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Relevance of the Research Topic

Freedom of speech occupies a specific position among the so-called
basic human liberties. While strongly recognized as a fundamental value
in the overwhelming majority of liberal and republican theories, the
Constitutions of various states and international normative acts, freedom
of speech actually coexists with a number of easily identified restrictions,
both formal and informal, including direct legal liability for speech-using
actions that is controversial in terms of its neitrality to the content of
the expressed beliefs, and large-scale pressure on the principles of open
discussion through legal private decisions.

Every year, an immense amount of material appears in the world
on issues of freedom of speech, from judicial to journalistic. But there
remains need in systematic studies of the philosophical foundations of
argumentation and conceptualization of freedom of speech and related
concepts and terms (freedom of conscience, academic freedom, freedom of
the press, freedom of thought, freedom of discussion and expression, etc.),
including to clearly describe the boundaries and relationships between
all of the above concepts. The practical uncertainty and unpredictability
of legal processes in different countries correlates, we believe, with the
fact that there is currently no single theory legitimizing the core idea
of freedom of speech and its limits. The ambiguity of the limits should
at least be linked to the absence of a recognized, balanced philosophical
definition (or competing definitions) of freedom of speech. In order for
such a definition to exist, claiming to capture the extraordinary breadth
of discussions and expectations from them, a full-fledged and qualitatively
new theory is required, as we will try to show, which presupposes considerable
preliminary work.

In order to explicate the full content of the idea of freedom of speech,
vast historical and legal literature on freedom of speech over the past
centuries, strongly require systematization of conceptual issues, extracted
from different historical or practical-political contexts. According to F.
Pettit, the only commonplace in conceptualization is the agreement that
freedom of speech implies that the subject must have a choice of what
to say. There are numerous disputes about the specific limits of the
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permissible breadth of this choice. But it is less clear what exactly makes
this choice free1.

The importance of a philosophical understanding of freedom of speech
was already considered in one of the first contemporary monographs on
it, where F. Schauer suggested that understanding freedom of speech as a
given without due attention to its philosophical foundations will lead not
only to normative ambiguity, but also to difficulties in legal application2.
The problem posed by Schauer - whether freedom of speech is simply an
application of a more general idea of freedom, or has special arguments
in its favor against regulation compared to other human actions, had a
significant impact on further legal discussions and the arguments used
in them. However, it could not, and in general did not aim to, weaken
the prevalence of discussions about the legal limits of free speech over a
more fundamental clarification of the underlying principle(s).

Meanwhile, the contrast between the scope of application and the
clarity of the philosophical description of the idea of free speech deserves
special attention. According to A. Bhagwat, «more ink, both judicial
and scholarly, has been spilt» on free speech than on the rest of the First
Amendment (including freedom of religion) put together. But compared
with the other freedoms of the First Amendment to the US Constitution,
freedom of speech has the «most shallow» history of philosophical discussion3.
If in studies of tolerance and toleration the connection of relevant practical
issues with the difficulties of historical-philosophical conceptualization is
successfully recognized4, then the philosopher J. Waldron, who actively
participates in modern discussions of freedom of speech, by his own
admission, for a long time did not see their connection with his own

1Pettit P. Two Concepts of Free Speech // Academic Freedom. Oxford University Press, 2018.
P. 61.

2Schauer F. Free Speech: A Philosophical Enquiry. Cambridge University Press, 1982. P. ix.
3The founders of American constitutionalism, when adopting the Constitution or debating

federalism, discussed free speech immeasurably less often and carefully than, for example, freedom of
the press. (Bhagwat A. The Democratic First Amendment // Northwestern University Law Review.
2016. Vol. 110, issue 5. P. 1101)

4Toleration: An Elusive Virtue. Princeton University Press, 1996; Хомяков М. Толерантность:
парадоксальная ценность // Журнал социологии и социальной антропологии. 2003. Т. 6, № 4
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studies of Hobbes, Locke or Bayle5. The problem is perhaps most succinctly
characterized by T. Bejan6: in the American tradition, philosophers discuss
much less than lawyers the issues of the connection between speech and
action, freedom of speech and equality of speech, and the very meaning
of freedom of speech. While purely legal orientation is often necessary
and understandable given the complexity of modern judicial systems,
it is important to recognize its limitations for a universal discourse on
freedom of speech that is valid in different legal systems and different
areas of human life.

The models of freedom of speech, outlined through variations in
legal boundaries, remain by default dependent on the ability to clearly
express its central ideas. We believe that the difficulty of articulating it
(using definitions as an example) is not only technical. To continue the
discussion, it is necessary to recognize that at this stage of development
of theoretical language, the meanings and grounds for using the term
«freedom of speech» are extremely plural. In order to reconstruct plurality,
we propose turning to the history of its formation in philosophical argumentation.

The narrowing context of the discussions under consideration is a
liberal-republican framework in the time between two key and actively
compared with each other (section 3.4.1) texts of the conventional canon
of freedom of speech and thought: «Areopagitica»7 by J. Milton (1644)8,
and «On Liberty» by J. St. Mill (1859)9. By placing the boundary of
the modern argumentation in focus on Mill’s essay, which occupies a
culminating position among the modern texts in contemporary discussions
of freedom of speech, it is possible to clearly demonstrate the depth of
applicability of historical discussions to the assessment of the modern
meaning of canonical texts, and to link the results of historical research
with specific expectations from modern theories.

5Waldron J. The Harm in Hate Speech. Harvard University Press, 2012. P. 204.
6Bejan T. M. Two Concepts of Freedom (of Speech) // Proceedings of the American Philosoph-

ical Society. 2019. Vol. 163, no. 2. P. 97.
7Accordingly, Florentine republicanism and its ancient origins had to be taken out of the scope

of direct analysis
8Мильтон Д. Ареопагитика : Речь о свободе печати от цензуры, обращенная к парламенту

Англии // История печати. Антология. т.1. Москва : АспектПресс, 2002. С. 20—64.
9Mill J. S. On Liberty. Yale University Press, 2003.
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Degree of Elaboration of the Problem and Scientific
Significance of the Research

The dissertation aims to consider how the history of philosophical
argumentation and conceptualization of freedom of speech on the example
of liberalism and republicanism of the New Age correlates with the
problems and limitations of its modern theories. Such a focus, relying
on the broadest body of historical-philosophical and philosophical-legal
studies, is distinguished by the fact that it brings the relations and
conceptual connections between historical and current disagreements in
understanding freedom of speech to the forefront. Some modern works
serve as benchmarks in understanding the sought-after combination of
historical, practical and philosophical issues and reconstructing conflicting
interpretations, in example of tolerance 10 and academic freedom11. In
order to reach a corresponding level of reception of disagreements in
understanding the idea of «freedom of speech», it is important, as we
believe, to carry out serious preparatory work.

This dissertation perceives the problems of many classical and modern
texts, rarely considered in Russian philosophical discourse (criticism of
Locke by Jonas Proast12, «Cato’s Letters» by J. Trenchard and T. Gordon13,
defense of freedom of conscience and the press by Matthew Tindal14,
«Essay on Freedom of the Press» by George Hay15, a number of modern
works on freedom of speech and its concepts, by such authors as F.
Schauer, F. Pettit, D. van Mill, R. Langton, J. Waldron, T. Bejan, S.
Whitten, K. Gelber and many others). At the same time, while engaging

10Forst R. Toleration in Conflict: Past and Present. Cambridge University Press, 2013; Bejan
T. M. Mere Civility: Disagreement and the Limits of Toleration. Harvard University Press, 2017

11Gordon D. What is Academic Freedom. Routledge, 2022; Fish S. E. Versions of Academic
Freedom: From Professionalism to Revolution. University of Chicago Press, 2014

12Прост Д. Аргумент «Письма о толерантности», в кратком рассмотрении, и ответ на
него // Философия. Журнал Высшей школы экономики. 2024. № 1. С. 239—253.

13Trenchard J., Gordon T. Cato’s letters. Indianopolis : Liberty Fund, 1995.
14Tindal M. An essay concerning the power of the magistrate : and the rights of mankind in

matters of religion with some reasons in particular for the dissenters not being obliged to take the
Sacramental <...> London : J.D. for Andrew Bell, 1697.

15Hay G. An essay on the liberty of the press : respectfully inscribed to the republican printers
throughout the United States. Philadelphia : Aurora Office, 1799.
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with a vast array of relevant sources, the dissertation differs significantly
in concept from each of the main groups of these sources.

First, the work differs from attempts to apply the arguments of
historical authors to current debates about the legal limits of freedom
of speech16. Our aim is not to consider how a particular author of the
past can be used, for example, in debates about hate speech, but to
approach conceptual differences through practical ones, and to assess the
extent to which these conceptual differences can and should be open to
discussions today. Instead of taking contemporary discussions (especially
those focused on legal limits) as a guide to current issues, we propose to
consider how these discussions themselves might change in the light of a
closer interaction with the space of historical sources. Accordingly, it is
necessary to develop links between contemporary texts that take current
debates as their main and relatively stable starting point, and historical
and historical-philosophical research.

In both cases, we ought to work with an extremely extensive material.
Of course, an important support for understanding contemporary debates
is the numerous collections 17, and broadly focused monographs on freedom
of speech in general 18. The recent monograph by S. Whitten is devoted
specifically to the neo-republican theory of free speech; the dissertation
by C. Power Febres is devoted to a comparison of free speech in liberalism,
republicanism, and feminism.19. But both works focus on contemporary

16Waldron J. The Harm in Hate Speech; and, to some extent, reflections on hate speech in Bejan
T. M. Op. cit.

17Hare I., Weinstein J. Extreme Speech and Democracy. OUP Oxford, 2009; Freedom of Speech:
The History of an Idea / E. Powers [et al.]. Bucknell University Press, 2011; Sadurski W. The Oxford
Handbook of Freedom of Speech. OUP Oxford, 2021; Steel J., Petley J. The Routledge Companion
to Freedom of Expression and Censorship. Routledge, 2023. Of these collections, the last one most
claims to correlate historical material and contemporary issues, but its obvious political orientation
towards countering specifically right-wing rhetoric (to which almost the entire introduction of the
collection is devoted, besides description of its structure), forces us to use it with caution

18Schauer F. Op. cit.; Baker C. Human Liberty and Freedom of Speech. Oxford University
Press, 1992; Fish S. E. There’s No Such Thing as Free Speech: And It’s a Good Thing, Too.
Oxford University Press USA, 1994;Haworth A. Free Speech. Routledge, 1998;Barendt E. Freedom
of Speech. Oxford University Press, 2007;Warburton N. Free Speech: A Very Short Introduction.
OUP Oxford, 2009. The authors are both philosophers and lawyers, and they interact and refer to
each other

19Febres C. P. Liberalism, Feminism and Republicanism on Freedom of Speech: The Cases of
Pornography and Racist Hate Speech : PhD thesis / Febres Coromoto Power. UCL Department of
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sources and problems of the possibility of legal regulation of hate speech
and other forms of speech in light of non-domination theory20.

The range of historical studies related to freedom of speech is also
extremely broad, including significant works on the history of laws, the
history of censorship, and the history of concepts. Each of these approaches
has its own limits. Thus, relevant and even main for «canon» of freedom
of speech texts (including «Areopagitica» and «On Liberty») do not
always contain the term «freedom (or liberty) of speech» itself. From
the wide range of historical studies, we particularly highlight those that
are not focused on usage, but on the history of argumentation and the
conceptualization of what defines free speech. The history of concepts, as
well as the history of rhetoric and the public sphere, are used instrumentally
to better understand arguments. A similar focus is offered, for example,
by Joris van Eijnatten’s article on the spectrum of arguments for freedom
of expression in British and Dutch history in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries.21 He proposes to classify arguments into 16 ideal types, but
acknowledges the interrelationship of their uses and the conventionality
of their boundaries. This dissertation takes up this dynamic character
of arguments: a typology of argumentation must be complemented by a
reflexive description of the connections between arguments, the specific
texts in which they appear, and the very ways of understanding the
holistic space of free speech found in these texts.

Finally, we are not alone in our desire to first understand the semantic
distinctions associated with freedom of speech, without their immediate
assessment and legal interpretation22. In most existing cases, however,

Political Science, 2010.
20In the case of Power Febres’ dissertation, the comparison of liberalism, republicanism and

feminism in their relations to freedom of speech is immediately narrowed to issues of pornography
and racist hate speech. Whitten’s monograph completely omits references not only to Cicero and
Guicciardini, but also to Harrington, Sidney, Gordon and others

21Eijnatten J. van. In Praise of Moderate Enlightenment: A Taxonomy of Early Modern Argu-
ments in Favor of Freedom of Expression // Freedom of Speech: The History of an Idea. Bucknell
University Press, 2011.

22Sullivan K. M. Two concepts of freedom of speech // Harvard Law Review. 2010. Vol. 124,
no. 1. P. 143–177; Урбинати Н. Искаженная демократия. Мнение, истина и народ. Москва :
Изд-во Института Гайдара, 2016; Pettit P. Op. cit.; Bejan T. M. Two Concepts of Freedom (of
Speech)
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there is a talk about two or three concepts of freedom of speech, which
we also consider as simplification. Using the widest space of relevant
literature, we want to expand the means of a more multidimensional
description of the current semantic conflicts.

Object and Subject of the Research

The object of the study is freedom of speech as a wide and multidimensional
political-philosophical idea in New Age and contemporary texts.

The subject of the study is the ways of free speech conceptualization
and argumentation, comparised in context of liberal and republican political
philosophy.

Purpose and Objectives

The Purpose of the study is to reconstruct the main options for
understanding freedom of speech in liberal and republican theories from
Milton to Mill, and to show the relevance of ideas that arise when
comparing these options for expanding and orienting contemporary discussions.

Tasks:
To review the logic of canonical texts in the history of freedom

of speech in liberal and republican argumentation of the Modern and
Contemporary periods, and to present them in the context of the main
issues associated with freedom of speech and related terms at the time
of its creation, not as complete quintessences of consensus views for a
particular tradition, but as constituents of the field of questions about
the meaning and methods of protecting freedom of speech.

To record the most significant tensions between different ways of
talking about freedom of speech. Where possible, provide a general analysis
of the strengths and weaknesses, the limits of applicability of key arguments.

To show, how the differences in the methods of understanding and
argumentation in the area of freedom of speech correlate with the political-
philosophical differences of liberal and republican concepts of freedom in
general.
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To define, on the basis of the revealed problematic nodes of the history
of liberal and republican argumentation, the substantive philosophical
requirements for modern theories of freedom of speech.

Methodological and Terminological Basics of the Research

The tension between the desire to understand the past in its own
terms and turning to the past to understand the present, moves the
study toward combining intellectual history with several simultaneously
applied methods.

Turning to intellectual history for the purpose of a more flexible and
unbiased orientation in the use of current political concepts prompts
our study to consider ,«freedom of speech» through a set of moves that
are not conditioned by a preliminary unity, but constitute a common
discursive field, with the help of which various authors developed the
possibilities of political language in the field of organizing communication.

Accordingly, our priority is not to systematize various texts in light
of the extent to which they represent a single liberal or single republican
tradition, but rather to clarify the heterogeneity of the ways of speaking
about freedom of speech in various texts associated with liberalism and
republicanism. In this case, liberalism and republicanism are treated as
historically mobile markers, allowing for different emphases and principles
of systematization. Liberalism in this work is understood primarily in
the political-philosophical aspect, as a set of normative projects that
claim to derive political principles from, most of all others, the idea
of individual freedom23. Republican intuitions are defined as a series of
different ways of formulating fundamental tensions in the political aspect
of freedom from within a discursive field described by other authors as
simply liberal24, with special attention to concept of independence from

23Gaus G. F. Contemporary Theories of Liberalism: Public Reason as a Post-Enlightenment
Project. SAGE, 2003.

24Thus, J. Gaus in «Contemporary Theories of Liberalism» mentions Milton, Hobbes, Locke,
Kant, Rousseau and Mill as the first modern founders of liberal ideas(Ibid.). At the same time,
Fink considers Milton as a republican, Pettit speaks about republicanism of Milton and Locke, and
Audier - about Kant and Rousseau
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arbitrary power as essential to political liberty25.
While recognizing the variable basis of the criteria of the liberal-

republican opposition, and accordingly, the conventional space of key
authors (see Sections 1.2 and 1.3), we do not seek to provide unambiguous
answers to the diverse discussions about the boundaries of individual
authors’ affiliation strictly to the liberal or republican tradition26; and
we do not use the supposed affiliation with a single tradition as an
independent basis for specific conclusions. Such methodological restraint
allows us to rely on a set of differing approaches to establish the bibliographic
range and themes of liberal-republican discussions: first of all, J. Pocock,
Q. Skinner, Z. Fink, F. Pettit and S. Audier 27. The comparison of
the emerging semantic differences in understanding freedom of speech
with the more general space of well-known disputes between liberal and
republican vocabularies is used already due to the emerging plurality of
conceptualizations of freedom of speech.

The wariness of the preliminary unity of concepts and traditions is
connected with the interest both in the general methods of the Cambridge
School28 and in the specific interpretations of significant classical authors
by J. Pocock, Q. Skinner or J. Dunn. However, the focus on a narrow
time period, necessary for a fully contextualized and anti-teleological
study, diverges from the idea of the dissertation at the intersection of the

25Lovett F. Republicanism. 2022.
26For example, Pettit seriously disagrees with Pocock in his assessment of Locke’s republican

affiliation, and with Audier in his assessment of Rousseau and the significance of the idea of political
participation for defining republicanism. Garsten criticizes Skinner for incorrectly contrasting
Constant with the republican tradition (Garsten B. Liberalism and the Rhetorical Vision of Poli-
tics // Journal of the History of Ideas. 2012. Vol. 73, no. 1. P. 83–93). See also Sections 1.3 and
3.1

27Покок Д. Момент Макиавелли : Политическая мысль Флоренции и атлантическая рес-
публиканская традиция. Москва : Новое литературное обозрение, 2020; Pocock J. G. A. Virtue
and Commerce in the Eighteenth Century // The Journal of Interdisciplinary History. 1972. Vol.
3, no. 1. P. 119–134; Скиннер К. Свобода до либерализма. Москва : Издательство Европей-
ского университета в Санкт-Петербурге, 2020; Fink Z. The Classical Republicans: An Essay in
the Recovery of a Pattern of Thought in Seventeenth-century England. Northwestern University
Press, 1962; Одье С. Теории республики. СПб : Издательство Европейского университета в
Санкт-Петербурге, 2021

28Атнашев Т., Велижев М. Кембриджская школа: история и метод // Кембриджская шко-
ла : теория и практика интеллектуальной истории. Москва : Новое литературное обозрение,
2023. see.
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history of philosophy and current political-philosophical research. This
determines the use of the methods of Geistesgeschichte, as described
by R. Rorty29. We try to emphasize and highlight the differences in
historical vocabularies as part of a wide space of clashing alternatives,
in the comparison of which it is possible to clarify the spectrum of open
questions beyond the discursive limitations imposed by the conventions
of today. Without claiming to reconstruct a full history of the evolution
of ways of talking about freedom of speech (an impossible task for a single
study), the dissertation aims to cover a wide range of these possible ways.
The tasks include comparing significant texts and registering the main
directions of conceptual shifts, but not putting forward a contextualized
explanation of the causes of each of these conceptual shifts.

A necessary assumption is the possibility of identifying a conventional
«canon» of authors associated with freedom of speech in various review
works of the last hundred years. For example, in the «Oxford Handbook
of Free Speech» Milton, Madison, and Mill, as well as Justices Brandeis,
Holmes, and Hand, are cited as the authors of archetypal arguments30; in
«Four Theories of the Press» Milton, Locke, and Mill are presented as the
founders of the liberal (libertarian) model31; In the collection «Freedom
of Speech: The History of an Idea» Lee Morrissey identifies Milton, Locke,
and (to a lesser extent) Rousseau as “key figures” in conceptualizing
religious and speech freedoms32, while Willmore Kendall proposes the
works of Milton, Locke, Spinoza, and “especially” (above all) Mill33 as
the conventional canon of modern times in defense of freedom of speech.
Several major modern works on freedom of speech in general are directly
oriented around Mill alone. 34. The significant intersection of this canon

29Рорти Р. Историография философии. Четыре жанра. Канон, 2017.
30Blasi V. The Classic Arguments for Free Speech 1664-1927 // The Oxford Handbook of Freedom

of Speech. OUP Oxford, 2021.
31Siebert F., Peterson T., Schramm W. Four Theories of the Press: The Authoritarian, Liber-

tarian, Social Responsibility, and Soviet Communist Concepts of What the Press Should Be and
Do. University of Illinois Press, 1963.

32Morrissey L. Toward an Archaelogy of the First’s Amendment Free Speech protections //
Freedom of Speech: The History of an Idea. Bucknell University Press, 2011.

33Kendall W. How to Read Milton’s Areopagitica // The Journal of Politics. 1960. Vol. 22,
no. 3. P. 439–473.

34It is worth noting separately the close intersection of these same authors with the canon of
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with the above-mentioned approaches to the canons of the philosophy
of liberalism and republicanism allows us to identify a number of key
characters in the work. Other significant authors are involved as the
problematic of freedom of speech is contextualized in the political and
philosophical works of the main characters.

In this case, the conceptualization of freedom of speech is understood
in the correlation of a politically significant right with fundamental philosophical
categories, which undoubtedly include both freedom and possession of
speech. We seek to highlight the non-triviality of the definition and
the importance of the holistic relationship of the plots that form the
sphere of expectations from the idea of freedom of speech. Therefore,
freedom of speech is initially understood in the broadest sense, as a set
of legal, political, philosophical and other conditions of the possibility,
importance and free status of speech practices. Ancient terms are also
used as auxiliary moments of this composite idea. Parrhesia is understood
following Michel Foucault35 in light of the practice of bold speech, through
which the speaker has the political opportunity to claim to express non-
obvious or unpopular truths in the face of superior force. The term
isegory (isegoria) is also used in the work, defined through institutionalized
possibilities of civil speech on issues of the common good (on equal
terms). In this case, isegory and parrhesia are considered in terms of
interdependence.

Finally, we take into account the terminology of negative and positive
freedom in the light of the discussions initiated by Isaiah Berlin36, who
contrasted freedom in the negative sense of a private sphere protected
from legitimate interference, with freedom as positive possibilities of
management and disposal of one’s abilities. At the same time, like many
modern interpreters, we do not presuppose incompatibility of these meanings
of freedom (see Section 4.2).

tolerance, see, for example, Хомяков М. Толерантность: парадоксальная ценность. С. 58—59
35Фуко М. Речь и истина : Лекции о парресии, 1982-1983. Москва : Дело, 2020.
36Берлин И. Четыре эссе о свободе. Оверсеас Публ. Интерханге, 1992.
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The Structure of the Research

The introductory part of the work demonstrates the difficulty
of philosophical conceptualization of freedom of speech. The lack of
definitions summarizing the complex network of expectations from freedom
of speech, is accompanied by the fact that the very need for such a
summation risks getting lost in the consideration of freedom of speech as
mostly the right to express one’s views without legal sanction, where it is
not so much the philosophical definition that is at issue, but the specific
boundaries of permissible regulation. The formulation of the problem
emphasizes that even modern republican criticism, which questions the
completeness of the consensus in understanding freedom of speech, risks
succumbing to significant reductivity if it does not consistently consider
the meaning of freedom of speech beyond the question of the legal limits
of permitted speech.

Sections 1.1 («New Age History of Freedom of Speech and Philosophical
Progressivism») and 1.2 («The Problem of Defining Freedom of Speech
in Contemporary Discussions») introduce the philosophical problems of
the dissertation. The multidimensional difference between the practical
lines of development of possibilities and forms of legislative protection
of speech and the systematic provision of freedom of speech within the
framework of a comprehensive theory based on the analysis of the conditions
under which human speech can be considered free is emphasized. General
approaches to freedom of speech in modern introductory literature are
reviewed, and it is shown that a developed multilateral discussion of the
legal limits of freedom of speech (and permissible interference in speech-
related activities) is not philosophically complete without a discussion
of the grounds and substantive definitions of freedom of speech. Using
the example of the inaccessibility of balanced philosophical definitions
and the inconsistency of popular definitions, it is shown that the task of
a philosophically satisfactory definition of freedom of speech should be
considered open.

In Section 1.3. («Critique of Concept of Freedom as Limits of Intervention
in Modern Republicanism») the observation of the previous sections that
the issue of understanding and ensuring freedom of speech cannot be
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reduced only to successful solutions to discussions about the legal limits
of interference in speech is considered in light of the well-known claim
of modern neo-republican theories to offer an alternative to the liberal
analysis of the concept of freedom in terms of formal non-interference.
Using the examples of F. Pettit’s articles on freedom of speech and S.
Whitten’s monograph «A Republican Theory of Freedom of Speech»
(2022), it is emphasized that the difference between legal discussions
about the limits of interference and philosophical discussions about the
basic conditions that allow us to understand speech as free cannot be
reduced to simply taking into account neo-republican objections to existing
models of freedom of speech. It is proposed to comprehend the comparison
of various practical points of view on freedom of speech in light of
the diverse views on freedom in general, which cannot be reduced only
to neo-republican models of freedom of speech today. It is proposed
to distinguish contemporary analytical neo-republicanism from a more
broadly defined spectrum of various republican models, separated from
liberal ones by a number of key criteria. A large-scale benchmark is set for
a full-fledged philosophical theory of freedom of speech, as capable of 1)
conducting a thorough and contextually sensitive collection of questions
that have evoked various theorists of freedom of speech of different times,
2) comparing their claims and systematizing the semantic conflicts in
the bases of their differences, 3) proposing ways of understanding and
resolving these semantic conflicts from the point of view of modern tools
of philosophy and natural sciences.

Within the framework of this broader guideline, the contours of the
dissertation itself are defined: 1) to collect the issues that have worried
theorists of freedom of speech in the limited space of European political
philosophy of liberalism and republicanism from Milton’s «Areopagitica»
to Mill’s «On Liberty», focusing primarily on the most famous texts and,
if possible, the broadest context around each of them, 2) to compare
their claims, registering the main semantic conflicts, 3) to offer tools for
analyzing key semantic conflicts from the standpoint of modern philosophy.

The second part traces the origins of European political and philosophical
argumentation of the New Age regarding freedom of speech, and shows
that the clash of argumentative paradigms relevant to liberal-republican
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discussions of freedom of speech finds its place even before the formation
of liberalism and republicanism themselves as competing traditions, as
well as before the immersion of the term «freedom of speech» into political
and philosophical usage. At the same time, the problem of freedom
of speech grows through the methods of connecting various subjects,
such as freedom of conscience, internal freedom, modeling dialogues of
disagreement, freedom of philosophizing (libertas philosophandi) and
bold speech (parrhesia).

The first section («Freedom of the Press and Conscience during the
Reformation: Before Milton») sets the context for further research, justifying
the choice of its historical framework as originating from Milton’s «Areopagitica».
It is argued that various texts from the sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries (Coornhert’s Synod on Freedom of Conscience, Bodin’s Colloquium
of the Seven, Machiavelli’s Meditations on the First Decade of Titus
Livy, and the works of Castellio and Erasmus of Rotterdam) provide
various arguments and principles that have application in subsequent
discussions of freedom of speech. It is proposed to systematize them
into four themes: justification of the legal coexistence of various religious
groups, intesubjective freedom and art of dissension in elite dialogue,
expansion of discussion toward more general political possibilities of
speech, and the speech virtue of fearlessness. While linked to practices
of truth-telling, the argument in favor of free speech at the same time
faces a serious semantic conflict over how truth should be understood
in general and the regulatory role it should have on speech practices.
Different plots are not presented by default as justifications for the same
idea, and the term free speech is applied more narrowly, in the context
of a predominantly rhetorical virtue, traditionally opposed to flattery.

The second section («Milton’s Areopagitica: Freedom of the Press,
Parrhesia, and Prior Licensing») examines in detail the key speech of the
republican-oriented poet John Milton in favor of freedom of the press and
against the decree on prior licensing of written texts. The key provisions
are substantiated:

Firstly, the recognized argumentative value of Milton’s speech should
be largely explained by the fact that the arguments of the Areopagitica
closely connect themes that had previously been considered rather separately:
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this is the theme of 1) freedom of speech as an individual virtue of a
courageous person, opposed to a flatterer, and 2) the political conditions
for the possibility of expanding political dialogue, presupposing a specific
revision of existing laws.

Secondly, an understanding of the form of speech and its historical
context is necessary to comprehend the historical connection between
the justification of personal freedom of speech and the principles of
political parrhesia, based not so much on individual security as on the
real possibility of persuasion and the expression of bold views within the
framework of civic concern for the common good.

Thirdly, the well-known discussions about the limitations of the Miltonian
model (despite the significant breadth of the arguments and general
expressions used, such as “freedom to know and argue”), in the practical
sense Milton focuses narrowly on the repeal of a specific decree on prior
censorship, without objecting to laws establishing subsequent punishments
for libelous and blasphemous speech. This framework is considered to
have had an extraordinary influence on specific texts and discussions
about the legal boundaries of the concept of freedom of speech in different
contexts (England in the 17th-18th centuries, the United States during
the adoption of the First Amendment and further discussions in the
late 18th century, the Russian Empire in the 19th century, etc.). At the
same time, the focus is on the connection between practical discussions
and the theoretical foundations of its conceptualization. It is shown
that Milton’s position should not be prematurely explained by purely
prudential aspirations for compromise: the form of his practical demands
for freedom of speech is closely connected with the underlying model of
the connection between freedom of the press and the possibilities of bold
speech (parrhesia). This model is proposed to be isolated for further
comparison with alternatives.

The next section (2.3) «Speech and Freedom in Hobbes’s Leviathan»
examines the philosophical conceptualization of freedom of speech in a
text of radically different political positions, usually read, on the contrary,
as a justification for restrictions on freedom of speech, rather than its
defense. Nevertheless, generalizing Hobbes’s reflections on speech, freedom
and restrictions on the right to debate, the dissertation analyzes the
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relationship between the freedom of speech that Hobbes rejects and the
one from which he himself proposes to proceed. Having confronted the
view of the Hobbesian model of sharply limited freedom of speech as
comparatively stable, with Schmitt’s well-known thesis that the admission
of freedom of conscience, on the contrary, ultimately destroys the very
foundations of Hobbesian political philosophy, the author substantiates
that, abstracting from freedom of speech in the four senses highlighted
above, Hobbes at the same time comes to a sharply outlined fifth sense,
an ineradicable relationship (or the possibility of separation) of which
with the rest should become the subject of special reflection.

Hobbes’s model is then described as offering an argumentative basis
for a new of the supporting plots of the "secret"freedom of the mind,
understood through the boundaries of the reasonable applicability of
coercion. It is sharply contrasted with the Miltonian model using specific
discussions - about the role of political advice, the functions of speech, the
role of metaphors and parrhesiastic maneuvers, the meaning of rhetoric,
and the political-philosophical clash of concepts of freedom.

In sections 2.4 and 2.5, the modeling of freedom of speech on the
grounds associated with the idea of the "secret"sphere of the mind, the
direct coercion of which is fruitless and threatening to the social order,
is considered using the examples of Spinoza and Locke as authors who
largely borrowed Hobbes’s paradigmatic approaches to the foundations
of the social contract and the nature of internal conviction. Modern
discussions about the relevance of Locke as one of the theoretical founders
of modern models of freedom of speech and conscience are analyzed in
detail.

Offering criticism of harsh interpretations of Locke as the author of
a completely coherent and complete theory of freedom of speech and
conscience, or, conversely, an author generally incapable of providing a
weighty tool for modern discussions, the dissertation describes Locke’s
model as consisting of a whole spectrum of heterogeneous arguments,
but in many ways inheriting the political and philosophical conflict in
the understanding of freedom and speech, previously identified using
the example of Hobbes and Milton. Although Locke clearly claims to
expand the application of arguments regarding the nature of the mind
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and the social contract, in the direction of not only the "secret"freedom of
conscience, but also some external freedom of expression, the argumentative
bases and, accordingly, the reference points regarding the desired connections
of the above-mentioned plots of freedom of speech, for Locke and Milton
differ significantly. The practical limitations of their models are indicatively
contradictory. In one case, the terminal evil is the preventive blocking
of the dissemination of an idea, an obstacle to public discussion. In the
other, it is pressure on the conclusions that an individual has come to,
including and even primarily regarding himself and alone with himself.

Two different models of freedom of opinion and speech first try to
justify themselves precisely at the expense of each other. If Milton rejects
the preliminary control of the press and polemics, first of all, as a product
of the arbitrary power of censors over the creative life of public reason,
Locke prioritizes the destabilizing role of coercion of the individual in the
sphere of his personal convictions: as Locke’s polemics with Proast show,
his position is strongest precisely in light of the criticism of legalized
violence against the individual with the aim of saving his soul, instilling
in him true views or virtuous habits. But when the frame of the freedom
under discussion departs from the situation of possible state intervention
in the life, freedom of action or property of an individual (for example,
in light of the "indirect"use of force against an individual proposed
by Proast), the degree of applicability of Locke’s arguments sharply
weakens: in discussions about the possibilities of disseminating ideas,
neither the argument about the futility of coercion of the mind, nor the
argument about the limits of the jurisdiction of secular power proves
decisive. The example of the clash of models is used to separate two
influential directions of modeling freedom of speech: in terms of the
freedom of the individual (associated with the "secret"freedom of conscience
and prudential truces between different religious beliefs) and the freedom
of reason itself (inspired by ancient images of political speech, the demands
of a common polemical space). It is shown that this theoretical conflict
is not reduced to a simple demand for synthesis, but has a problematic
expression in modern discussions.

The third part examines the conflict between the liberal and republican
interpretations of freedom of speech in the 18th-19th centuries, and
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substantiates that even in the context of variability in the criteria for
distinguishing traditions, one can identify a serious divergence in understanding
political freedom of speech, in light of the priority of formal component
of freedom of speech, or the political status that allows speech to claim
an independent character, according to the criterion of inversion of the
relationship between the formal boundaries of permitted speech and the
political status that ensures the independence of the speaker.

Section 3.1. («From Religious Freedom to Political Freedom: Cato’s
Letters and Anglo-American Republicanism on Free Speech and the
Rights of Authority») examines the transition to new practical demands
from freedom of speech in the political and philosophical discussions of
the eighteenth century. In contrast to the religiously oriented discussions
of freedom of conscience, and the understanding of freedom of speech
and the press narrowly in terms of the absence of prior censorship,
the substantive philosophical arguments in favor of political freedom of
speech are developed in such texts as Cato’s Letters by J. Trenchard and
T. Gordon, An essay on the liberty of the press by J. Hay, and various
works by J. Burgh, T. Jefferson, and J. Madison.

Despite the debatable nature of the degree of the semantic gap between
the key argumentative schemes of these authors and liberal (especially
Lockean) political philosophy, the dissertation considers the semantic
continuity between these texts and the classical authors of Atlantic republicanism
- J. Harrington and A. Sidney - declared by J. Pocock. Justifying of
precisely political freedom of speech, as plea for the revision of laws, and
in particular, of the concept of libel in the political sphere, is read as
a natural development of the neo-Roman vocabulary in the sphere of
freedom of speech, where freedom of speech becomes part of the holistic
structure of a free nation, in which no freedom has a sufficient support
without political freedom as independence from the will of another person
except through laws to which consent has been given (the freedom to
"live by one’s own terms"). At the same time, the priority of the right of
public political criticism over private spheres of expression (in particular,
attacks on individuals or the private life of politicians), formalized in the
"Cato’s Letters"and enshrined in discussions around the First Amendment
to the US Constitution, and the key argument based on the need for
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control over politicians by a wider layer of active citizens, unthinkable
under conditions of suppression of freedom of political speech, not only
had a decisive significance for the explicit formulation of the very idea
of freedom of speech as a legal right of a person to widely express
his views, but also later became the most important part of liberal
argumentation. Following the supposed naturalness of this transfer of
an argument with neo-Roman genesis to liberal theory, in sections 3.2
(«Modeling the Freedom of the Individual and the Freedom of Reason
in Kant’s Political Philosophy») and 3.3 («The Misadventures of the
«Freedom of the Ancients» and the Liberalization of the Right of Political
Criticism») the question is explored of how much the boundaries of the
practical content of freedom of speech, in case of the right of political
criticism, depend on the more general philosophical dispute between
various liberal and republican versions of the understanding of political
freedom.

According to the dissertation, the reception of the "political argument"in
favor of the right to criticize the government, which requires separate
protection in light of libel regulation’s ambivalence, in European political
philosophy at the turn of the 18th and 19th centuries turned out to be
rather torn away from the republican framework, and, on the contrary,
was accompanied by a gradual division of ideas of freedom, crystallized
by the 20th century by dividing the questions «Who governs» and «To
what extent does power extend over the individual»37. But the fact that
the political argument in favor of freedom of speech as a key means of
implementing civic activity against the abuses of power (contrary to the
genesis proposed above) was included in the argumentation of authors
criticizing the exaggeration of the "freedom of the ancients"(B. Constant,
J. Bentham, James Mill) does not mean that there is no significant
difference between the versions of political freedom of speech. We propose
to formulate separately the «republican» and «liberal»38 understanding

37Берлин И. Четыре эссе о свободе.
38Even without insisting on the absolute autonomy of the two traditions from each other, one can

distinguish two forms of argument and two forms of understanding freedom of speech, which can
be called respectively liberal and republican both in accordance with the predominant discursive
field for one or another form, and on the basis of the analytical distinctions of non-interference and
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of political freedom of speech according to the criterion of inversion. This
inversion is expressed in the inverse logic of judging certain models of
freedom as valid. Recognizing the connection between issues of political
freedom and freedom of speech and the press, Bentham or Constant
evaluate the form of political organization from the point of view of the
state of freedom of speech and the press. Thus, according to Constant,
the English monarchy is a regime of freedom, since it protects the rights
of the press39. For the same reason, despotic power is still better than
usurpation - the latter needs additional legitimation, i.e. pressure on
public opinion and speech, while despotism leaves the right to remain
silent40. But for such authors as T. Gordon or J. Madison, one can
point to the opposite direction of assessment in the political argument -
freedom of speech is a symptom of political freedom, and not a sufficient
way of ensuring it. In turn, the true state of freedom of speech or the
press should be judged by an analysis of the form of government. When
understanding freedom of speech in the context of a free society, whether
defined through civic virtue, viable political participation, or opposition
to the arbitrary dependence of one individual on another, freedom of the
press is not a self-sufficient means of state control, but itself does not
exist without the adoption of other republican values and principles. If
public opinion cannot sufficiently influence the decisions of the sovereign
power, the absence of direct government intervention in the freedom of
the press does not make the press free. If power is not sufficiently diffused
to resist the very possibility of controlling the press, the very fact of such
a possibility determines the nature of the relationship between the state
and the press.

The section concludes with an extensive analysis of J. S. Mill’s «On
Liberty». The text is compared in detail with Milton’s «Areopagitica»,
closing the historical part of the study and emphasizing that the liberal
(often detectable in Mill’s case) and republican (inseparable from Milton’s
argumentation) aspects of the theories of freedom of speech have profound

non-domination
39Констан Б. Об узурпации // О свободе: Антология западноевропейской классической

либеральной мысли. Москва : Наука, 1995. С. 199.
40Там же. С. 207.
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semantic intersections. Nevertheless, the serious contrast in the apparent
aims of the texts can be understood in the light of the various stages of
the argumentation examined between 1644 and 1859.

Mill’s text is then analyzed in terms of the ambivalent role of the harm
principle in the structure of the essay and the Fourfold Argument from
Truth in its opposition to other forms of similar argument in the period
under study. At the same time, it is considered how Mill finds himself
in a significant semantic confrontation with other theorists of freedom
of speech, including not only Milton, but also his older predecessors J.
Bentham and James Mill. The conclusion of the section on Mill, in
correlation with the general attempt to define a holistic problematic
of freedom of speech using the example of historical systematization,
emphasizes that the culminating position of the essay «On Liberty» in
the conventional canon is not connected with its ability to generalize
the main liberal-republican or even only liberal views on freedom of
speech (many of which Mill actually significantly opposes), but precisely
with the desire to consider freedom of speech in a holistic relationship
of heterogeneous subjects. The dissertation traces how Mill’s distinctive
desire to separate freedom of thought and discussion from the power of
public opinion, already highlighted by Habermas, should be connected
with discussions on freedom of speech and the arguments used by Mill,
grounded in the nature of the seeking of truth. By comparing Mill’s
understanding of truth in different periods of his writings («The Law of
Libel and the Freedom of the Press», the essay on Bentham, and «On
Liberty»), the dissertation highlights how the climactic place of «On
Liberty» in the free speech philosophical canon should be understood as
symptomatic of a broader holistic expectation of the idea of free speech
that goes well beyond the reflections on the legal boundaries of protected
speech that Mill was much more focused on in his earlier work.

In an effort to reconcile most of the above-disaggregated meanings
of freedom of speech, Mill at the same time inherits the semantic task
of reconciling the freedom of the individual and the freedom of reason,
which he solves differently than Kant and Bentham, discussed above. The
problematic relationship between the personal freedom of the individual
and the freedom of the public life of reason - using the example of the
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relationship between the dialogical nature of truth and the power of
formally legal private and collective actions that paralyzes the public role
of reason - allows us to consider Mill’s text as an appropriate basis for
rebuilding a modern theory of freedom of speech as a multi-component
value. At the same time, Mill’s essay cannot be read as a set of stable
answers about the sought-after relationship of all its elements, but rather
as an intensive source of broad questions related to holistic problems.

The final part examines the application of the criterion of inversion
and holistic reconstruction of the historical and philosophical foundations
of freedom of speech to modern discussions. In light of modeling freedom
of speech as a broad interconnection of meanings, the critique of considering
freedom of speech as a purely legal right, determined only by the state of
laws regulating speech, is summarized. Fundamental expectations from
new liberal and republican theories of freedom of speech are formulated.
Section 4.1. («Freedom of Speech and the Rawlsian Consensus: Limits
versus Definitions») criticizes the tendency in modern political philosophy
to reduce the problem of freedom of speech to the search for the optimal
practical embodiment of a generally understandable value. In a number
of significant examples, such approaches to freedom of speech turn out to
be insufficiently sensitive to the fact that neither the concept of freedom
of speech nor the arguments in support of it are - either historically
or logically - autonomous from attempts to formulate a broad holistic
network of conditions that make human speech free. It is shown that,
using the example of Rawls’s "Theory of Justice in which the idea of
contrasting general agreement on the necessity of freedom of speech
with disagreements on its more precise legal interpretation already arises,
there are no sufficient grounds for reducing the problematic of freedom of
speech to a discussion of the limits of law. On the contrary, Rawls clearly
recognizes that the conditions of significance of freedom of speech lie
wider than the sphere of ensuring only the basic right against interference
on the basis of belief expressed. Nevertheless, the conclusions of later
authors make it necessary to more thoroughly articulate that freedom
of speech also requires a holistic study of its conditions beyond the
discussion of the legal boundaries of what speech is recognized as strictly
inviolable or not.
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Section 4.2 («Negative-Positive Distinction of Liberty and Neo-Republican
Freedom of Speech») continues the criticism of the narrowing of the
holistic problematic of freedom of speech, on the example of well-known
idea to interpret the meaning of freedom of speech through the clash
of two concepts of freedom of speech is considered (in particular, the
"negative"and "positive"freedom of speech, understood in one way or
another). Analyzing various criteria for dividing the two concepts of
free speech (F. Pettit, K. Sullivan, C. West, K. Gelber, T. Bejan), and
offering a philosophical analysis of potential definitions of freedom of
speech through actual interference, fear of interference, security (or a
sense of security, probably not identical to security itself) when speaking,
the possibility of speaking and the possibility of a speech act on fair
grounds in relation to others, the dissertation insists that the genre of
two concepts of freedom of speech is useful exclusively instrumentally.
With a systemic approach, one cannot limit oneself to only opposing
negative and positive freedom, or opposing liberal freedom of speech
and republican freedom. Firstly, the self-identity of modern republican
theories often differs from the criterion of inversion we have identified
above, which allows us to set before republican theories largely open
tasks of demonstrating how exactly they avoid liberal inversion of the
assessment of a person’s political freedom due to the legislative rights of
speech that he possesses, instead of the opposite direction, characteristic
of some of the texts described above. Secondly, a comprehensive theory
of freedom of speech must take into account a significantly larger number
of categorically different ideas of freedom, which are in varying degrees
of compatibility and interdependence with each other.

A preliminary list of such heterogeneous foundational ideas of the
ideal of freedom of speech is proposed at the end of the argument (4.3):

the state should not influence the processes of democratic discussion
(a), an individual should not be punished on the basis of the content of his
statements (b) or, in a more modest version, on the basis of the viewpoint
expressed (b1), the discussion should be based on the consideration of
different points of view (c), or on the equal right of real participation of
all (d), which in turn presupposes a more or less demanding social and
economic equality (g1), it is necessary to resist the monopolization of
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large media and/or the power of public opinion, somehow understood (d),
every individual has the right to defend himself from the immersion of
his words in terms familiar to the majority (e), legal ensuring freedom of
speech should be philosophically neutral and not rely on positive theories
about the conditions under which this freedom becomes genuine and
acquires true value (g).

According to the dissertation, only a clear distinction between these
ideas (while, for example, under the «negative» freedom of speech can
nowadays equally well be understood essentially different principles (a) or
(b)), allows us to adequately pose the question of their correct interaction.
Taken in a theoretical interconnection, these judgments (or some of
them) could - in precise formulations - become moments of a consistent
theory of holistic freedom of speech. While they largely give importance
to each other, they do not follow from each other and are not elements of
the same consensus position in support of freedom of speech, the general
idea of which is sometimes hastily considered to be understandable by
default. On the other hand, the constituent ideas of freedom of speech
are not obviously incompatible (with some possible exceptions). But the
decisiveness and legal formalism required in the defense of some meanings
of freedom of speech are not viable in the defense of others.

On these grounds, it is proposed to formulate possible threats to the
simplest (but fairly common) positioning of models of freedom of speech
through the idea in the latest liberal philosophy for better protection
of the rights of the individual to consider ensuring freedom (of speech)
independent of reasoning about what fills this freedom with sufficient
meaning, - or, on the contrary, through the readiness of some neo-republican
authors to quickly translate arguments about the breadth of the true
meaning of freedom of speech into the plane of prohibiting statements of
a certain content.

The appendix specifically systematizes two major lines of previously
outlined arguments in favor of freedom of speech, due to the historical
regularity of their reproduction, a purely chronological approach was not
sufficiently productive. We are talking about the diversity of ideas about
how freedom of speech is justified by the ability of truth to triumph in
open confrontation with lies and errors (app.1) or the limitations of the
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human mind, which is incapable of regulating only false views so as not
to harm true ones (app.2). It is shown that the key arguments of these
two types, firstly, acquire sufficient weight only when combined with
each other; secondly, in viable variations, they cannot mean exclusively
a legal delineation of the boundaries of speech that should not be subject
to interference. On the contrary, the very viability of freedom of speech as
a political idea depends on the ability to give it a broad (legal, political,
moral and institutional) holistic character.

The conclusion summarizes how the contextual analysis and comparison
of texts from the modern and contemporary periods, attributed to the
liberal, neo-Roman, or neo-republican traditions, allows us to speak about
a long history of the interdependence of discussions about the limits of
law (for example, libel and blasphemy), and various attempts to model
the connections between the key topics that form the semantic field
of freedom of speech: including discussions about religious tolerance,
the role of dialogues of disagreement and the corresponding goals of
communication, the scope of application of the «freedom of philosophizing»,
the perception of the idea of parrhesia, bold speech, and the dangers of
flattery in modern European rhetoric, freedom of the press from prior
licensing in the dissemination of statements and the degree of breadth
of opportunities for citizens to participate in public debates, freedom
of conscience as an intersection of ideas of religious tolerance and the
idea of the «secret freedom» of the mind, supposedly arising from its
very nature. The validity of the key arguments is justified along with the
need to focus them wider than the sphere of only standards of speech
regulation, in favor of a more fundamental provision of conditions for
free discussion, on the meaning of which the key authors disagreed with
each other and left important open questions.

The importance of philosophical consensus in the sphere of freedom of
speech, as well as the potential of the genre of «two concepts» of freedom
of speech in the ability to collect a holistic problematic of the historical
foundations of this idea should not be overestimated. The history of
freedom of speech in the philosophical argumentation of liberalism and
republicanism appears as a history of constant, often open to modern
questioning, conceptual differences and conflicts. Between freedom of
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judgment as a means of stabilizing hierarchical relations between rulers
and subjects; and freedom of assembly as a means of counteracting the
very formation of such hierarchies; freedom of speech as part of individual
security, and as a sphere subject to control for the sake of this security; as
the right of individual expression, often painful and conflicting with the
opinion of the majority, and as an opportunity through public opinion
to act as a whole and make collective decisions; as an apology for public
opinion, and as a position of the limits of its tyranny. Between freedom
of conscience to hide from the opinion of the majority in the space of
internal judgment, and the freedom to discuss any issues, including those
that are trying to hide from discussion; freedom of speech as a means of
ensuring a healthy executive power, and as a marker that only indicates
by its fall when the executive power begins to decline. Between freedom
of speech as part of the freedom to act according to one’s convictions,
and as a specific sphere, sharply separated from the sphere of action;
as part of the good provided by the government for its citizens, and as
a barrier to paternalism, where the state’s guardianship of the good of
citizens in the sphere of their thinking deprives them of autonomy.

The conflict between liberal and republican versions of the understanding
of freedom is part of these significant differences. The description of the
problematic field of freedom of speech through the need to combine
various meanings of freedom applicable to the speech of individuals
and groups, and the use of liberal-republican discussions to formulate
a criterion of inversion in the relationship between speech rights and the
political status that determines their meaning; allows us to formulate
fundamental tasks for full-scale modern liberal and republican theories
of freedom of speech.

Provisions for Defence

1) In contrast to the well-known narrow description of freedom of
speech, as protecting individuals solely from legal liability based on the
content of their expressed opinions (within the established boundaries
of speech), the argumentation of the conventional modern liberal and
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republican canon of freedom of speech (Milton, Spinoza, Locke, Gordon,
Madison, Kant, Bentham, J.S. Mill, and others) was built around a
broader meaning of freedom of speech. Discussions about the legal framework
and limits of permissible freedom of expression took place in the context
of a more general study of the relationship between aspects of intellectual
freedom, understood differently; and different practical requirements that
follow from it.

2) Describing freedom of speech in terms of only a «consensual» right
to express oneself without sanction (within certain legal boundaries)
is insufficient to address the holistic problematics of relevant New Age
debates at the intersection of freedom, speech, truth, and the possibility
of disagreement. The number of semantic conflicts in the philosophical
understanding of freedom of speech is also not limited to the debate
between just two conceptions of freedom of speech (positive and negative,
liberal and republican).

3) Nevertheless, the positioning of freedom of speech as an individual
right among other rights, determined on the basis of their mutual compatibility,
opposes an approach that prioritizes political freedom as the foundation
of the speaker’s true independence. The difference between these two
forms of positioning can be traced back to the history of the transition
from religious freedom of speech to political one, and is linked to liberal-
republican discussions of freedom in general. Despite the acceptance by
liberal theories of neo-Roman-based arguments defending the special
right to openly criticize the government, the «liberal» version of this
argument goes further in assessing the ability of formal rights of political
criticism to maintain a free political order than the «republican» version,
which decries the simplification of the question of the foundations of such
an order’s stability. High expectations of formal freedom of speech and
the press may, from a republican perspective, threaten freedom of speech
by underestimating the degree to which it is conditioned by the speaker’s
political status. The shift to the inverse criterion of assessing a citizen’s
status in light of the rights of (political) speech they possess constitutes
an inversion of the neo-Roman argument for freedom of speech.

4) Revisiting the history of conceptualizing freedom of speech, contemporary
liberal models require clarification of the relationship between the basic

28



(stable and consensual) level of freedom of speech and the set of open-
ended tasks that imbue freedom of speech with a broader, holistic meaning.
Neo-republican theories face the challenge of linking the holism of freedom
of speech with the criterion of inversion. Some current neo-republican
attempts, despite criticism of the concept of freedom as non-interference,
to assess freedom of speech still in terms of speech-regulating laws,
require more detailed studies of how a speaker’s actual freedom is influenced
by their political status, as described through the non-speech means
available to them for resistance to arbitrary power.

Theoretical and Practical Significance

The theoretical significance of this study lies in its original clarification
of the potential for a pluralistic approach to the foundations of free
speech and related concepts. The proposed systematization of consensual
and dissensual understandings of freedom of speech in liberalism and
republicanism of the New Age allows us to see current philosophical
tensions more deeply and clearly, formulating more fundamental requirements
for relevant theories of freedom of speech. Within the framework of these
requirements, one can hope to overcome the well-known difficulties in
conceptualizing topics beyond situations of legal liability for speech—including
cancel culture, social media moderation, and the possibilities of anonymous
communication.

The practical significance of this study lies in its systematization
of numerous materials relevant to contemporary studies of freedom of
speech beyond the boundaries of individual legal systems. This dissertation
provides tools for navigating the diverse meanings in which freedom of
speech may figure today in various philosophical and rhetorical contexts.
It can be used to teach specialized courses on the political philosophy
of liberalism and republicanism, the theory of freedom. Dissertation
may serve as a valuable additional material for textbooks, and as a
guide for new, relevant research linking the issue of freedom of speech
with philosophical and historical-philosophical discussions of freedom in
general.
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The research continues the theme of the bachelor’s thesis («The
Problem of Freedom of Speech in Liberal Concepts. Theory and Practice».
HSE, 2020) and master’s dissertation («Liberalism and the Will to Coexistence:
Towards a Dynamic Model of Positive Freedom of Speech». HSE, 2022).
The components of the dissertation and essential arguments were first
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10 June 2023)
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