
 

Pleading the First 

“The real cause of bloodshed on New Zealand streets today is the immigration program 

which allowed Muslim fanatics to migrate to New Zealand in the first place,” asserted Australian 

Fraser Anning, shortly before his “egging” on live television. Currently free speech is a 

controversial subject, and for good reason. In America, our First Amendment protects our right 

to free speech, but at the same time, hate speech is heavily frowned upon by the public. That 

raises the question whether or not it should be protected. Despite technically being underneath 

the First Amendment, hate speech should be actively regulated, as it actively harms others and 

gives way to even more problems.  

Webster defines hate speech as “speech expressing hatred of a particular group of 

people.” It actively oppresses people whether or not they have done something to deserve that 

hate, and is offensive to almost everyone. However the First Amendment is supposed to prevent 

the “abridging the freedom of speech,” which brings this issue into a gray zone. If people are 

supposed to be able to express what they want, how is hate speech to be regulated?  

There have been several attempts in the past to limit free speech, but most seem to be 

unsuccessful in stopping hate speech. In Brandenburg v. Ohio in 1969, the criminal syndicalism 

act, which was supposed to prevent the incitement of lawless actions, was deemed not 

unconstitutional when prosecutors tried to apply it to the Ku Klux Klan’s hate speech. The ruling 

stated speech could be censored if it was “directed at inciting or producing imminent lawless 

action."  

But what happens if the lawless action does not occur immediately, but over a long 

period of time? For example, the Holocaust occurred over a period of years instead of right 



 

away, leading to the death of over 6 million Jewish people. Hate speech should be regulated, 

protection against it should not be easily deemed unconstitutional and tossed aside.  

These issues are not just historical. At UC Berkeley, the birthplace of the Free Speech 

Movement, over $100,000 dollars of property damages occurred during protests against Milo 

Yiannopoulos, a conservative political commentator scheduled to speak on campus. This is an 

example of hate speech being harmful. The injuries that resulted from it were severe. It shows 

that expression of ideals should be limited due to the harm that they can cause, and the 

consequences that can arise from the harm.  

Even more recently, Fraser Anning, an Australian senator, was humiliated on live TV by 

a young man who had decided to throw an egg at his head after the senator had made an 

offensive comment against “Muslim fanatics,” asserting that their presence caused a mosque 

shooting to occur in the first place. Fraser proceeded to punch the teenager in the face, while 

several of the senator’s supporters pinned him down. In the following days, there was 

controversy surrounding the event and frustration that the senator made the comment that he did.  

While the young man may not have been justified in his reaction, it is certain that Senator 

Fraser’s comment was the catalyst leading to the incident, and this, again, shows that hate speech 

can lead to events that harm others.  

Unregulated hate speech can lead to incidents that are harmful to both parties. Many have 

been harmed as a result of the hatred growing out of proportion, and this will continue to happen 

unless hate speech can regulated by the government. Events that echo the Holocaust have come 

repeatedly. History repeats itself, and the history of hate speech is no different.  
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