
Ineffectiveness of “Hate Speech” Censorship 

Hate speech is a form of malice that no nation can avoid. Especially in a country as 

diverse and emphatic about personal liberties as the United States, the effects of hate speech on 

citizens are inevitable, as everyone has the freedom to express their own opinions, including 

offensive ones. Furthermore, there exists no legal punishment for hate speech, as the Constitution 

does not exempt malicious speech from the protection of the First Amendment. Thus, combined 

with the wide reaches offered by social media platforms, countless people have become 

increasingly concerned with the implications of hate speech, and whether it should be treated 

differently from free speech. As a result, censorship has been widely suggested as an approach 

for regulating hate speech. However, censorship would not bring any substantial remedies to the 

issue of hate speech, and would violate a foundational principle of the nation, the freedom of 

expression. 

A common argument in favor of regulating hate speech is how malicious speech brings 

forth violent hate crimes. For instance, an Australian far-right extremist, Brenton Tarrant, 

committed a deadly terrorist attack in Christchurch, New Zealand, targeting two mosques full of 

Muslims. The attack took the lives of 50 and injured more than 40. Notably, the shooter posted a 

74-page manifesto full of extreme xenophobic and anti-Muslim ideas on his social media 

account and also live-streamed the shooting as it unfolded. Even though this incident did not 

occur in the United States, American communities are also at risk to such ill-motivated attacks. 

A news article on CNN suggests that there is a rapid increase in hate crimes happening in the 

nation, and argues that it is connected to the “increasing mainstream acceptance of hate speech 

and online hate.” Moreover, by looking at past attacks such as the Orlando nightclub shooting in 



2016 and the Pittsburgh synagogue shooting in 2018, some argue it is crucial that preventive 

protocols are established in order to prevent similar attacks in the future. 

 However, whether or not a correlation between hate speech and hate crime exists is 

doubtful, and even if it does, the correlation is not conspicuous enough for censorship to be 

deemed necessary. For example, when considering the case of the New Zealand shooting, it is 

unlikely that the shooter would have abandoned his plan of committing the attack even if his 

manifesto was banned. Additionally, it is also unlikely that censoring radical, defamatory content 

on the Internet would have prevented the attack. An individual’s views are affected by a variety 

of factors, such as past experiences, lack of proper education, or parental values. The media is 

merely an occasional means of confirming those deeply rooted views, or a platform for voicing 

those views. Regardless of whether hate speech was regulated, the terrorist in the Christchurch 

tragedy would still attack the Muslims because it was his personal desire to do so. Hence, in this 

situation at least, censoring hate speech would be ineffective as a preventive method. 

 In fact, censorship of any speech would bring harm to the American society, in which the 

freedom of expression is a major emphasis. The classic dictionary definition of hate speech is the 

“abusive speech or writing that expresses prejudice against a particular group, especially on the 

basis of race, religion, or sexual orientation.” However, when applied into law, it is difficult to 

determine what speech should be deemed as hate speech, or what speech should result in 

censorship or punishment. Because of the term’s vagueness, it would put innocent people, who 

are merely voicing their opinions or their important ideas, at risk for mindless convictions. In 

addition, silencing hateful expressions would build up inner hatred rather than extinguish it, 

especially when a foundational principle of the American society is being violated. Censorship 

would encourage individuals harboring radical or prejudiced opinions to push the blame onto 



groups that have inspired the censorship, including Muslims, African Americans, or the LGBT 

community. 

Ultimately, censorship is not a viable solution. There are better alternative strategies such 

as investing in the education of peaceful and unproblematic ideas, or “deliberately ignoring 

obnoxious provocateurs” because “silence can convey implicit messages of disdain.” 

Challenging the freedom of expression is a risky move that would endanger the welfare of 

America. 


