Negative: Freedom of Speech

Negative Case: Freedom of Speech
By Peter Jacob

Resolved: A Free Press ought to prioritize objectivity over advocacy.

This case shines a spotlight on one of the fundamental purposes of free press—amplifying speech. 

From the earliest days of our country, and throughout the history of free press, publishers have empowered the voices of societal leaders and important thinkers to reach the public en masse. This speech nearly always takes the form of advocacy, and so this case focuses on the societal benefits of widespread access to advocative speech, and narrows down on the harm caused by the self-imposed censorship that inevitably follows prioritizing objectivity.

This case is very straightforward. Freedom of Speech is a societal good, and the more people who can partake of it, the better.











Introduction
Theodore Roosevelt once wrote that “Free speech exercised both individually and through a free press, is a necessity in any country where people are themselves free.” 

Theodore Roosevelt, Sedition, A Free Press, and Personal Rule, Kansas City Star (May 7, 1918): An article written by President Theodore Roosevelt in the final years of his life, published in the Kansas City Star, a newspaper still in circulation today. 
It is because of the integral relationship between Free Press and Free Speech that I stand against today's resolution and hold that a free press ought NOT to prioritize objectivity over advocacy.
Before we get to my value, it is worth addressing one point of resolutional analysis.

Resolution Analysis: Widespread Advocacy

The Resolution Allows Widespread Advocacy. The resolution does not say that a free press must prioritize advocacy of a specific cause. A single newspaper that publishes opposing opinion pieces is still prioritizing advocacy over objectivity. A system of free press that prioritizes advocacy can do the same, so we must keep in mind that a Free Press prioritizing advocacy does not mean exclusively supporting one side.

Value: Freedom of Speech

When determining what value we should use to gauge this resolution, we should keep in mind the primary purpose and function of a free press: amplifying freedom of speech. There is no benefit to a free press if there is no free speech underlying it. Which is why my value today is freedom of speech. A free press opens a wider audience to reasoned voices that would otherwise be too quiet to be heard. So a free press ought to keep freedom of speech foremost when determining its priorities. And when we view the resolution through the lens of free speech, it is clearly the negative which we should support

Contention 1: Prioritizing Advocacy Amplifies Freedom of Speech
News outlets and other press media give a wider audience to opinions and speech that can then be evaluated by the audience, and synthesized into public opinion. In fact, our country was built by such a system.

Application 1: Printing Presses in the American Revolution
The American Revolution rode on the backs of a free press. Newspapers like the Boston Gazette spread the word about new taxes, the Boston Massacre, and the Boston Tea Party, advocating for the revolutionary war across the colonies. Many were so inflammatory that they had to be published anonymously. The founding fathers also publicly debated issues through anonymously written opinion articles in newspapers. The free speech of influential figures like Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, and Alexander Hamilton would never have reached the ears of the wider public without these newspapers. But because the free press prioritized spreading this advocacy, they were able to garner public support for the war effort and for our constitution. Any free press that prioritizes advocacy multiplies the benefit of free speech by increasing the number of people it can reach.

Contention 2: Prioritizing Objectivity over Advocacy harms Freedom of Speech

When the priority is on objectivity, some voices are inevitably silenced or suppressed. Even in a system of free press, prioritizing objectivity over advocacy silences Free Speech.

Application 1: Emily Wilder and the Associated Press

Emily Wilder was a reporter for the Associated Press. In 2021 after voicing her views on Twitter about the Israel-Palestine conflict, the Associated Press fired her. An Associated Press spokesperson said of her firing that journalists “cannot take sides in public forums.”

Manvi Singh, Outcry after Associated Press journalist fire amid row over pro-Palestinian views, The Guardian (May 21, 2021). Maanvi Singh is a west coast reporter for Guardian US based in Oakland, with a focus on health, climate and environmental justice issues.
The message was clear. In the name of objectivity, Free Speech was a threat. And Ms. Wilder is one example of many: Lewis Wallace was a journalist for a lesser known news website, American Public Media Marketplace before he proposed journalists should be free to protest and express their own political views. Like Ms. Wilder, he was fired for his advocacy.

Margaret Sullivan, How one reporter’s rejection of objectivity got him fired, The Washington Post (Feb. 1, 2017). Margaret Sullivan was the media columnist for The Washington Post from 2016 to 2022. Before joining The Post, she was the New York Times's public editor and previously the chief editor of the Buffalo News.
Application 2: Amazon’s Selective Publication

In July, 2021, the Heritage Foundation reported that Amazon’s creative acceptance policies prohibited advertisements for books or “Content that revolves around controversial or highly debated social topics.” 

Robert B. Bluey, Big Tech’s Conservative Censorship Inescapable and Irrefutable, The Heritage Foundation (Sep. 23, 2021) Robert Bluey is Vice President for Communications and the Executive Editor for The Daily Signal. The Heritage Foundation is a prominent policy thinktank based in Washington D.C.
Amazon, in order to remain ‘objective’, refuses to publish what it deems to be advocacy for controversial issues. The report detailed Amazon’s decision not to publish a book written on the ties between the Black Lives Matter movement and marxism. As that report stated, “Examples of Big Tech censorship are inescapable and irrefutable.” 

Robert B. Bluey, Big Tech’s Conservative Censorship Inescapable and Irrefutable, The Heritage Foundation (Sep. 23, 2021) Robert Bluey is Vice President for Communications and the Executive Editor for The Daily Signal. The Heritage Foundation is a prominent policy thinktank based in Washington D.C.
And when we look at the policies that underly these censorship policies, they are always caused by prioritizing objectivity over advocacy.

As news organizations prioritize objectivity, free speech is silenced, and the public is cut-off from valuable advocacy. From our nation’s founding until today, the free press has been essential to widespread speech. It is because advocacy must be the first priority that I urge a negative ballot.
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