[bookmark: _GoBack]Resolved: Social Media Platforms should be Regulated by Law.    

	Pro
	Con

	Helps democracy 
	Removes freedom of choice 

	Could help to limit hate speech
	Limiting speech may be illegal 

	Limits the spread of fake news
	Regulation bad for industry profits

	Limits monopoly on information & media
	Ineffective: won’t fix real-world problems



Pro 1: Fake News
Fagan 2018 Fagan, Frank.  Professor of Law & Research at Legaledhec. Edhec.edu. (2018). "Systemic social media regulation focuses on adjusting the architecture of the platform to encourage discursive excellence". [online] Available at: https://www.edhec.edu/en/interview-frank-fagan-Systemic-social-media-regulation [Accessed 16 Dec. 2019].
A concern with fake news is more complicated. Suppression of outside interference in national elections is consistent with our laws. But suppression of lawful content, even if it is fake news, implicates our core political values. Direct regulation of borderline lawful content can become politicized over time even if it begins with good intentions. Systemic social media regulation focuses on adjusting the architecture of the platform to encourage discursive excellence and to avoid a direct confrontation with our longstanding norms. If platforms get this right, governments need not get involved. But the converse is true.

Pro 2: Power & Privacy
AA 2019 Aa.com.tr. Anadolu Agency (2019). Facebook and social media should be regulated: Experts. [online] Available at: https://www.aa.com.tr/en/economy/facebook-and-social-media-should-be-regulated-experts/1116987 [Accessed 16 Dec. 2019].
"It's a good idea to have some regulation. As we have seen, these companies have enormous power," said Bill Howe, an associate professor in the Information School at the University of Washington.
"People need to understand. Everything you are doing online is tracked. There are digital profiles being made of people's behaviors and they are being sold to companies and so on," he added.
Although most social media users around the world were shocked by the reports, Howe said the issue is not only pervasive in the tech industry but has been happening for a very long time.

[bookmark: _rfvsl2fskvpm]Pro 3: Power & government control
Forbes.com. (2019). Do We Really Need To Start Regulating Social Media?. [online] Available at: https://www.forbes.com/sites/andrewarnold/2018/07/30/do-we-really-need-to-start-regulating-social-media/#5c8e9c96193d [Accessed 16 Dec. 2019].

Some of the strongest proponents of social media argue that it is a matter of public interest to regulate social media. They say that regulating it may be as important as regulating tobacco or alcohol. One of the arguments they make is that social media empowers large corporations to control the flow of information. As long as they can afford to saturate social media feeds with posts that curate the information they want, anyone standing in opposition to that is essentially steamrolled because they don’t have the resources to counter that.
It isn’t only businesses that may benefit at the expense of the consumer. It can also be governments vs. citizens. Oppressive regimes such as the one in the Philippines or Russia appear to be using social media as a tool in their efforts to remain in power.

Con 1: Regulation Ineffective 
Afoko, C. (2019). Government can’t regulate Facebook – it’s up to all of us | Carys Afoko. [online] the Guardian. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2019/apr/01/government-regulate-facebook-mark-zuckerberg-social-media [Accessed 16 Dec. 2019].

The bad news is there is no magic wand that will keep the best parts of the internet and get rid of the worst. We can’t leave it to politicians to regulate companies like Facebook. Zuckerberg’s article talks a lot about prohibition of content. It’s encouraging to see sites like Facebook banning white supremacist and white nationalist accounts. But we can’t just police people and ideas we don’t like off the internet. There will always be somewhere else online for them to go. So while it’s right for mainstream sites like Facebook and YouTube to moderate content, removing people’s platforms to say harmful things is only part of the solution.

We cannot sit back and wait for government to solve this any more than we can expect Zuckerberg to. Wider society must play its part and apply the pressure needed so that those in power uphold – and change –the law when it comes to big tech and its responsibilities to us all.

Con 2: Social Media reflects real world
Kumar, R. Observer Research Foundation. (2019). Government should not regulate social media | ORF. [online] ORF. Available at: https://www.orfonline.org/expert-speak/government-should-not-regulate-social-media-57786/ 

The government argues that unregulated social media promotes misinformation, hate speech, defamation, threats to public order, terrorist incitement, bullying, and anti-national activities. While this may be true, it is unclear why content regulation is the answer, if the content is not obviously illegal. In addition, social media is simply a platform for expression; making the platform liable for content, even if it is obviously illegal, makes only as much sense as making a transporter, restaurateur, or a cellphone network provider liable for content of any discussion that used their infrastructure.

Con 3: Stifles Innovative and Profitable companies 
Cato Institute. (2019). Why the Government Should Not Regulate Content Moderation of Social Media. [online] Available at: https://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/why-government-should-not-regulate-content-moderation-social-media [Accessed 16 Dec. 2019].
Government officials may attempt directly or obliquely to compel tech companies to suppress disfavored speech. The victims of such public-private censorship would have little recourse apart from political struggle. The tech companies, which rank among America’s most innovative and valuable firms, would then be drawn into the swamp of a polarized and polarizing politics. To avoid politicizing tech, it is vital that private content moderators be able to ignore explicit or implicit threats to their independence from government officials.
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