
In recent times, we have seen a renewed focus on the topic of free
speech and freedom of expression, as political developments in
democracies around the world have forced us to reexamine what
many regard as a bedrock principle of a free society.  In this arti-
cle, I will offer a few reflections on this topic, focusing on the
philosophical justification for a right to free expression, on the
actual effects of freedom of expression in democratic societies,
and on what the future of free expression might be, going for-
ward1.

It was around about the time of John Locke’s writings on
democracy in the 17th century, especially on the concept of toler-
ation, that thinkers of the Enlightenment period began to reeval-
uate the significance of human freedom and to reassess its impor-
tance in both ordinary life and for our political arrangements2. An
important motivating idea in this shift in attitude was a growing
acceptance that freedom should be understood an essential fea-
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ture of the  nature  o f  human be ings. It was now regarded
as a part of human dignity to be free to make up our own minds
about essential questions of life and meaning, including choosing
the leaders of society and passing laws.  This new perspective on
freedom was in contrast to ancient and medieval views.  Thinkers
in these traditions were not necessarily hostile or opposed to free-
dom, but they were apprehensive about it, and did not regard its
accommodation and promotion as an essential part of human
nature or as being indispensable in our political arrangements.
This latter view is particular evident in Plato’s Republic3. This
new emphasis on freedom eventually led to the work of John
Stuart Mill, who was a formidable and pioneering thinker on the
topic.  While his views are wide-ranging, we will focus in our
reflections in this article on his analysis and defense of freedom
of expression, before drawing out some of the unfortunate impli-
cations of his position, and looking at various modern develop-
ments that are cause for serious concern.  

Mill’s Arguments 
for Freedom of Thought and Expression

Mill took up in Chapter 2 of his famous work, On Liberty, the
question of freedom of speech in a democracy4. Among other
areas of human activity, including the freedom to pursue one’s
own path in life, along with the right to freedom of association,
Mill proposed that freedom should extend to what he called “the
inward domain of consciousness.” This is a realm that includes
freedom of conscience, the liberty of thought and feeling, and
freedom of opinion on all subjects (including theological, moral,
philosophical and scientific), and on publishing these opinions.
No doubt in Mill’s time this was regarded as quite a radical pro-
posal! The harm principle, famously defended by Mill in the same
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work—which proposes that one can say and do what one wishes
as long as it does not harm others--was his way of placing some
kind of reasonable limit on human freedom.  Of course, one of the
persistent difficulties in applying the harm principle in practical
cases is disagreement in society over which ideas, views and
actions lead to individual and social harm.   

Mill gave special attention to the vexed area of freedom of dis-
cussion and free speech and developed three distinct and very
influential arguments for why freedom of speech (which includes
freedom to publish) should be permitted in a society5. Let us
briefly recall his three interesting arguments.  His first argument
is that the opinion we might want to suppress could be true, and
so by suppressing it we may be depriving society of benefiting
from true ideas. Of course, many people might think the idea is
not true, but Mill’s reply is to point out that the majority is not
infallible. While one may be convinced oneself to the point of cer-
tainty, one, logically, might still be wrong (a truth amply testified
to in human experience).  While this is an intriguing reason, it
would seem to apply to ideas about which there might be a legit-
imate dispute (which ideas fit into this category is itself a crucial,
and by no means uncontentious, question), but it would not seem
to apply to ideas that are definitely false, such as for instance,
racist or Nazi ideas.  Well, why not suppress fa l se  ideas then?   

Mill does not want to reply to this objection in the way many
of his later disciples are tempted to—by denying that there is any
objective truth, and adopting a position of relativism about
morality and politics (a serious problem today in many democra-
cies). He does not want to take the position that the reason we
cannot restrict or censor false ideas is because we can never say
which ideas deserve this description.  He agrees that some ideas
are definitely false; and so develops two additional reasons for
why we should allow even false ideas to be expressed: the true
view is strengthened in the collision with error, and the true view
becomes more of a living truth rather than a dead dogma if it is
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occasionally challenged by other views, no matter how wrong or
absurd (or dangerous?) these other views are.  He expresses his
general position in this way: 

If the opinion is right, they are deprived of the opportunity of
exchanging error for truth: if wrong, they lose, what is almost as
great a benefit, the clearer perception and livelier impression of
truth, produced by its collision with error.6

His third reason for supporting freedom of expression is that
it is often the case, especially for complex subjects, that different
individuals and perspectives have part of the truth, but not the
whole truth, and so by allowing open expression of each view the
entire truth has a better chance of gradually emerging. We might
illustrate by considering an example of a public meeting where
everyone enjoys the right to express an opinion; many opinions
are heard, rather than only one or two, and the meeting consen-
sus then, it is claimed, is more likely to arrive at a true view than
if the discussion is controlled from the beginning. 

This point reminds us of a central claim of Mill’s--that free-
dom of expression practiced in this way increases the likelihood
of the truth emerging on any given topic than if there is an
attempt to control or manipulate the discussion from the begin-
ning, or direct it towards a certain path, or prevent undesirable
views from emerging, suppressing some views, and so forth, for
whatever well-intentioned reasons. Allowing only certain favored
views to be expressed not only denies the right of free expression,
Mill held, but it also will frustrate the search for truth.  Mill’s dis-
ciples later argued that another problem with suppressing some
perspectives and views in public democratic culture is that there
seems to be no practical way to decide which ideas should be cen-
sored (which books or films, for example), or who would do the
censoring.  Moreover, any form of censorship may lead eventual-
ly to the problem of the “slippery slope,” where we begin today by
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censoring what many consider to be objectionable material but
end up in the future censoring Shakespeare! So the solution is to
allow no or very limited censorship, which is the lesser of two
evils even though we know that some destructive, obscene and
even dangerous material will be disseminated as a result of this
freedom.  On the positive side, we are always free to criticize the
products of free speech, and in many cases we can simply avoid
material that we find objectionable (though, of course, not in all
cases).

Freedom of expression, however, does not mean that one’s
views are not subject to critique (a common misunderstanding).
Mill agreed that one can try to persuade, cajole, remonstrate with,
or criticize another’s expression, or indeed, actions, that one dis-
agrees with, or believes to be harmful to themselves.  But he
argued that the harm principle meant that one could not prevent
that person by  law  from expressing their ideas or from practic-
ing their chosen pursuits.  For example, one should be free to
publish a book critiquing the majority religion in the state,
according to Mill, because it would not violate the harm principle.
One would also be free to pursue motor cycling racing, even
though it is an extremely dangerous sport (other issues often
brought up in relation to this point include smoking, recreational
drugs, euthanasia, etc.)   People often mistakenly think protecting
freedom of expression means that we should not be able to criti-
cize the views of others (even strong champions of free speech
sometimes labor under this misapprehension).  However, it
means only that one is free to express one’s view, but not that
one’s view is immune from criticism, though we must be careful
not to create such a critical atmosphere that people become afraid
to express themselves (another problem that is widespread
today).
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The Tension between the Ideal of Free Speech 
and the Reality of Free Speech

The question of freedom of speech is a vexed one in modern
democracy and raises all kinds of problems and contentious
debate when it comes to developing a consistent position on the
matter, both morally and legally.  There is a constant struggle
involved in getting the balance right between what is allowed
under free speech and what is not allowed, and unfortunately it is
increasingly common today that one’s politics (i.e., one’s own
persona l  v iews  on various issues) is often the (unacceptable)
criterion that is used to draw the line. As soon as we try to put free
speech into practice it becomes quite difficult for us to tolerate
views that we do not agree with, and we are tempted to employ all
sorts of means, some subtle, some not so subtle, to restrict the
speech of others, especially those with whom we disagree sharply.  

We must also be careful to distinguish between the moral
question of free speech and the legal question; the latter refers to
what is permitted in a legal sense in a particular democratic
nation.  Individual democratic states often have particular tradi-
tions with regard to this matter, and frequently it is legal actions,
and judicial decisions, that ultimately decide which forms of
speech are permitted under the law.  This judicial route can be
very controversial; public opinion is often enjoined on one side or
the other, frequently not based on an appeal to principle but guid-
ed by the politics of those doing the approving, and, in the case of
the press and media, those who form public opinion. There is
often little consistency with regard to the legal question in partic-
ular contexts, and it is hard to have confidence that any principles
are being upheld steadfastly. It is probably naïve to approach con-
temporary democratic culture with the expectation that any kind
of principle will be applied consistently.

But focusing now on the moral and philosophical questions
with regard to free speech, there are a number of serious worries
that arise.  One problem is that it has proved very difficult to
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implement the ideal of free speech in practice. Even those who
regard themselves as most committed to free speech are fre-
quently tempted to suppress views with which they disagree,
whenever they have the chance.  The reason for this is, I believe,
an obvious one: it  is  one of the strongest instincts of the
human heart to tell  people what is good for them,
and then to try to force them to follow our advice!
This instinct often prompts a suppression of the speech of others
if they are inclined to take a different line or to ignore our coun-
sel. Mill recognized that many routinely believe they have a bet-
ter understanding of what is good for a person than that person
thinks themselves! But he believed that we must accept as a work-
ing principle in the application of freedom that A does not know
B’s interests as well as B knows them, despite perhaps A’s best
intentions (even though A may not always have the best inten-
tions; and perhaps we should also add that even though B may be
a fool!)7. Mill thought A would sometimes abuse power over B if
she had it, rather than just using it for what she (A) thought was
best for B.  This seems a good principle, and yet we have found
it very hard indeed to put it into practice both at the level of
individual freedom, and especially at the political level. It seems
that principles, including those relating to freedom of expres-
sion, succumb to partisan politics on a regular basis. Sur -
prising ly, this seems to be especially true the more educated a
person is, and everyone seems susceptible to this temptation,
no matter how high–minded we like to think we are! Principles
can quickly become further weapons in the contentious plural-
ist battle that is going on in many Western democratic societies.
The increasing polarization in some democratic societies, where
each side on certain issues regards the other side as irrational,
stupid, depraved or worse, only makes this problem particular-
ly acute.

This is why some thinkers argue that Mill’s position implies a
selfish and very individualistic view of the human person, one
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that is, moreover, inaccurate.8 He does not seem to have consid-
ered sufficiently the view that many people have no real idea of
their own good, or whether there is, for instance, an objec t ive
account of human goodness (such as one finds in the work of
Aristotle and St Thomas Aquinas), and if there is not, whether we
are then faced inevitably with a relativism about the goals and
meaning of human life. Indeed, most forms of liberalism (again,
inspired by Mill) hold that one must be free to choose one’s own
path in life, even if one chooses a life that is debasing in the eyes
of others. Popular opinion in most countries rejects such a view
as extreme, but liberal thinkers who support Mill are not content
to allow popular opinion to decide how debasement is to be
defined, because they believe that the ordinary mass of people are
not fit to judge this matter. Mill’s view sets up a tension between
democracy and individualism, because although in a democratic
setting individual freedom is encouraged, in the end majority
decision rules, and remains then a restraint on individualism,
either through law or public opinion. Individualism is therefore
limited to some degree in a democratic setting.  

This is why one of Mill’s main concerns was a worry about the
tyranny of the majority; he did not trust the judgment or wisdom
of the majority, and seems to believe, very similar to Plato, that
the (or a) minority were more likely to be enlightened, to know
better than the majority.  There is little doubt that he is one of
those philosophers who, ideally, would like the enlightened
minority to rule over the unenlightened majority (we recall his
recommendation of a system of ‘plural voting” defended in his
work, Considerations on Representative Government (1861),
where he advocated that some people, because of their intelli-
gence and education, should have more than one vote, perhaps
four or five votes). One of the irritating problems with the demo-
cratic system, at least from the point of view of those who regard
themselves as enlightened, is that it gives the ordinary person too
much political power, including the power to decide (by majority
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vote) for those who disagree with them! (A related problem is that
there is no viewpoint–independent way to arrive at an objective
definition of what we mean by an “enlightened minority”).

Does Freedom of Speech Lead 
to Moral Relativism?

This brings us to another, and perhaps the central, difficulty with
the notion of free speech and freedom of expression, the fact that
in order to develop a consistent policy with regard to it we are
pushed towards an abso lut i s t  unders tanding, so that it
becomes difficult in practice to distinguish between correct and
incorrect views, between right and wrong views.  As Mill put it,

unless the reasons [for freedom of speech] are good for an extreme
case, they are not good for any case.9

In short, arguments defending freedom of expression seem to
lead us into a position of re la t iv i sm in society, for all practical
purposes. As we noted above, one of the strong objections to free-
dom of expression from its critics is the fact that it can be used to
express views that are false or morally wrong or dangerous, and
also that it would encourage  the expression of false views,
views that originate not just because of mistakes or ignorance,
but also due to human folly.  The advantage of Mill’s view is that
no idea is protected from criticism; a disadvantage seems to be
that that no idea can claim an objective foundation, even true
ones.  In a culture dominated by the absolutizing of freedom, it
can be quite difficult to find a foundation for any view that claims
to be true.  In a liberal culture taken to its logical conclusion, what
is complete idiocy or evil to one person may be philosophically
cogent and morally enlightened to another!   
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Mill could have replied to this objection in the way that many
of his closest disciples today respond to it (as noted earlier) by say-
ing that we cannot suppress false views because this would require
us to know in advance which views are false and which are true,
and we cannot know this.  It also means that someone would have
to decide which views are true and which are false in advance and
this is not compatible with the essence of freedom of speech.  Mill
agreed that some views are false, so he rejected the temptation to
defend this position by appealing to relativism.  He argued for the
free expression of false views, as we have seen, by saying that they
fortify the true view in the clash with falsehood and make the true
view stronger and more dynamic.  But there is a worrying objec-
tion to this reply— that it would be better to suppress such views
because if we allow their expression there is a danger that people
will come to believe them (and also to act on them).  Would it not
be better to suppress or censor false views, rather than allowing
their expression and running a great risk in hoping that open dis-
cussion and debate will then lead to their rejection?  

To see the difficulty confronting Mill’s position more clearly
and also how it will eventually push a society towards moral rela-
tivism, I like to distinguish between three categories of beliefs.
The first category contains those beliefs (ideas, opinions, argu-
ments, positions, and so forth) on various topics that the vast
majority in a society accepts as true (in modern society this would
include the following beliefs: that all people are equal, that we
should be good neighbors to our fellow human beings, that soci-
ety should provide a safety net for the less fortunate, and so
forth).  The second category refers to beliefs about issues that are
recognized in a society as being in dispute; in contemporary
democratic societies, for example, this category may include top-
ics concerning the content of educational curricula, abortion, cli-
mate change, how to tackle various social problems, and so forth.
The third category contains beliefs that modern society regards as
false, e.g., that racial segregation is moral, that women should be
subordinate to men, that incest between adults is moral, that
aliens have visited earth, and so forth.  Given these categories,
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one might then argue that beliefs in the first two categories can be
freely expressed, but that beliefs in the third category can be
restricted or censored.  However, here we run into a real difficul-
ty flowing from the strict application of Mill’s arguments. The
problem is that a general commitment to the value of freedom of
thought and of expression cannot support such a threefold divi-
sion of beliefs; in particular it cannot support a distinction
between categories two and three.  

What follows from this is that it is very difficult to place any
belief in category three in a free society no matter how false, silly,
stupid, or irrational it may appear to many people.  The whole
point of freedom of expression, according to Mill’s argument, is
that the majority are not infallible (even though they are very
tempted to think they are) and that unusual, strange, offensive
and radical ideas can get a hearing, after which they may or may
not catch on.  Remember that Mill called for abso lute  freedom
of expression on all topics, including moral topics.  This presum-
ably includes the freedom to argue that some forms of terrorism
or Nazi views are justified.  Even if (and perhaps especially if)
there is disagreement over whether a belief belongs to category
two or three, it only serves to show that no belief can be put in cat-
egory three from a practical point of view (even if we might agree
or think that it should go in that category from the point of view
of objective truth). The problem with excluding certain views
from the range of free speech is that someone will have to decide
what these exceptions are, and the worry is that this only suc-
ceeds in privileging some worldviews over others.  This problem
is particularly acute in the context of the pluralism of worldviews
we find in modern democratic societies. This means that free
speech inevitably, it seems to me, moves society towards a moral
and epistemological relativism over time. So Mill’s argument that
his approach would have the opposite effect—that it would lead to
the truth emerging over time—seems to be wrong.10
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The root of the problem is that although I hold that other peo-
ple’s views may be objectively false, I realize that because of the
democratic values and setting, I cannot speak for them on
this matter. This is why the democratic system revolving
around the value of freedom seems to move toward relativism
about knowledge and morality in an inexorable way. In a setting
where there is a very large emphasis on freedom of expression
and where arriving at one’s own views is not only an option, but
is encouraged and expected of citizens, it is very difficult to say
things like “this view is false,” or “many people hold the wrong
view” or “She was the wrong person to be elected.”  What one
might more accurately say is that “I  th ink  that this view is
false,” or “It  is  my belief that many people hold the wrong
view on this question,” or “I t  i s  my  op in ion  that she was the
wrong person to be elected,” etc.”!  In short, I have my view on the
matter but cannot speak for others, and I must acknowledge that
others have a different view than me (however reluctantly).  Of
course, this in itself will often put pressure on my certainty with
regard to my view from the point of view of objective truth, in the
sense that, in an honest moment, I might start questioning my
own beliefs because many people that I generally regard as being
as reasonable and as well informed as me come to a different con-
clusion! The opposite can also happen; because disagree-
ments appear irresolvable, I might be tempted to dig in on my
view, to become almost entrenched with regard to it, to portray
those who disagree as irrational and/or immoral (indeed, this is
now a common phenomenon).  In fact, we see both consequences
in modern democratic society, a situation that starts to push the
society toward relativism.

Five Common Forms 
of Modern Viewpoint Suppression

The democratic emphasis on freedom leads to a dangerous ten-
sion between the fact that other people who appear to be as equal-
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ly rational and sincere as me nevertheless arrive at different con-
clusions on the same issues, and favor different laws in society.  I
may be tempted whenever I have the opportunity to disparage the
convictions of others and to deny to others the freedom to arrive
at and hold their convictions simply because they are different
from mine.  The pluralism of worldviews places this temptation
before us.  The temptation to curtail the freedom of others can
occur in a variety of ways, some subtle, some more obvious, all of
which, I contend, we see in some form or other creeping into
modern democracies around the world.  

1 . One  move  is to adopt the posture that I am more rea-
sonable that those I disagree with, that others are stupid, irra-
tional, lazy, have not taken the time to think issues through in a
“careful” manner, perhaps because they are not educated proper-
ly, or do not spend enough time thinking clearly!  While personal
faults like these may be a factor in some individual cases, they are
not at play in most cases because of a simple fact about democra-
tic pluralism: that equally educated and well  informed
people freely arrive at incommensurable views,  The
phenomenon of incommensurability is helpful, and may be
understood to include three factors: views that are d i f ferent
from each other, views that are so different that they cannot be
reconciled, and (we should also add at least initially) views that
have been arrived at in a reasonable  way, that other people
are acting in good faith just as we are.  Portraying others as unrea-
sonable, while correct in some cases, is generally just a way of
avoiding the unpleasant truth that incommensurable views are a
consequence of pluralism.  The search for psychological reasons
for why others do not agree with our views is also yet another way
of avoiding the reality of pluralism.

2 . A  second  way  to call into question the freedom of those
we disagree with is to adopt the position that people are being
manipulated, maneuvered, hoodwinked, even brainwashed, by
some powerful forces in society and are not thinking for them-
selves. If they were thinking for themselves, they would adopt my
view! Again, such a thing is possible from a theoretical point of
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view, even in a democratic society where it would perhaps be less
likely to have much effect because of the freedom of not only the
press but of individuals to interrogate and critique various posi-
tions.  However, in this case the charge of manipulation, in par-
ticular, is usually just a device to express frustration at the fact
that other educated people do not agree with me! (Of
course, the general charge also raises the question as to whether
critically reflective people are not themselves capable of, and
indeed susceptible to, manipulation and demagoguery, questions
that our experience of the democratic process has not clearly
resolved!).  

3 . A  th i rd  tac t i c  is to encourage the suppression of free
thinking in specific contexts like academia, and to promote by
force and intimidation the “correct” views, which through filter-
ing down would have a big impact on society.  In this instance,
there is no rule, procedure or law banning the discussion of cer-
tain ideas, but one can send a clear message by constructing a cer-
tain type of social environment that entertaining the “wrong”
ideas will not be tolerated. So those who might be inclined to raise
them get the message to keep quiet, or risk problems, discrimi-
nation certainly and perhaps even dismissal.  This is a particular-
ly hypocritical tactic if it is employed, say in a university setting,
which has as one of its foundational guiding principles the free
exchange of ideas in order to arrive at truth! Modern universities
are getting more political and it is becoming more common on
campuses to suppress dissent, especially when it comes to dis-
cussing ideas regarded as “politically incorrect.” The phenome-
non of “cancel culture” that is beginning to emerge in Western
democratic nations is another example of this recent trend.  Even
very well-educated university professors—who know bet -
ter—get drawn into tactics of intimidation aimed at suppressing
opposing views.  

4 . A  four th  way  to attempt to suppress or control the
views of others with whom one disagrees is to seek an “end run”
around the democratic process. This means either to overturn the
democratic votes of the majority by some procedural maneuver
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or to orchestrate a situation where issues that play a key role in
the direction of life and culture that should be put to a vote of the
people in a democracy are decided in some other way, perhaps by
parliament.  The first way occurs regularly in the U.S. where the
Supreme Court by tradition has the authority of a second govern-
ment, and has the power (unlike in most countries, the United
Kingdom, Belgium, Canada, and New Zealand, for examples) to
overturn a piece of legislation passed by the U.S. Congress if they
judge that it is not consistent with the U.S. Constitution. 

5 . Media  in f luence  on a significantly disenfranchised or
apathetic electorate also helps with the manipulation of public
opinion. The media can use its power as opinion makers to try to
manipulate and to pacify public opinion, especially if the media is
inclined to support one moral view or political party over others,
and if it speaks with largely one voice.  Indeed, one of the features
of modern pluralism is that the media takes  s ides  on con-
tentious issues that are in dispute in society, and so are less able
to, and not often interested in, fulfilling their duties as watchdogs
on government power, and in the task of educating the public
through informed and balanced reporting.  We see this in the ten-
dency of social media companies to censor views they do not
agree with, in selective fact-checking by the media, and in an
increasingly partisan press on all sides of the spectrum.  These are
all tactics (rather than principles) relating to free speech that are
used in order, not to reach the truth on various issues through
open discussion and healthy debate, but to further one’s political
ends.  It was inevitable that this would happen as a consequence
of pluralism, and we are now right in the midst of an increasing-
ly politicized media in many democratic countries, making it
harder than ever for the public to navigate its way through the
issues of the day.  

So by way of conclusion then, we have considered the concept
of freedom of expression, as an ideal, and Mill’s initial arguments
in favor of it seemed reasonable and the ideal seemed promising
for democratic society.  However, it has proved very difficult to
put the ideal into practice because of our inability to tolerate

185The Paradox of Free Expression...



views other than our own, and because of the very real danger of
falling into moral relativism.  Increasingly, whenever we have the
power and opportunity, we use our own political views to control
what can be freely expressed by others.  And so hypocrisy with
regard to the principle of freedom of expression becomes wide-
spread.

It is clear then that, for these reasons, free speech, as a princi-
ple and as an ideal, is under great threat.  This general topic is, of
course, much larger than we can examine here, and we have to
leave serious follow-up questions to another day, but chief among
them is the question: can freedom of expression survive,
as  the contentious batt le  between worldviews in
modern democracies gets more intense? And if not, what
might replace it, other than further degeneration into partisan
warfare among opposing political sides in the modern state?

The Paradox of Free Expression:
Threats, Challenges, and Lessons for Modern Democracy

SUMMARY
Freedom of expression, though central to democracy, is an increas-
ingly contested idea in our politically polarized societies.
Philosophically, John Stuart Mill was one of its strongest defenders.
In On Liberty, he argued that freedom of thought and expression
must be nearly absolute, limited only by the harm principle. After
introducing Mill’s three arguments in support of freedom of expres-
sion, this article then considers the serious difficulties that arise in
practice. These include the fact that free expression can spread false
or harmful ideas, and that in pluralist democracies it becomes very
difficult to clearly separate “false” from “disputed” views. This pushes
societies toward relativism, where all opinions invite legitimacy, no
matter how extreme. The principle of freedom of expression becomes
very difficult to uphold, and even strong defenders of free speech
often attempt to silence opponents—through academic restrictions,
judicial rulings, media manipulation, or social pressures like cancel
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culture. While the link between free expression and the pursuit of
truth is very important, modern democracies face the paradox that
freedom is both essential and yet continually undermined by parti-
sanship, hypocrisy, and the temptation to censor.  An important ques-
tion going forward is whether genuine free speech can endure under
these pressures.

Keywords: freedom of expression, harm principle, relativism, John
Stuart Mill, democracy, truth, censorship, tolerance
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