
Subject: Opposifion to Government and ACMA's Control over Misinformafion and Disinformafion 

 

Dear ACMA, 

 

I hope this lefter finds you in good health and high spirits. I am wrifing to express my grave concerns 

regarding the potenfial legislafion by the government to regulate aspects such as misinformafion and 

disinformafion. While it may seem prudent to combat false informafion, I firmly believe that such 

legislafion is not only misguided but also raises significant concerns about government control over 

the flow of informafion, reminiscent of authoritarian regimes such as Communist China and North 

Korea. 

 

One of the fundamental pillars of democracy is the protecfion of free speech and the ability for 

individuals to express their opinions and engage in public discourse. Granfing the government 

sweeping authority to regulate what is considered misinformafion and disinformafion is a dangerous 

path that can lead to the suppression of dissenfing voices and the sfifling of legifimate debate. This 

level of control over informafion closely mirrors the pracfices employed by totalitarian regimes, 

where the state dictates what is deemed acceptable speech and what is deemed subversive. The 

negafive implicafions of such an approach are evident in countries like China and North Korea, where 

cifizens are subjected to state-sponsored propaganda and dissenfing viewpoints are silenced. 

 

Furthermore, centralizing the control of informafion within a government body like the ACMA opens 

the door for subjecfive decision-making and potenfial biases. The determinafion of what consfitutes 

misinformafion and disinformafion is a complex task that requires careful considerafion of context, 

diverse perspecfives, and ongoing debates. Allowing a single enfity, influenced by polifical affiliafions 

and societal norms, to be the arbiter of truth is a dangerous proposifion. It not only undermines the 

diversity of opinions necessary for a healthy democrafic society but also risks promofing a single 

narrafive that aligns with the government's agenda, akin to the state-controlled media prevalent in 

autocrafic regimes. 

 

Addifionally, history has shown that governments can be plagued by corrupfion, abuse of power, and 

manipulafion of public opinion. By granfing the government the authority to legislate on informafion, 

we run the risk of enabling such abuses. The potenfial for government officials to misuse this power 

for personal gain or to shape public senfiment in their favor is a threat to the principles of 

transparency and accountability. We have seen instances where governments have misled the public 

themselves, parficularly during fimes of crisis, which further erodes public trust and undermines the 

very purpose of combafing misinformafion and disinformafion. 

 

The COVID-19 pandemic serves as a stark reminder of the challenges faced by governments in 

managing informafion. While it is essenfial to address the spread of false informafion, the approach 

of some governments has been concerning. In some cases, governments themselves have been 

involved in misinforming the public, censoring truths, and labeling dissenfing opinions as 



misinformafion. This kind of behavior not only undermines trust but also leads to a lack of 

transparency and a disregard for the principles of open dialogue and accountability. It is crifical to 

learn from these mistakes rather than perpetuafing a system that gives unchecked power to the 

government in controlling informafion. 

 

Instead of relying on government-led legislafion, I strongly urge a different approach to tackling 

misinformafion and disinformafion. Governments should priorifize invesfing in public educafion and 

promofing media literacy. By empowering individuals with the necessary skills to crifically evaluate 

informafion, we can foster a society that is resilient to falsehoods and capable of making informed 

judgments. Furthermore, supporfing crowd-supported open-source fact-checking organizafions, like 

those seen on plafforms such as Twifter, can provide a decentralized and diverse approach to fact-

checking, ensuring a broader range of perspecfives and reducing the risk of undue government 

influence. 

 

In conclusion, while the intenfion behind government legislafion on misinformafion and 

disinformafion may seem well-intenfioned, we must acknowledge the inherent dangers associated 

with such measures. The potenfial for government overreach, subjecfive determinafion of truth, and 

the suppression of free speech are reminiscent of authoritarian regimes. It is imperafive that we 

priorifize the protecfion of democrafic values and invest in empowering individuals to discern 

informafion independently. By doing so, we can create a society that is not only befter equipped to 

navigate the complexifies of the informafion age but also safeguard the principles of freedom and 

democracy. 

 

Thank you for considering my viewpoint on this crifical mafter. I would be grateful for an opportunity 

to discuss this issue further or provide any addifional informafion that may be helpful. I look forward 

to your response. 

 

Yours sincerely, 


