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Question one
Usually, competitive sports such as basketball, football and even baseball may involve the use of aggressive tactics on opponents. However, becoming violent and entertaining violence in the field of play by participants is considered unprofessional and falls outside the boundaries of sportsmanship. Ideally, certain sports such as boxing, rugby and even ice football may allow certain levels of physical force; however, there are always restrictions as to what amount of force the players can use against their opponents. Kerr (2004) describes the use of physical force beyond these acceptable limits as aggression and violence in sports. 
Because sports events are so relentless in nature, ethics are therefore used to particularly delineate the boundaries between the acceptable and the inadmissible practices in sports. Undeniably, violence and aggression have become a common phenomenon in today’s sports. Because of this, sports referees are required to apply moral reason on a case-by-case basis in order to determine how ethical particular acts of sports associated with violence are. From a utilitarian viewpoint, it is essential to understand that violent and aggressive acts by sports participants resulting in harm and injury on the others may not be acceptable in sports because they do not result in the creation of the highest good for all (Goldstein, 2012). Additionally, to limit the possible occurrence of in-play violence and aggression, coaches are required to teach their players the aspects of safe play within the boundaries of the rules governing fair play. 
At all times, players are required to abide by the rules that prevent violence and associated aggression. Based on the teleological perspective on sports, it is argued that in-game officials should enforce the rules and regulations of the game particularly those preventing violence and upholds the value and integrity of the game. 
Question two
Self-regulating actions by players are arguably necessary to control on-field violent and aggressive acts. Ethically, self-regulating actions by players can be beneficial in establishing a code of conduct on the field and also help maintain fair play. Notably, one of the most common ethical arguments for self-regulation in sports is that it lacks an independent and external set of standards against which to determine the acceptable limits of athlete on-field behaviour. The control and prevention of on-field violent and aggressive athlete behaviours solely rely upon sports administrators and sports officials (Terry & Jackson, 1985). In such situations, the idea of self-regulation may fail to put to check on-field athlete behaviour especially in scenarios where the sports administrators lack appropriate qualifications or are ill-equipped to manage violent altercations. As a result, it is noted that when violence occurs, it may escalate without any resolution. 
Even though the difference is not yet clear, the most conventional definition that highlights the notable difference between the two is that game of skill involves a competition where the winner is identified based on the exhibited on-pitch skills, while a game of chance refers to competitions where winners are picked based on chance. A game of skill requires players to display a critical mental and physical level of expertise to enable them to win. Ideally, nothing is left to chance and everything solely relies on the experience of the players (Origami Globe, 2017). This is usually in contrast to the game of chance that is usually considered chance-based games. It is essential to note that games of skill are usually considered ethical because they allow players to “explore their own capabilities.” Ideally, players are encouraged to understand the rules of fair play besides continued practice to be able to win. Conversely, games of chance are presumed not to be ethical because they are purely based on probability and chance without any meaningful input of the player. 
Question 3
Undeniably, free speech is usually associated with parodies and propaganda. Because of this, copyrights and trademarks are usually protected against free speech. In a sense, it is worth noting that free speech may distort the original message contained in copyrights and trademarks. For this reason, to maintain the integrity of copyrighted works it is sometimes ethical to abridge the freedom of speech. Notably, the right of publicity gives individuals the sole right to control the public use of their name particularly for commercial purposes. In terms of property, an individual’s name is considered an individual property protected under the law. Similarly, the granting of copyrights is particularly meant to encourage “the creation of new works of authorship” belonging to an individual (Bartholomew & Tehranian, 2013). 
Free speech in understanding allows individuals to express their opinions and views freely without any legal restrictions. Internationally, free speech is considered a human necessity however, in special circumstances, this can always be limited. These conditions include; protecting the reputation of others, national security, and observation of morals. In terms of contractual privity and reputation as a property, it is arguably ethical for individuals to stop the media from publishing or rather communicating information about them (Howie, 2018). The most common justification limiting free speech is related to commercial use without the consent of the person whose identity is used. Publishing infringing materials by websites also constitute a ground on which free speech can be immitted. 
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