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There are hindrances for, and limits of academic freedom of speech and argumentation concerning which regulations are difficult to conceive, or unlikely to be conceived in the context of present-day society. 

1. Hindrances for academic freedom
Perhaps the most important hindrances today for academic freedom in general and freedom to speak out in particular are no longer hindrances due to religious or ideological authorities.   They are rather related to bureaucratic or organisational (and of course economic) pressures present in contemporary society.  I give a couple of examples:

(1)  Politicians are anxious to show they spend the taxpayer’s money in the right way, duly controlled. Scientific and academic institutions must comply with sometimes really excessive administrative and bureaucratic controls.  This in turn leads to pressure of academic and scientific research administrators towards streamlining of scientific research and thinking, to the detriment of freedom of thinking and creativity.  More concretely, one can have serious questions, e.g., as to the consequences of this development in the politics of publication.  I can advise everyone to read attentively the commentary with this title of Peter Lawrence of the Laboratory of Molecular Biology (Cambridge UK) in Nature 20 March 2003 (Vol. 422).  The consequences of such politics are particularly dangerous in the Human Sciences. Measures which at first may be rather positive can, if pushed a bit too far, lead to very undesirable side-effects: this is not only the case with audit and quality control in education, but also with quality control and assessment in academic research.

(2)  Scientists and academics are also citizens who may feel to have a duty to speak out on certain societal and political issues, using or not using their specific know-how.  Sometimes they are hindered to do so and even threatened with sanctions by the institution to which they belong because this institution fears ‘bad publicity’ for its reputation. What the academic authorities are concerned about is not democratic discussion or the pursuit of the truth, but simply bad publicity.
(3)  Paradox: Science is continually appealed to, and invoked by all kinds of pressure groups.  Yet severe limitations and hindrances are imposed on scientific or intellectual communications towards the general public, particularly in the audiovisual field.  The contributions of scientists must fit a certain mould, must be streamlined, must be ‘sexed up’, whether or not the message allows this (it is required to defend a standpoint pro or contra, nuances are not welcome; your answer must be given in 1,8 min., etc.).  Very often the boundary is unclear between entertainment and information, between scientific exposition and fictitious story, between scientific statement and advertisement or promotion.  Academics not wanting or not capable to comply do not get access to the public; not even to their colleagues from other disciplines.  The media are not particularly interested in denials of falsehoods or lies.
Again it seems that control on free thought and speech is no longer ideological (apart perhaps of the politically incorrect defence of traditional ideas and values); the control is now mainly ‘technical’ and ‘commercial’. (What the public wants to hear is what 14 year-olds can ‘understand’.) 
2. Limits on academic freedom to speak out
There are (moral) limits academics or intellectuals are not (always) aware of, overstepping of which may lead to intellectual dogmatism or even intellectual activism.  Some academics or intellectuals may think that if arguments are presented which the discussion partner cannot counter, then the partner must give in and change his or her belief. They may also think that one can only hold on to convictions if one has rationally sound arguments (which can be universalised).  The consequence is that these academics or intellectuals cannot understand that people stick to certain beliefs or convictions even though they have no counterarguments or not even ‘proper’ pro-arguments.  Their attitudes to such people are of course not very positive.

I am not saying that people who hold on to their beliefs or convictions in the face of contrary evidence or without any justification are not sometimes irrational and even unreasonable.  I am saying that they are not necessarily so.  It is, e.g., possible that one doesn’t know how to defend oneself, but provisionally chooses the benefit of the doubt.  It is also possible that one thinks that certain convictions one has can only be defended not by a set of arguments, but that a defence would require introducing the discussion partner in a more or less complicated way of ‘seeing’ things. Arguments are then, at best, abbreviations of a whole complex of thoughts, emotions, and evaluations concerning a certain situation, action or attitude.  It is possible that one agrees about all the facts, but disagrees as to the evaluation of the facts, etc.
Acceptance of seeing the limitation of argumentation and rational discussion, of knowing when to stop, when a non-argumentative approach (of ‘showing’) is more adequate, - all this does not necessarily mean one is a sceptic or a relativist.  (cp. similar views in Wittgenstein, Hampshire, Toulmin, etc.)

A related point is this: some people think that nothing is in se sacred, that whatever is valuable to someone may be questioned, and that, if certain things (certain prohibitions, for example) cannot be defended on ‘rational’ grounds, then these prohibitions should be given up and, in any case, eliminated from the public sphere.  This seems to presuppose: (1) that critical investigation (‘confrontation with the truth’) is an overriding value in all and every circumstance; (2) that only what can be ‘rationally’ defended is worth keeping and caring for.
In our society, people taking this radical attitude are automatically seen as heroes of the quest for truth.  The real questions are: Is the quest for truth their real motivation?  The fact that our society now favours this type of heroes (whereas before it favoured rather the opposite kind) perhaps tells something about our society?  Not necessarily about its love of truth or freedom of thought.
To argue, as I try to do here, for awareness of certain limits of argumentation, is not of course to be against argumentation, and certainly not to be against academic freedom of thought and speech.  It is thanks to this freedom that considerations such as these can be expressed publicly.  
