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I’d like to do four things with my time: 

1. 1 Talk for just a minute about what I think is the crux of the issue in this 

question:  the relationship between freedom of expression and a desire for 

inclusion 

2. 2 The process my faculty took in creating a document on freedom of 

expression 

3. 3 Their request for an adjudication process and my struggle with that 

4. 4 And finally, some last thoughts on my view of this process 

 

 

 

1. Relationship between “freedom of expression,” a concept that wants to hear all 

voices, and “inclusion,” that wants to oppose hate speech 

a. That is, what is hate speech vs what is protected speech 

b. In a variety of contexts 

i. Classrooms 

ii. Visiting Lecturers 

iii. In other situations (sidewalks, posters on campus, demonstrations, 

productions in the dining hall)  
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iv. not to mention the complications that social media contributes to 

this issue… 

c. This strikes me as the crux of the matter. We have been attending to 

hate speech, triggers, and inclusive pedagogy in recent years, and 

this is crashing into the notion of freedom of expression. This is a 

problem. In addition, some would observe that the argument for freedom 

of expression is a pretext being used by the right for allowing hate 

speech. But many academics (especially on the left) would also 

advocate for freedom of expression as a fundamental need for new 

discovery, systemic change, and shared governance. Thus the question of 

how these relate is a nuanced one, indeed.  

2. Process of Faculty Document on Freedom of Expression 

a. I am not alone, I am sure in having to work with faculty who are concerned 

about a curbing of freedom of speech; and this is born out by the 

experience of my panel mates here  

b. Main topic for me today is a specific process we went through to address 

this at the University of the South, familiarly known as Sewanee: how to 

create a document that addresses these concerns. Again: under no 

circumstances should you look at this until I permit you 

c. Let me emphasize at the beginning that this was not a university 

process, nor a university document; that the faculty created it, not the 

administration, and that no students were involved. 

d. Began with an expression of concern by faculty as part of an: 
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1. ( an incident involving a student in September 2016 who 

acted unilaterally, but claimed with the sanction of a campus 

group, and got the group in trouble; we cleared the group but 

the student was rejected by the group.  

2. This led me to want to talk more about how to do this 

systemically and not just ad hoc. 

3. I followed up with my question at Annapolis Group last June 

(2017); though there were no official discussions of it last 

year, there were plenty of offline discussions at receptions 

and at the bar. 

ii. I led a process of getting our faculty involved in this question and 

put it front and center as we began the 2017-18 school year. Our 

faculty member who leads civic engagement was a big part of 

this; as was a woman in politics who works on free speech 

issues, and also a rhetoric faculty member (with a law degree as 

well) who has worked on protest movements.  

iii. I also contacted a faculty member who tends to be critical of 

administration decisions and asked him to participate. I knew he 

would be interested and it was a way to involve him early in the 

process and would bring a possible critic in as an ally 

iv. Asked them to lead a group to consider the question at our August 

gathering and then lead the creation of the document;  



4 

v. This encouraged shared governance; this was important to me 

since I have been working on helping the faculty learn how to do 

shared governance since I arrived in 2014. I will return to this later. 

e. August Faculty Gathering 

i. Had multiple presentations 

1. 3 female, 2 male; 1 person of color 

ii. Scenarios with clicker immediate response 

1. Very informative since opinions were pretty scattered. 

iii. Discussion of existing documents 

iv. Discussion of issue in classes 

v. Then plans for next steps 

 

f. Faculty work group (go to next one) 

i. Including conservative/libertarian faculty to make sure various 

views are considered 

g. Draft 

i. Faculty meeting (what not to do) 

h. Revision and approval (NOW you can go to handout) 

i. What I love about my faculty is that the document is carefully 

footnoted 

ii. What you might notice is that it is an almost completely internal 

document, using our own documents as defense. It uses AAUP, of 

course, to help it, and some language from FIRE. We had a faculty 



5 

member whose expertise is freedom of speech law from politics, 

another who had a JD, who addressed our faculty, but no legal 

language was included. ... [something like West Virginia State 

Board of Education v. Barnette in 1943 (overturning a 1940 ruling 

that unity of speech was in national defense interest): “The core 

idea in Jackson’s opinion is that freedom demands that those in 

power allow others to think for themselves.” (Jeffrey Toobin in 

NYorker 15 Sept 2016): Justice Robert Jackson wrote the opinion 

and closed by saying: “If there is any fixed star in our constitutional 

constellation, it is that no official, high or petty, can prescribe what 

shall be orthodox in politics, nationalism, religion, or other matters 

of opinion, or force citizens to confess by word or act their faith 

therein. If there are any circumstances which permit an exception, 

they do not now occur to us.” 

i. What they did not accomplish: 

i. They did NOT answer the question about the relationship between 

free expression and inclusion 

ii. That is, they stated that they wanted both free expression and 

inclusion, but did not talk about how to address the tension 

iii. This hard distinction, in my view, they left to me to figure out 

1. (which is a pattern as they are learning shared governance: 

they want shared governance but not shared responsibility) 

3. Request for Adjudication process 
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a. My struggle 

i. ACS email 

ii. ACAD email 

iii. Now Annapolis Group 

b. Is there a policy or process that can clearly determine whether an action 

on campus is free speech vs hate speech, that it should be allowed or not 

allowed when there are complaints? 

c. The faculty punted the question back to me and my colleagues in the 

administration. 

i. Example of the weakness of shared governance on my campus 

4. My view of this is...  

a. In conclusion I would point out that it was vastly important at that moment, 

in that place (Sewanee), that the document come from the faculty; we are 

learning how to do shared governance at Sewanee, and to give faculty the 

voice in creating it was crucial to my goal of building such an ethos. I wish 

they had been able to go further, but I will put that down as my failing. 

b. So there were two things going on in the creation of our document: it is 

both:  

i. a free speech issue: working out the thorny question of the 

relationship of free expression and inclusion 

1. And realizing that there is no good solution 

ii. a shared governance issue: how do the faculty and administration 

work together in shared governance to create a workable system? 
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Who contributes what part? 

iii. And I will welcome your views on how to manage both aspects. 

 

Thank You! 
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Freedom of Expression Philosophy – Gettysburg College (2018) 

Since its inception, Gettysburg College has been engaged in the defense of freedom of expression, first 

through  the  abolitionist movement  and  then  with  the  College’s  involvement  in  the  Civil War.   The 

institution  was  founded  in  1832  by  anti‐slavery  theologian  Samuel  Simon  Schmucker,  and  in  1837 

Gettysburg College moved to Pennsylvania Hall, the construction of which was facilitated by benefactor 

and  Trustee  Thaddeus  Stevens.  Aside  from  his  work  as  a  Congressman  and  activist  for  universal 

education, Stevens was a key  figure  in  the passing of  the 13th Amendment abolishing slavery.  In  July 

1863, the College was the backdrop for the Battle of Gettysburg and months later, alumnus David Wills 

was integral to the creation of the Soldiers’ National Cemetery. He invited Abraham Lincoln to attend its 

dedication and  it was there that the President  issued his call to the country to affirm equality for all  in 

his Gettysburg Address. 

 

Our  rich  institutional  heritage  challenges  us  to  engage  in  and  provide  leadership  for  addressing  the 

critical  social and political  issues of our  time. The College  is committed  to  the  ideal of  free and open 

inquiry  in all matters, as freedom of expression allows us to continually strive to better society and to 

address  injustices.  Freedom  of  expression  is  invaluable  to  the  institution  because  it  brings  together 

multiple  opinions,  allows  them  to  coalesce  and/or  clash,  and  opens  them  to  the  community’s 

reflections, analyses, and critiques. 

 

As  an  educational  institution,  we  support  the  freedom  of  expression  of  ideas  and,  in  our mission 

statement, we affirm:  the worth and dignity of all people and  the  limitless  value of  their  intellectual 

potential; the commitment to a diverse and  inclusive  learning environment; the power of a  liberal arts 

education to help students develop critical thinking skills, broad vision, effective communication, a sense 

of the  inter‐relatedness of all knowledge, sensitivity to the human condition, and a global perspective; 

the  value  of  a  lifelong  commitment  to  service;  the  value  of  ethical  leadership  that  is  inclusive, 

collaborative,  and directed  towards effecting  change  for  the  greater  good;  and our  conviction  that  a 

residential college best promotes the sense of community central to a  liberal arts education,  in which 

personal relationships among students, faculty, and staff can flourish. 

  

The College recognizes that some ideas will be viewed as offensive and disagreeable by some, perhaps 

even most, members of the community. However,  it  is not the role of the College to shield  individuals 

from  ideas and opinions  they  find unwelcome, disagreeable, uncivil, or even deeply offensive. Rather, 

we  encourage members  of  the  College  community  to  act  according  to  the  principle  that  the  best 

response to ideas that they find offensive is speech, not censorship. Participating in a community where 

there  is a diverse range of opinions, perspectives, and experiences  is rewarding for all of our members 

and the College is committed to nurturing and celebrating this experience. We expect that diverse views 

and opinions will create conflict and disagreement among us at times, but the genuine sharing of ideas, 

perspectives,  and  values  presupposes  both  freedom  and  responsibility.  Consequently, we  expect  all 

members of  the community  to engage  in civil discourse,  reasoned  thought,  sustained discussion, and 



Summary of Freedom of Expression Philosophy Process – Gettysburg College, 2017-2018  

In the fall of 2017, President Janet Riggs convened a workgroup tasked with developing an 
institutional philosophy regarding freedom of expression on campus.  

The members were:  

• Jennifer Bloomquist, Committee Chair and Associate Provost for Faculty Development 
& Dean of Social Sciences and Interdisciplinary Programs,  

• Jim Banks, Trustee and Chair of the Board of Trustees’ College Life Committee,  
• Jeff Foster, Associate Vice President of College Life and member of the Student Life 

Committee,  
• Patrick McKenna ’20, Chair of the Student Senate Policy Committee and Senate 

Parliamentarian,  
• Jeff Oak, Trustee and Chair of the Board of Trustees’ Academic Affairs Committee, 
• Ivanova Reyes, Assistant Professor of Economics and member of the Faculty Council, & 
• Hakim Williams, Assistant Professor of Africana Studies.  

 
 
In addition to developing the institutional philosophy, the group was asked to lead campus 
discussions about freedom of expression with the goal of educating our community on the topic. 
To this end, we distributed a number of guiding documents such as: Gettysburg College’s current 
Freedom of Expression and Civil Discourse student policy in Student Handbook; Gettysburg’s 
Academic Freedom Statement from the Faculty Handbook; freedom of expression statements 
from other institutions; PEN America principles on free speech; and the AAC&U’s Statement on 
Freedom of Expression.  

We then began information gathering by holding roundtable discussions with the board of 
trustees, the faculty, and students where we facilitated small-group conversations and solicited 
written information about campus climate and the need (or not) for philosophy. During this step 
we also asked participants to suggest a few guiding principles that they would like to see 
reflected in the philosophy. In addition to the roundtables, we met with campus stakeholders 
such as members of the Support Staff Council, the Administrative Advisory Council, College 
Life staff, Communications and Marketing Staff, and we reached out to 15 student groups that 
were identified as either “political” or “cultural,” and whom we thought would be particularly 
concerned about the implications of a philosophy involving free expression.  

In those meetings, we discussed the need for an institutional philosophy, outlined the process, 
and listened to campus concerns relating to policies regarding free expression. During the 
discussion phase in the fall, we also shared a Google survey with everyone on campus so that 
individuals could submit their suggestions or comments to the workgroup as well. When the 
meetings concluded, the workgroup composed a draft of the philosophy and shared it with the 
College community on January 17th. Two weeks later, shortly after the spring semester began, 
we held a final town hall event on February 1st to discuss our findings during the information 



constructive  participation.  The  freedom  to  express  ideas,  exchange  views,  and  engage  in  protest  is 

essential to the life of the College. 

 

The College encourages  its members to make  independent  judgments about the worth and validity of 

ideas and to contest  ideas with which they disagree. Any effort by members of the College community 

to limit openness in this academic community is a matter of serious concern and hinders the freedom of 

expression and the discovery of truth. All members of the community are therefore free to express their 

points of view on, or opposition to, any  issue of public  interest within reasonable restrictions of time, 

place, and manner. Each member of  the  community  is also expected  to encourage and  facilitate  the 

ability of other community members to express themselves freely. No group or individual has the right 

to  interfere with  the  legitimate  activity of other  authorized persons  and  groups  as  interference with 

expression  compromises  the  College’s  goal  of  creating  an  environment where  issues  can  be  openly 

discussed. 

 

The  freedom  to  debate  and  discuss  the merits  of  competing  ideas  does  not,  of  course, mean  that 

individuals may say whatever they wish, wherever they wish. We have obligations to protect the dignity 

and  security  of  all members  of  the  College  community  from  those who would  seek  to  use  speech 

primarily to deprive others of their freedom to learn, their freedom to contribute, and their freedom to 

participate in our community. Thus, the College may seek to restrict expression that: 1) violates state or 

federal law; 2) constitutes slander, threats, or harassment; 3) unreasonably invades individual privacy or 

violates confidentiality  interests; or, 4)  is directly  incompatible with  the  functioning of  the College.  In 

addition, the College may reasonably regulate the time, place, and manner of expression to ensure that 

it does not disrupt the ordinary activities of the College. However, these are  limited exceptions to the 

general principle of freedom of expression and it is vitally important that these exceptions not be used 

in a manner  that  is  inconsistent with  the College’s  ideals  relating  to  the  free and open discussion of 

ideas. 

 

Gettysburg  College’s  philosophy  of  freedom  of  expression  reflects  our  commitment  to  sustain  a 

community  in  which  all  members  feel  that  their  ideas,  opinions,  and  beliefs  are  respected  and 

protected, even when those ideas are not shared universally. We believe the free expression of ideas is 

a cornerstone of the learning process and it is only through exposure to new concepts, opposing views, 

and  challenging  topics  that one  truly  grows  in  an  academic  setting. Preventing  the  free  exchange of 

ideas restricts the generation of knowledge and the ability to discern between what is right and what is 

wrong.  In  this  sense,  Gettysburg  College  subscribes  to  the wisdom  in  the words  of  Justice  Louis  D. 

Brandeis: 

 

“If  there  be  time  to  expose  through  discussion  the  falsehood  and  fallacies,  to  avert  the  evil  by  the 

processes  of  education,  the  remedy  to  be  applied  is  more  speech,  not  enforced  silence.” 

(Whitney v. California, 274 U.S. 357, 1927) 



gathering sessions held in the fall. Later that day, the workgroup presented those findings at the 
faculty meeting, and then at the Board of Trustees’ meeting on February 10th. We provided a 
two-week “talk-back” opportunity where campus members could send us their comments or 
suggestions for revisions of the philosophy via another Google survey.  

Once we gathered the additional data, we made a small but meaningful change to the philosophy 
and sent it to the student senate for their consideration. They voted unanimously to ratify the 
philosophy at their meeting on March 5th, and the faculty voted to adopt the philosophy at the 
April 5th faculty meeting. Finally, the philosophy was approved by the Board of Trustees on May 
4, 2018. 


