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Freedom of Speech and Criminological Theories
Discussion 1
The term theory in the context of criminology means the efforts towards explaining or understanding the causation of crime. In other words, it is seen as an attempt that can justify crime as inadequate in the existence of the social policy. Besides, traditional theories and positive criminological theories are arguably the basis of arguments before the 20th century (Cullen, Agnew, & Wilcox, 2006). Studying these theories may be vital since one will understand the discrepancies of crime debates and theories, especially when dealing with the law. The two theories view crime acts as breaching security, which interrupts the society. While explaining the cause of criminal behaviors, the traditional theory asserts that individuals tend to pursue pleasure and happiness as they aim to avoid pain. Further, the theory assumes that the environment that individuals are in enables them to have free will and choices, and as such, this promotes criminal behaviors. Individuals use force as well as fraud to commit crimes which will allow them to achieve joy and other advantages. 
Again, positive criminological theories tend to focus on independent variables of the person as well as what caused the act. These theories work using the premise that laws of nature characterize human beings, and as such, crime is very predetermined. In other words, the main idea is that human behaviors are the product of forces in which collectivities or individuals have little control. Moreover, positive criminology incorporates traditional theories of crime, and as such, they are better incorporated by courts during judgements. Those who commit crime scenes or are likely to commit crimes are said to do it as a result of genetics. Hence, they are punished in connection to damage that they have caused. Arguing from a practical point of view, traditional theories of crime allow states to impose punishments to the criminals who caused the harm. On the other hand, positive criminological theories of crime comprise of criminals being arrested and judged based on their genetic features. 
Positive criminology theories incorporate traditional theories of crime, while judgement is being made (Cullen, Agnew, & Wilcox, 2006). Depending on the nature of crimes, some criminals are arrested for life, and others are jailed for a short time while others are rehabilitated. The process of rehabilitation for criminals after judgement on ways to correct the criminal behaviors and determining future persons who embrace criminal tendencies is also crucial. As a result, law enforcers and criminologists can implement preventive measures into action. On the same note, positive criminology incorporates traditional theories of crime in discouraging criminal activities. There is no justification for crime, be it the circumstances, the will or choices that human beings readily enjoy in the environment that they are situated. According to the nature of the crime, judgement is based using the two theories.
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Discussion 2
The First Amendment protected the accountant's speech, and as such, his actions were justified. Free speech is universal liberty in the United States, although it conflicts with other rights. As a result, this leads to the question, ‘‘what are the limits of free speech?’’. One of the primary reasons as to why the First Amendment supported the speech by the accountant is because pure expression is permitted. Pure speech can be defined as the thoughts or opinions verbally in front of a willing audience (Aitchison, 2015). In this case, the accountant provided the newspaper with evidence that supported his statement with hope to notify the public over possible misallocation of funds, although the office of the sheriff denied the accusations arguing the matter was connected to job duties (Aitchison, 2015). Additionally, different types of courts in the United States have wholly protected pure speech from government influence as a way of giving the public freedom of expression.
On the same note, courts tend to protect pure speech from regulation from the government since, at times, the government acts to protect its interests. In other words, people can easily voice out their thoughts to the public or media as long as they do not trigger violence. An assigned reading that was of interest is speech-plus, which encompasses activities governed by force and demonstrations which may incite the public. In addition, speech-plus is not protected by the constitution as pure speech for its actions may cause incitements and destruction of property (Aitchison, 2015). Speech-plus actions may threaten unity in society. For that reason, courts advocate and urge the public to conduct peaceful demonstrations as well as not to trespass illegally. 
How far is the First Amendment realistic in protecting the freedom of speech in the United States?
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