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Free Speech or Hate Speech?
A Dilemma for Journalists



One difficult topic in journalism is hate speech. This is a challenge many journalists have to face throughout their careers, but do not know how to handle. The First Amendment described hate speech as the kind of speech that attacks, threatens, or insults a person or group based on race, religion, national origin, gender, sexual orientation, disability, or other traits. However, because of the freedom of speech it is difficult to know how to report hate speech. 
Over the past decades, journalists have been struggling to understand and know what hate speech really is. According to Mark Slagle, from the School of Journalism and Mass Communication University of North Carolina, this is a subject that involves a lot of legal and moral controversies on how to report an individual’s or group’s messages. “The foremost problem is to decide who is to decide what is bigotry and what is justified criticism,” said Slagle. 
However, according to Aidan White, the Director of the Ethical Journalism Network, everyone has the right to free expression. Free expression refers to the ability of an individual or group to express their beliefs, thoughts, ideas, and emotions about issues that does not involve government censorship. He also explains that there is a need for support for free expression by raising awareness on the need for responsibility in the public sphere. White claims that this idea 

[bookmark: _GoBack]should be beneficial for the three of the core values of journalism; Accuracy and fact-based communication, Humanity, and respect for others, and lastly Transparency and accountability. 
Although everyone has the right to free speech, it is up to journalists to make sure that everyone gets their voice heard, as long as they do not contribute to malicious gossip or encourage hostility and violence against particular people or groups. 
Cherian George, from the Institute of Policy Studies, explains that journalists should assert freedom of expression, but they also need to be aware of potential hate speech and how it can be used in a negative matter against targeted groups. According to George, journalists appear unprepared for handling such events. George explains that journalists are put in the middle by having to report on what is being said by politicians or religious leaders, which infuriates and enrages the people who are against these groups. She also claims that because of this, journalists become victims. This is an issue since journalists are being caught in a situation that they do not know how to handle. “If journalists choose to ignore acts of hate, no one has the opportunity to react, to condemn them, or to proclaim a different belief system,” said Cherian George. Therefore, George response to this issue is not to cover up, but to dig deeper. She suggests that when journalists deal with stereotypes or labels, one solution would be to ask how these serve the speaker or writer, and question whether the intention is to attack a certain individual or group or to inform the public on a matter of public interest. 
According to Slagle, there are dynamics of hate speech. In her article, she explains how the U.S. First Amendment tradition applies a clear and present danger test. However, he also 
explains in his article that conventional hate speech gets dangerous when the targeted community may be hurt by words and also feels threatened. Once this happens, we have something called 
“Hate Spin.” One example of hate spin that Slagle mentions in his article is the Prophet Mohammed cartoons controversy of 2006, and the 1988 publication of Salam Rushdie’s Satanic Verses. Due to Terry Jones’ Burn a Quran Day campaign, people were not only provoked but the there was also a 180-degree turn in the direction of the violence, and manipulation of public opinion. Slagle explains that, just like with hate speech, journalists are challenged to confront hate spins and to inform the public about the political "war" that lead to the protests. Instead, a lot of news stories focus on the violence as spontaneous reactions to offensive messages.
 In order to avoid people getting offended, feeling threatened, and responding with violence, White presented a five-point test that identifies hate speech before publishing their content. First of all, journalists need to think about the content and form of speech. Meaning, that writers need to ask themselves whether the speech they are quoting is dangerous. Also, whether it will cause violence or increase hatred that might lead to prosecution under local laws. White also suggests that journalists consider economic, social and political climate. The reason for that is because hate speech is often times more effective and dangerous during more difficult times. Especially, when there are politicians involved as well as social tension. Third, he wants the journalists to consider the status or position of the speaker. White explains that there is a big difference whether there is a non-public figure and prominent source speaking. The fourth point discussed the reach of the speech. In other words, a private conversation is unlikely to produce much harm, compared to hateful speech being expressed to a larger audience multiple times. Lastly, the fifth point discussed the objectives of the speech. White suggested this since 
journalists should strive to determine whether speech is meant to criticize the rights of others and also know what forms of expression are subject to a legal punishment. 
Åsa Wallin, a Journalist for Strängnäs Local Newspaper, explains how reporters including herself, have had to face a lot of angry people protesting to what have been said. Wallin admits that it is difficult to know and determine what exactly hate speech is and how to face/deal with it. “It is a fine line between offensive language that might trigger others, and let people know what is being said,” claims Wallin.
 Wallin explains that this is an issue that a lot of journalists struggle with, due to the “loose” restrictions they get as reporters. She also “Ever since the terror attack in Norway a few years back, the guidelines got a little bit stricter, but there are still no universal definition of hate speech,” said Wallin. 
Robert Carle, Professor of Theology at The King’s College in New York City discussed the death of free speech in Norway after the terror attack in 2011 when Anders Breivik planted a bomb in Oslo and killed dozens of teenagers at a political camp on the Island of Utøya. It turned out that Breivik had openly shared his Manifesto entitled “A European Declaration of Independence.” Experts described the manifesto as racist and antifeminist. In other words, Breivik called on men to kill women. 
Carle explains that gender equality and freedom of expression are fundamental values in Western societies and are widely viewed as fundamentals to Western democracy. However, as stated in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, “everyone, ´without a distinction of any 
kind such as race, color, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status’ is entitled to human rights and freedoms.” According to Carle, these include freedom of expression and are defined as the individual’s right to hold opinions, and to seek, receive, and impart, information and ideas. Therefore, this is a great example of the difficulties with hate speech and freedom of expression, and how difficult it is to determine what is considered hate speech and not, claims Carle. Also, the controversy journalists face when reporting about terrible happenings like this. 
	Although, this happened years ago now, journalists are facing challenges like this every day. Siri Galte was working as a reporter for the local news station in Bergen, Norway at the time of the terror attack on Utøya. Galte made a statement, confirming that this was for sure a challenging time as a reporter.  “The people of Norway was obviously very upset with this 
tragedy and it was difficult as a reporter to cover the terror attack in a way that would not make people more violent, upset, or judgmental to certain groups in our society,” said Galte. She explained that a lot of people also turned against the government for not preventing Breivik’s actions, since he had made a lot of oppressing statements targeting specific groups of people years before the actual attack. 

	Peter Coleman, writer and editor for Spectator Australia, explained that the new age of terrorism and have had an impact on “the freedom of the press”. In his article, Coleman said that after the terrorist attack in New York on September 11, 2001, a law regarding anti-terrorism lead to limited publications about terrorism. In this case, there is no question about the intentions behind the terrible attack and whether it was offensive or not, but he also addressed the struggle for journalists to inform other people about it in a truthful, but not biased or harmful way.    
Even though, this is still an ongoing challenge for people in the media field, White claimed that with these three points in mind, media policy initiative should reinforce the following lines of action in order to improve their work; 1) Supporting editorial independence and self-regulation. Meaning that journalists, media organizations and media staff should reaffirm editorial independence and the right of journalists to report freely. Freedom of expression must be balanced against the protection of the rights of others. However, material that incites hatred is unacceptable. 2) Creating diversity within media. White claims that journalists’ groups and media organizations should agree recruitment policies that encourage journalists from ethnic or minority communities to enter mainstream journalism. Also, states should support journalism training that addresses issues of discrimination. 3) Raising awareness: media literacy and education programs. White says that journalists have a responsibility in the creation of information and what can trigger hatred and violence. The Government can also contribute, for example by promoting more training and start a dialogue so that people can learn and better understand media’s and journalist’s role in confronting intolerance. 
According to the International Communication Association, conflict sensitivity in professional media coverage of political violence was labeled peace journalism by Galtung in the 
late 1960s and early 1970s. In the article, the authors also mention that peace journalism represents a specific type of media frame that focus on problem definition, cause attribution, moral evaluation and solution recommendation, in order to keep a conflict sensitive approach. This is important since peace journalism is normatively a superior type of media coverage, which serves to keep peace within societies. An experiment was made after the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in Australia, and showed that peace journalism often increases levels of empathy, hope, and happiness. The experiment also showed that levels of negative emotions like anger and fear 
decreased among the audience. Therefore, peace journalism is important and contributes to a less violent society.
 “Of course, the goal is to inform our citizens what is happening in our community in a respectful and unbiased way. People will always have different opinions and views of life, and therefore, it is important as a journalist to see and read through our reports from different perspectives and angles and at the same time stay true to the public,” said Wallin. 
Wallin explained that it is usually up to the journalists to decide what should be covered in a news story and how to write it. However, before publishing the news story, one or multiple colleagues look it over to make sure that the news is accurate and well-written. In other words, whether it is appropriate, true, justified, and responsible. If there are stories that include political 
ideas or views, they also look for a balance between parties to avoid biased opinions or thoughts. “Our job is to inform people, not to persuade them,” said Wallin. 
In conclusion, hate speech is still an issue within journalism, and it is a challenge for a lot of journalists and news reporters worldwide. A lot of people seem to agree on that there is a fine line between hate speech and free speech. However, the likelihood that people feel offended or threatened increase once the audience is exposed to more violent media. Journalists and news reporters need to consider a lot of different aspects when writing a story. What is true? What is the meaning behind this message? Is it informative or provocative? There is a lot to think about before a story is getting published. The person writing a story, needs to pay attention to their surroundings and how their work might come to affect the audience. Overall, the surrounding 
also needs to pay more attention to these issues that journalists are dealing with daily. As White and other scholars suggested, the government can help inform and teach both people within the news reporting field and “normal” people about hate speech and free speech. Peace journalism is something that everyone should reinforce, in order to co-create peace in our societies. In the end, 
it all comes down to the people reporting the news. Journalists and news reporters needs to respect their work as well as their audience, and stay true to themselves and their surroundings.
According to Wallin, this is still an issue that is still relevant today. Wallin explains that this is not something that have been lifted enough within journalism, at least not in Sweden. Research has been done and terrible things have happened in the past and will continue in to happen in the future. However, there is always room for improvement within this area and it is medias’ as well as the publics job and responsibility to make sure that we do not violate the rights we were given.
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