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Freedom of Speech. Discussion restricted to  Social Media 

 

Since the establishment of Social media the owners of these platforms (Facebook, Twitter, 

Instagram, etc.) have always insisted that they are’ hosts’ or conduits for the information 

and not publishers. Why is this important? 

In simplistic terms it means that the owners cannot be prosecuted for liable in a court of law 

and also therefore obviously not subjected to any subsequent damages awarded to 

plaintive. They are therefore able to host any comments and or stories and never need to 

check the accuracy of the information, hence the explosion in recent years of accusations of 

fake news. Publishers on the other hand are subject to liable laws and indeed on numerous 

occasions in the past have been the subject of court cases and the awarding of substantial 

amounts of damages. 

Can we argue therefore that the advent of social media has been good for every individual 

with access to the internet to exercise their ability to make comment on any subject and to 

be free from recourse via a court of law? Comments can cover the whole gambit of life from 

personal attacks on individuals through to extreme political views which sit on the margins 

of society either to the far left or far right. 

Discuss: Has Social media afforded greater freedom of speech to a far wider audience than 

ever before?  

Do social media platforms need to be reclassified as publishers whilst also preserving the 

benefits achieved trhoyugh greater freedom of speech and protection of civil liberties. 

To give perspective 

The Financial Times has around 600 journalists writing from 40 bureaus. It boasts 650,000 

digital subscribers. 

Facebook alone on the other hand has 2.07 billion monthly active users who create 4.3 

billion posts per day. 

This now leads into the next problem which potentially could have a detrimental effect on 

the newly created freedom of speech to the wider world wide stage. Assuming of course 

that we agree with the questions posed above? 

Increasingly over the last few years the owners of the social media sites have come under 

pressure to ‘control’ the content of their sites. This pressure in the main emanates from 

politicians, interestingly who are often members of political campaigns who have not been 

successful in convincing their electorate of their particular cause. For example 
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Democrats on the US following the success of Donald Trump at the last Presidential election 

and the Vote Remain individuals following the success of the Leave Campaign in the recent 

European Union membership referendum held in the UK. 

However this pressure is not just limited to politicians but has also become the cause celeb 

of many interest groups from either the left or the right of the political sphere. 

Before we can discuss this further we need to ask the question. In view of the statistics 

quoted above using the example of The Financial Times, are the owners of the Social 

media sites or any other agency able and indeed capable of monitoring content of their 

sites and should there be a willingness to do so on their behalf? 

If the pressure continues to build  to control content and possibly restrict the freedom of 

speech available and that the onus lies with the owners of the sites to carry out this work 

how do they remain fair and impartial when they have clearly over the last few years shown 

a tendency to support left of centre politics. Will this in the future restrict the access of the 

right to gain publicity and therefore restrict the availability of freedom of speech and 

effectively disenfranchise a large majority of individuals. 

Finally should social media be left to host any subject matter  and therefore allow readers 

to decide for themselves what is fake news and also to decide ultimately what they wish 

to read and not be restricted by either political parties or indeed self interest groups with 

single agendas? 


