. People speak for countless number of reasons “not only are there many different kinds of speech acts, but there are also for every possible speech act a large number of different motives.” Quotes Popper in saying, freedom of speech demands that we tolerate the intolerant. (Schauer 1982 p.189) 

[bookmark: _GoBack]It is common practice that freedom of speech is subject to restriction usually in the name of national interest or national security, if free speech does not align with a nation’s right of self preservation, then it is widely accepted that freedom to speak must yield to the much superior interests of defending the state, include crimes such as sedition, incitement and conspiracy to overthrow the government. The Internet also enters discussions about freedom of speech (Newey 1999 p.13) “the internet affects and distorts notions of speech. Arguing that the Internet has become a strong focal point of debate for the changing nature and scope of freedom of speech itself. Newey argues freedom of speech on the Internet is worth defending as it facilitates the mirroring of the society and its ‘sociopathic fantasies’.  Overall it can be argued that if any limit must be placed on free speech in any society it must be minimum, as it essential to any societies development and happiness.
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