
The Online Safety Bill seeks to plunge us back to the dark ages in terms of free speech.

The Bill demands that legal digital content which is deemed harmful to children or adults,
must be properly moderated. Legal content is not criminalised, so just who decides what falls
within the definition of the same? Basically, ministers do.

Within the Bill, clauses 44 and 45, considers content harmful to children and adults,
respectively. There are 2 definitions. The second of these definitions is deeply worrying.

1. content is harmful if it has “a significant adverse physical or psychological impact” on
the adult or the child. 

The issue with this is that it is subjective, as people have different tolerance levels.
Hence we can see all manner of claims for injury (harm) to feelings, just for saying
that you don't agree with something another has said 

2. the Secretary of State can simply designate content as harmful, through secondary
legislation.

We have all seen the effect of secondary legislation over the last 2 years. So if the
Secretary of State  decides one day that its harmful to talk about jab concerns, or
medical ethics, or govt policy, he can simply write a statutory instrument making it
illegal. There is no requirement for wide consultation before the Secretary of State
does this, nor is there any requirement for an evidence base.

Further, harms under (2) above could extend to social, economic or cultural harms. These
are broad concepts and again subjective.  That they can be decided by the Secretary of
State at a whim is deeply troubling.

This is censorship at its finest and amounts to, at its core, the ability of a minister to silence
anyone dissenting from the narrative of the day, and government policy supporting that
narrative.

Make no mistake, this is dangerous territory. It is the basis of a dictatorship when citizens are
not allowed to verbalise their disagreement or displeasure at those in so called power. 

In addition to the above the Bill does not address how any legally mandated content
moderation policy can practically be achieved.

Currently, an algorithmic moderation is deployed by most social media companies. In other
words its AI and this can act only in the literal sense - it cannot understand the context in
which messages are posted.

This fundamental flaw may therefore result in acceptable content being removed and
unacceptable content remaining visible. The former could lead to grossly unfair situations for
people, who may then be prosecuted as a result.



We should all be very concerned about the risks posed to freedom of speech and expression
by this Bill, and the powers given under it, which are both vague and broad.

You learn more by reading the report by Big Brother Watch, which contains an in depth
review of the concerns about this obvious state attack on freedom of expression.

https://bigbrotherwatch.org.uk/2021/09/governments-online-safety-bill-poses-greatest-threat-
to-free-speech-in-living-memory-say-campaigners/
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