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Te University of Michigan serves the public through 
teaching and research. We create and advance knowledge. 
We prepare the next generation to participate in 
democracy. We fulfll our mission1 through rigorous 
scholarship and scrutiny in the humanities and sciences, 
in the arts and engineering, in every feld and every 
discipline. Open inquiry and spirited debate — the 
lifeblood of our institution — promote discovery 
and creativity. 

We have a proud history of engaging with issues of 
great societal importance. Our 1988 Freedom of Speech 
and Artistic Expression policy, built upon the Board of 
Regents 1977 Freedom of Speech Guidelines, afrms 
protections for speakers, performers, and the audiences 
who assemble to watch and listen and for protesters who 
are free to disagree but not disrupt the presentations.2 Our 
practice of confronting controversial topics is a hallmark 
of our culture. We uphold “the right to intellectual 
freedom” by practicing “frm traditions of self-criticism, 
by learning to respect diferences of opinion and belief, 
and by recognizing that the progress of a society is 
inextricably linked to a diversity of opinions and beliefs 
and the freedom to express them.”3 When we fall short 
of these ideals, we vow to learn from our missteps as a 
community that aspires to be “leaders and best.”4 

As a great public University guided by the letter and 
spirit of the First Amendment, we enthusiastically 
embrace our responsibility to stimulate and support 
diverse ideas and model constructive engagement 
with diferent viewpoints in our classrooms and labs, 
lecture series and symposia, studios and performance 
halls, exhibits and publications, and among our entire 
community of students, teachers, researchers, and staf. 
When we disagree on matters of intellectual signifcance, 
we make space for contesting perspectives. We must listen 
critically and self-critically. 

Our commitment to freedom of expression is entirely 
consistent with our commitment to nurturing a diverse, 
equitable, and inclusive community. By bringing together 
individuals with diferent backgrounds, experiences, and 
viewpoints — and supporting and empowering them to 
use their voices and share their views — we make our 
community stronger and advance our mission. 

We afrm the value of exchanging ideas; questioning 
assumptions; learning from those with whom we 
disagree and those whose voices have been marginalized; 
challenging views we fnd misguided or pernicious; and 
engaging with the broadest range of scholarly subjects 
and materials. We strive to meet confict and controversy 
with understanding and reason, refuting our opponents 
rather than revoking invitations or refusing them a 
platform, and contesting their ideas instead of attacking 
their character. 

Not all ideas are of equal value. Tat is precisely why 
they must be subject to intense scrutiny and thoughtful 
debate. Our deep commitment to free expression does 
not extend to speech or conduct that violates the law 
or University policy, including targeted speech that 
constitutes bullying,5 defamation, destruction of property, 
discrimination,6 harassment,7 violence, or threats. And 
the University may reasonably regulate the time, place, 
and manner of expression to ensure that it does not 
disrupt the University’s ordinary activities. 

We recognize that free inquiry and expression can 
ofend. Every member of our academic community 
should expect to confront ideas that difer from their own, 
however uncomfortable those encounters may be. We 
commit to these Principles because they help us to create, 
discover, and fulfll our vital mission. 

1 Mission Statement, University of Michigan (October 9, 1992) (“Te mission 
of the University of Michigan is to serve the people of Michigan and the world 
through preeminence in creating, communicating, preserving and applying 
knowledge, art, and academic values, and in developing leaders and citizens 
who will challenge the present and enrich the future.”). 
2 SPG 601.01, Freedom of Speech and Artistic Expression, https://spg.umich. 
edu/policy/601.01. 
3 Hon. Turgood Marshall, Written Excerpts from Commencement Address, 
University of Michigan (December 19, 1964). 
4 Louis Ebel, “Te Victors” (1898). 
5 See, e.g., Statement of Student Rights and Responsibilities, IV.F. (“Bullying: 
any written, verbal, or physical act, or any electronic communication, directed 
toward a person that is intended to cause or that a reasonable person would 

know is likely to cause, and that actually causes, physical harm or substantial 
emotional distress and thereby adversely afects the ability of another person 
to participate in or beneft from the University’s educational programs or 
activities. Bullying does not include constitutionally protected activity or 
conduct that serves a legitimate purpose.”). 
6 See, e.g., SPG 201.89-1. 
7 See, e.g., Statement of Student Rights and Responsibilities, IV.F. (“Harassing: 
conduct directed toward a person that includes repeated or continuing 
unconsented contact that would cause a reasonable individual to sufer 
substantial emotional distress and that actually causes the person to sufer 
substantial emotional distress. Harassing does not include constitutionally 
protected activity or conduct that serves a legitimate purpose.”). 
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Executive Summary 
Foreword 

As befts a great public research University dedicated 
to Artes, Scientia, Veritas and the methods of inquiry 
we practice each day to live up to our motto, this entire 
project began with a question. On Friday, February 10, 
2023, in a meeting in Room 100 of Hutchins Hall with 
President Santa J. Ono and faculty from the University of 
Michigan Law School, President Ono was asked: would 
he recommend to the Board of Regents that they adopt 
the University of Chicago Statement on Freedom of 
Expression?1 

It was an important and timely question. As of February 
2023, nearly 100 colleges and universities, or faculty 
units within, had adopted the Chicago Statement “or a 
substantially similar statement.”2 Tat so many schools, 
including more than twenty fellow members of the 
Association of American Universities,3 saw the need to 
adopt some form of the Chicago Statement provided 

grounds for us at least to consider whether to adopt 
it ourselves. Like other schools, we had heard calls to 
disinvite speakers deemed controversial by some and seen 
instances where protestors shouted down speakers who 
did come,4 neither of which is consistent with our values 
as a public University bound by the First Amendment.5 

In light of those challenges, the most salient question in 
February 2023 was whether we should adopt the Chicago 
Statement, or whether our existing policy and practices 
were sufcient to preserve an academic environment 
where freedom of expression and diversity of thought can 
fourish. 

While there have been times in its more than 200-
year existence when the University has fallen short of 
its aspirations,6 our modern history refects persistent, 
purposeful eforts to promote diversity of thought and 
preserve freedom of expression.7 

1 See Comm. on Freedom of Expression, Report of the Committee on Freedom of 
Expression (2015), https://provost.uchicago.edu/sites/default/fles/documents/ 
reports/FOECommitteeReport.pdf. 
2 See Chicago Statement: University and Faculty Body Support, FIRE, https:// 
www.thefre.org/research-learn/chicago-statement-University-and-faculty-
body-support (last updated May 2024). 
3 Compare id., with Ass’n. of Am. Univs., List of AAU Members, https://www. 
aau.edu/sites/default/fles/AAU-Files/Who-We-Are/AAU%20Member%20 
Universities%20listed%20by%20year_updated%202023.pdf (last visited Sept. 
11, 2024). 
4 See, e.g., Rick Fitzgerald, Richard Spencer Will Not Come to U-M Tis Semester, 
Univ. Rec. (Jan. 26, 2018), https://record.umich.edu/articles/richard-spencer-
will-not-come-u-m-semester/; Mary Masson & Jina Sawani, Michigan Medicine 
Statement on Protest at Medical School White Coat Ceremony, Mich. Med. 
(July 26, 2022), https://www.michiganmedicine.org/news-release/michigan-
medicine-statement-protest-medical-school-white-coat-ceremony; Appendix 
A, Exhibit 1 (email from Dean Mark West on student protest disrupting 
a discussion featuring a former Solicitor General of Texas); University of 
Michigan, Proceedings of the Board of Regents (1987-1988), at 280 (1988), 
https://quod.lib.umich.edu/u/umregproc/acw7513.1987.001/284 (remarks 

of Regent Baker on student group protest shutting down an April 29, 1988, 
political science department symposium). 
5 As a branch of state government under Article 8, Section 5 of the Michigan 
Constitution, the University must comply with the First Amendment. Healy 
v. James, 408 U.S. 169, 180 (1972). Te Supreme Court has been clear that 
“undiferentiated fear or apprehension of disturbance is not enough to 
overcome the right to freedom of expression,” and a school’s “mere desire to 
avoid the discomfort and unpleasantness that always accompany an unpopular 
viewpoint” cannot “justify prohibition of a particular expression of opinion.
Tinker v. Des Moines Indep. Cmty. Sch. Dist., 393 U.S. 503, 508-09 (1969). A 
2024 Knight Foundation-Ipsos nationwide survey found that 33 percent of 
students favor “[i]nstituting speech codes, or codes of conduct that restrict 
potentially ofensive or biased speech on campus” and 25 percent of students 
favor “[d]isinviting speakers because some students perceive their message 
as ofensive or biased against certain groups of people.” Knight Found.-Ipsos, 
College Student Views on Free Expression and Campus Speech 2024, at 38 (2024), 
https://knightfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Knight-Fdn_Free-
Expression_2024_072424_FINAL-1.pdf; see also Len Niehof, Doe v. University 
of Michigan: Free Speech on Campus 25 Years Later, 71 U. Miami L. Rev. 365, 
372-76 (2017). 

University leadership has long acknowledged the 
importance of fostering diversity of thought, including 
describing it as an “afrmative obligation.” Tus, at 
the October 17, 1962, formal meeting of the Board of 
Regents, afer considering a “report . . . from the Senate 
Advisory Committee” and a letter from “the student 
group ‘Voice,’ the Regents approved a Committee on 
Public Discussions.”8 Te Regents concluded that the 
“University has an afrmative obligation to see that 
students and faculty are ofered a comprehensive, 
impartial, and objective program of on-campus public 
discussion of important and controversial social issues.”9 

Te Regents directed the Committee to “[t]ake leadership 
in arranging the most useful kind of public debate on 
important issues, and insure that over a reasonable period 
of time the University hears responsible speakers with a 
wide variety of viewpoints.”10 

Moreover, the University has for decades sought to 
protect freedom of expression from eforts to disinvite 
or disrupt speakers. Tus, at the October 21, 1977, 
formal Regents meeting, upon motion of Regent Paul W. 
Brown, the Board adopted “guidelines with respect to the 
rights and obligations of speakers, performers, audience 
members, and protestors at Te University of Michigan 
(Freedom of Speech).” Tose strongly worded guidelines 
provided, in part: 

• “It is the right of any and all speakers invited by 
members of the University community, or groups under 
the aegis of the University, to set forth their views and 
opinions at the University.” 

• “It is inappropriate for the University to ban any 
invited speaker from appearing before the University 
community.” 

• “Pressure to revoke an invitation for a speaker to appear 
at the University because of the potential for a violent 
reaction to the speech, or the threat of disruption of the 
speech, constitutes intellectual blackmail, and cannot 
be tolerated. Likewise, the purposeful shunning of a 
controversial speaker of some merit solely because his 
appearance may invite disruption or violence is contrary 
to the intellectual ideals of the University community, and 
is a major concession to demagoguery.”11 

Te Board’s Freedom of Speech Guidelines were 
developed in response to a signifcant event two years 
earlier, when, on March 12, 1975, protestors shouted 
down a speaker at an honorary degree ceremony 
in Rackham Auditorium.12 On April 21, 1975, the 
University’s Senate Assembly, by a vote of 45-0, 
denounced the disruption as “a denial of the freedom of 
speech held dear by all in this nation, but most especially 

6 See, e.g., James Tobin, Lost Star, Heritage Project, https://heritage.umich.edu/ 
stories/lost-star/ (last visited Sept. 11, 2024). 
7 If commitment to free speech can be shown by a history of signifcant 
protest, Michigan may be judged favorably. For example, on October 16, 1969, 
“20,000 people, primarily students and faculty,” gathered in the Big House for a 
“‘moratorium’ protest against the Vietnam war” that featured “a dozen speakers 
including Sen. Philip A. Hart. Peace Rally at Michigan Stadium, October 1969 
(photograph), in Ann Arbor News, Oct. 16, 1969, https://aadl.org/node/388609. 
In February 1970, the Black Action Movement led the “largest student protest in 
the University’s history,” including a boycott of classes, in support of increased 
Black enrollment “comparable to the state’s Black population, by 1973; more 
fnancial aid for Black students; more Black faculty; more support for Black 
studies programs; and a center for Black students.” James Tobin, Tirteen Days 
in 1970: Te BAM Strike, Mich. Today (Mar. 22, 2024), https://michigantoday. 
umich.edu/2024/03/22/thirteen-days-in-1970-the-bam-strike/. On March 11, 
1970, a student organization, Environmental Action for Survival, Inc., hosted 
an event in Crisler Arena where thousands of people gathered as part of a four-
day Environmental Teach-In—a prototype for Earth Day celebrations. James 

Tobin, Earth Day Eve, Heritage Project, https://heritage.umich.edu/stories/ 
earth-day-eve/ (last visited Sept. 11, 2024). Since then, the University has hosted 
thousands of speech events where supporters and detractors have heard a broad 
range of ideas. 
8 University of Michigan, Proceedings of the Board of Regents (1960-
1963), at 942-43 (1963), https://quod.lib.umich.edu/u/umregproc/ 
ACW7513.1960.001/974. 
9 Id. at 942. 
10 Id. 
11 University of Michigan, Proceedings of the Board of Regents (1975-1978), at 
926 (1978), https://quod.lib.umich.edu/u/umregproc/acw7513.1975.001/954. 
12 See Glen Allerhand, Katzir Speech Interrupted by Protest; One Arrested, 
Mich. Daily, Mar. 13, 1975, at 1, 7, https://digital.bentley.umich.edu/midaily/ 
mdp.39015071754449/397 (“With shouts of ‘Free, Free Palestine’ and ‘Down 
with Zionism,’ about 100 Palestinian supporters yesterday afernoon interrupted 
a speech by Israeli President Ephraim Katzir at Rackham Auditorium.”); see id. 
(“[T]he demonstrators began a half hour of shouted slogans that forced Katzir 
to silence.”). 

”” 
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by those on a campus devoted to freedom of expression.”13 

Te Senate Assembly called on the Senate Assembly 
Committee on University Afairs (SACUA) to “appoint 
an ad hoc committee to prepare a report” on “freedom 
of speech and academic freedom as they pertain to 
University practices.”14 In October 1975, following the 
ad hoc committee’s work, the Civil Liberties Board, a 
standing committee of the Senate Assembly, began 
“[t]he drafing of proposals and guidelines.”15 On 
February 25, 1976, the Civil Liberties Board had a 
draf “Statement on Freedom of Speech and Artistic 
Expression: Te Rights and Obligations of Speakers, 
Performers, Audience Members, and Protestors at the 
University of Michigan.”16 On March 15, 1976, the 
Faculty Senate unanimously adopted that Statement with 
revisions.17 Afer further revisions, the Statement was 
approved by SACUA on January 24, 1977, approved by 
President Robben Wright Fleming on January 26, 1977,18 

and, as noted above, approved by the Regents in October 
1977.19 Te October 1977 Statement served as the 
University’s free expression policy for nearly eleven years. 

At their July 1, 1988, formal meeting, the Regents 
adopted a new freedom of expression policy, one also 
drafed by the Civil Liberties Board. Tat policy is now 
enshrined in University Standard Practice Guide 601.01: 
Freedom of Speech and Artistic Expression20 and has been 
in efect for more than 36 years. It provides, in part: 

• “Expression of diverse points of view is of the highest 
importance, not only for those who espouse a cause or 
position and then defend it, but also for those who hear 
and pass judgment on that defense. Te belief that an 
opinion is pernicious, false, or in any other way detestable 
cannot be grounds for its suppression.” 

• “Within its lawful authority to do so, the University 
will protect the right of any member of the University 
community, or any invited speaker or artist, to speak 
or perform, and also will protect the rights of those 
members of the University community who wish to hear 
and communicate with an invited speaker or artist.” 

• “It is inconsistent with full respect for freedom of 
speech and expression–though itself a form of protected 
speech–for members of the University community to 
exert pressure to revoke an invitation for a speaker to 
appear at the University because of the potential for a 

violent reaction to the speech, or the threat of disruption 
of the speech, and such pressure should be resisted. 
Likewise, refusal to invite an individual to speak solely 
because his or her presence may invite violence and 
disruption is contrary to the intellectual ideals of the 
University.” 

• “Canceling, stopping an event, adjourning to another 
time or place, or allowing protracted interruption 
of a speech, meeting, or performance is inconsistent 
with full respect for the rights of free expression and 
communication of those present.” 

As should be clear from that excerpt, Standard Practice 
Guide 601.01: Freedom of Speech and Artistic Expression 
is a powerful statement of our values; and it builds on 
an important history of declarations and polices by and 
from the faculty and Regents afrming the importance 
of diversity of thought and freedom of expression. In 
February 2023, the time was ripe to consider whether 
we should clarify, reemphasize, or strengthen our stated 
commitment to these values. 

President Ono’s answer set us on the path to where 
we are today. President Ono told the Law faculty that he 
wanted the University to consider “craf[ing] a Michigan-
specifc policy that is even more speech protective.” Te 
next day, President Ono asked me to reach out to the 
faculty member who had posed the question, Professor 
Gabriel Mendlow, and shortly thereafer directed me 
to chair a faculty committee charged with drafing 
Michigan’s own statement. 

Our committee included Professors Mendlow, Michelle 
Adams, Kristina Daugirdas, Don Herzog, and Chandra 
Sripada, and we began work in April 2023. Troughout 
the spring and summer, our committee met frequently, 
debated the underlying issues, and exchanged and 
critiqued multiple drafs of a document that came to be 
titled the University of Michigan Principles on Diversity 
of Tought and Freedom of Expression. Te draf was 
shared with members of the University’s leadership team, 
deans, and other faculty and staf, and amended based 
on their advice. Te draf was amended further based on 
focused discussions with the Regents in July 2023. 

13 See Appendix A, Exhibit 2; Exhibit 3. 
14 See Appendix A, Exhibit 2. 
15 See Appendix A, Exhibit 5; see also Exhibit 4. 
16 See Appendix A, Exhibit 6. 
17 See Appendix A, Exhibit 7. 
18 See Appendix A, Exhibit 8. 
19 University of Michigan, supra note 11, at 926. 
20 SPG 601.01, Freedom of Speech and Artistic Expression, https://spg.umich. 

edu/policy/601.01. 
21 See Appendix A, Exhibit 9; see also DRAFT: University of Michigan Principles 
on Diversity of Tought and Freedom of Expression, Univ. Rec. (Oct. 19, 2023), 
https://record.umich.edu/articles/University-of-michigan-principles-on-
diversity-of-thought-and-freedom-of-expression/. 
22 Rick Fitzgerald, U-M Seeks Feedback on Principles in Support of Free Speech, 
Univ. Rec. (Oct. 19, 2023), https://record.umich.edu/articles/u-m-seeks-
feedback-on-principles-in-support-of-free-speech/. 

In October 2023, the University published a draf of the 
Principles21 and sought anonymous feedback from our 
community.22 Te Regents and the University’s leadership 
team reviewed the comments and edited the draf 
further.23 On January 16, 2024, at a special formal Regents 
meeting,24 the Board adopted the University of Michigan 
Principles on Diversity of Tought and Freedom of 
Expression.25 President Ono then charged me with 
chairing a faculty, staf, and student committee to provide 
guidance on three questions: (1) how is the University 
doing in terms of living up to the aspirations embodied 
in the Principles; (2) what can we do to get us closer to 
meeting those aspirations; and (3) should the University 
adopt some form of the University of Chicago’s Kalven 
Report, which establishes “[a] heavy presumption against 
the University . . . expressing opinions on the political and 
social issues of the day . . . .”26 

On March 24, 2024, the University announced the 
formation of a committee charged with answering those 
questions.27 Te Principles Committee, as it became 
known, has representatives from all three campuses 
and our academic medical center. It includes thirty-
two faculty members from twelve diferent schools 
and colleges; a librarian; seven staf members; and two 
students. 

Te Principles Committee met as a whole on March 
10, 2024, and the work continued thereafer at the 
subcommittee level. Professor Jenna Bednar chaired 
Subcommittee One, which assessed the current state 
of diversity of thought and freedom of expression at 
Michigan; Professor Mika LaVaque-Manty chaired 
Subcommittee Two, which examined ways in which 
the University can better meet the aspirations in the 
Principles; and Professor Kristina Daugirdas chaired 
Subcommittee Tree, which considered whether the 
University should adopt a version of the Kalven Report. 

Early into their work together, Subcommittee One 
members made an important decision about how best 
to answer the question before it. Given the goal for the 
Principles Committee to complete work by the start 
of the new academic year, there was not enough time 

for the University’s Survey Research Center to design 
and conduct a survey to assess the climate at Michigan 
for diversity of thought and freedom of expression. 
Subcommittee One decided instead to seek open-ended, 
qualitative feedback from our academic community. 
Tus, on May 28, 2024, the Principles Committee sent an 
email inviting faculty, students, staf, and alumni from all 
three campuses, our academic medical center, and other 
locations to ofer anonymous comments on six questions 
relating to diversity of thought and freedom of expression 
here.28 

Te Principles Committee received comments from 
4,133 respondents, including 584 undergraduates, 545 
graduate students, 887 faculty members, 2,066 staf, 725 
alumni, and 36 retirees.29 Te comments were read by at 
least two members of each subcommittee. I read all the 
comments and can share that they demonstrated that 
our community took the questions seriously and ofered 
deeply thoughtful, strong, and sometimes anger-flled 
perspectives. Te comments are inspired, inspiring, 
challenging, and cause for both hope and concern. 
Appendix B contains a sample of comments that refect 
diverse views held by people across the full scope of roles 
and afliations, including many comments that are deeply 
critical of the University. 

Te subcommittees worked extraordinarily hard 
throughout the summer, with in-person and online 
meetings and conversations; correspondence among 
and between subcommittee members; and drafing, 
discussion, debate, editing, and redrafing.30 Te 
subcommittees submitted their reports in August. 
Each of the three subcommittee reports is the product 
of deliberation, compromise, and consensus among 
subcommittee members, including agreements to 
disagree. 

Te three Principles Subcommittee reports are 
presented in full in Part II. Tey are summarized below 
but must be read in their entirety to do them justice. 

23 Te fnal version of the Principles refects important feedback from the 
community. See Appendix A, Exhibit 10. 
24 Regents’ Special Meeting (Jan. 16, 2024), https://regents.umich.edu/fles/ 
meetings/02-24/2024-02-I-2.pdf. 
25 Principles on Diversity of Tought and Freedom of Expression (Jan. 16, 
2024), https://regents.umich.edu/fles/meetings/01-24/2024-01-X-1.pdf. 
26 Santa Ono, President, Univ. of Michigan, Statement at January 2024 Board of 
Regents (Jan. 16, 2024), https://president.umich.edu/news-communications/ 

statements/statement-at-january-2024-board-of-regents/. 
27 Don Jordan, https://record.umich.edu/articles/committee-to-advise-on-
diversity-of-thought-free-expression/. 
28 See Appendix A, Exhibit 12. 
29 See Appendix A, Exhibit 11. 
30 Subcommittee One met twelve times; Subcommittee Two met eight times; 
and Subcommittee Tree met twelve times. 
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Te Principles Committee members have done a 
tremendous service for the University of Michigan. Tey 
dedicated hundreds of hours over the last fve months to 
answer difcult questions implicating some of the most 
challenging and controversial topics in academia and 
our nation. Tey shared their difering backgrounds, 
expertise, experiences, and viewpoints in the type 
of constructive dialogue and debate that refects our 
academic community at its very best. Tey made space 
for conficting opinions; they listened critically and self 
critically; and they exchanged ideas and questioned 
assumptions. In other words, they embodied the values 
and aspirations in the Principles on Diversity of Tought 
and Freedom of Expression. We all owe them a profound 
debt of gratitude. 

Tere is much work to be done. But the University 
should be proud that, through a collaborative process, it 
has sought out and been deeply infuenced by the views 
of our academic community; it has taken a critical look at 
its own strengths and weaknesses and demonstrated the 
courage to reveal our community’s candid concerns and 
critiques; and it now has before it nuanced, thoughtful 
ideas for the future. 

Tis report is sure to generate debate and disagreement. 
Tank goodness for both. 

Timothy G. Lynch 
Vice President and General Counsel 
September 17, 2024 

Summary of the Subcommittee Findings 
and Recommendations 

Subcommittee I 
“Subcommittee One was charged with assessing the 

degree to which [the] University of Michigan is living up 
to the Principles on Diversity of Tought and Freedom of 
Expression.”31 

Subcommittee One’s report draws on and gives primary 
voice to the perspectives of the more than 4,000 people 
who responded to the Principles Committee’s request for 
comments. 

Given the timing of the request for comments,32 and 
events (most ofen) on the Ann Arbor campus in the 
months afer the October 7, 2023, Hamas attack on Israel, 
many comments concerned the University’s responses 
to protests. A large number of commenters strongly 
objected to the University’s decisions to take down 
the encampment on the Diag; block a Central Student 
Government vote on two referenda regarding the Israel-
Hamas war; and propose a draf disruptive activity 
policy. In the view of one commenter, “[t]he Principles 
on Diversity of Tought and Freedom of Expression . . . 
is entirely hypocritical. Te University claims to provide 
avenues for free speech, but regularly restricts the right to 
speak.”33 

Yet, as Subcommittee One also found, “some Jewish 
members of the UM community feared going to 

campus, experienced a menacing atmosphere around 
the encampments, perceived some of the pro-Palestinian 
speech to be antisemitic, and experienced censorship 
against their own views.”34 Moreover, some “Jewish 
students objected” to what they perceived as a “lack of 
constructive dialogue coming from the pro-Palestinian 
side, and from UM more generally.”35 Similarly, another 
commenter, a faculty member, bemoaned a lack of 
constructive dialogue, particularly given the “complexities 
and nuances of this ongoing tragedy.”36 

Te comments reviewed by Subcommittee One 
refected diverse views on a wide range of other topics. 
Subcommittee One found a “complex picture”37 on how 
our community views the environment for diversity of 
thought and freedom of expression here: 

• “Evidence shows diversity of thought is lacking, as 
most respondents agree that liberal or progressive voices 
dominate the conversation. Defciencies in constructive 
disagreement are compounded by social pressure that 
silences people who disagree with prevailing perspectives. 
Individuals holding conservative, libertarian, and 
traditional Christian views report signifcant pressure to 
self-censor.”38 

• “Both conservatives and liberals worried that the 
climate of opinion at UM was overwhelmingly liberal or 
progressive. Conservatives felt that many people at the 
University presumed that lef-wing views were correct, 
that everyone agreed with them, that there was nothing 
to be said in favor of conservative views, or perhaps that 
most others were oblivious of conservative views.”39 

• “Conservatives also mentioned a common assumption 
that all conservatives agree on certain hot-button issues,” 
and “[s]ome self-identifed liberals or progressives 
worried that their lack of exposure to conservative views 
made their own thoughts weaker.”40 

Tese types of concerns cut across all roles at the 
University: “Students fear hostility from peers and 
sometimes bad grades from faculty. Faculty members 
fear ‘cancellation’ by their students and sometimes by 
colleagues, unit heads, and higher administrators. Staf 
fear retaliation from supervisors and ostracism for 
expressing dissenting views.”41 

Some members of the University “objected to 
UM’s DEI initiatives as enforcing an ideological 
orthodoxy, contrary to its commitment to freedom 
of expression. Tey objected to any requirements to 
avow commitment to DEI–for example, in required 

DEI statements for job or admissions applications and 
staf evaluations.”42 “Other[s] understood diversity of 
thought in terms of representation of a full range of 
human experiences . . . [and] view[ed] DEI initiatives as 
contributing to this value.”43 One commenter ofered that 
as a “DEI implementation lead . . . the time I spent in that 
particular community . . . [was] an inspiring example of 
what a ‘constructive climate for diversity of thought’ could 
look like.”44 

Subcommittee One’s Report closes on an important 
note: 

• “[T]he search for knowledge requires humility. It means 
recognizing the limits of our current understanding, both 
individually and as a human collective. It means listening 
to those who challenge assumptions, and understanding 
that those who challenge us have the power to shake 
us free from preconceptions, force us to reexamine our 
sometimes-faulty thinking and give us a greater chance of 
making new discoveries.”45 

Subcommittee II 
Subcommittee Two was asked “whether the University 

of Michigan should do better in terms of diversity of 
thought and freedom of expression, given the recently 
afrmed principles, and, if so, how.”46 

Subcommittee Two recognized that “[a]t a general 
level, the answers to both questions are easy: even the 
best institutions fall short of their ideals, especially when 
the ideals are as ambitious as the Statement of Principles. 
Tus we should do better. And, we believe, we can.”47 

Yet the questions are difcult because there are at least 
as many ideas for increasing diversity of thought and 
protecting freedom of expression as there are members of 
the entire Principles Committee. 

Subcommittee Two itself exemplifed diversity of 
thought. For example, Subcommittee Two members had 
divergent views on whether active steps should be taken 
to broaden the range of perspectives in the faculty ranks 
(and, if so, how): 

• “[O]ne of the perspectives that is likely missing is what 
might broadly be considered conservative. Committee 
members difer on what this missing perspective 
means, how it might be remedied, or whether it is a 
problem to remedy in the frst place. Some members 
of the committee believe that increasing faculty who 
themselves espouse a range of conservative views would 
increase such voices being heard in our community. 
Some members believe this would be appropriate, even 

31 See infra p. 14. 
32 Te request for comments opened within days of the University’s removal of 
the encampment on the Diag. 
33 See infra p. 25. 
34 See infra p. 24. 

35 See infra p. 18. 
36 See infra p. 18. 
37 See infra p. 14. 
38 See infra p. 14. 
39 See infra p. 39. 

40 See infra p. 16. 
41 See infra p. 19. 
42 See infra p. 22. 
43 See infra p. 23. 

44 See infra p. 23. 
45 See infra p. 29. 
46 See infra p. 30. 
47 See infra p. 30. 
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important, in felds where increasing people espousing 
such political views might be relevant and complement 
scholarship in those felds. Some committee members 
strongly object to hiring on the basis of any kind of 
ideological orientation.”48 

Subcommittee Two agreed that “at the moment of 
local, national, and even international polarization, many 
discussions are unidimensional, even binary: in political 
discussions, there are just ‘lef’ and ‘right,’ ‘progressives’ 
and ‘conservatives,’ ‘us’ and ‘them.’”49 Subcommittee Two 
rejects that view: 

“Polarizing trends increase the idea that there are 
only two sides; we argue that the key is to foster a 
plurality of views, give more visible recognition to the 
multidimensional nature of political and ideological 
perspectives, abandon false dichotomies, and 
acknowledge the plasticity of terms like ‘conservative,’ 
‘liberal,’ as well as the variance in the concomitant 
political positions of each over time.”50 

Subcommittee Two highlights several key underlying, 
essential principles: 

• “Charity, humility, and respect are the guardrails of 
pluralist conversations. Well-intentioned people make 
mistakes.”51 

• “It is entirely reasonable to expect members of the 
University community to abide by norms of civility, 
respect free expression, and be broadly supportive of the 
University’s fundamental missions. But a bright line can 
and must be drawn between promoting the norms of 
civility and pluralism and asking employees – both faculty 
and staf – for pledges of fealty to specifc ideologies 
or endorsements of worldviews, political projects, 
philosophies, contested solutions to pressing problems. 
A central premise of pluralism is that thoughtful people 
can disagree, and the University should take great care 
in avoiding a culture where people feel they cannot 
disagree.”52 

• “In terms of research: ‘Te University should be a place 
to think seriously about the unthinkable.’ Te University 
is a place where all ideas get a fair hearing and serious 
scrutiny. Tese ideas may be currently unpopular, 
historically marginalized, or even silenced. Tey may also 
be ideas never yet thought elsewhere.”53 

• “In terms of teaching: ‘Te University should be a place 
that opens minds.’”54 

Subcommittee Two recommends a campus-wide 
“Pluralism Initiative” to “bring together units from across 
the three campuses to promote a diversity of perspectives, 
prepare a diverse body of students, faculty, and staf 
to enter our pluralist community, to promote models 
for civil discourse and collaboration across diferent 
viewpoints, and to evaluate the campus climate regularly 
for its inclusion of diferent voices.”55 

Subcommittee Two also ofers a number of potential 
ideas to support pluralism: 

• “. . . including a new essay in the U-M essay section, 
asking [applicants] to write about how they would engage 
people and ideas they disagree with.”56 

• Adding a “University-wide requirement for all new 
students to take a course on themes around freedom 
of expression, diversity of thought, and dialogue across 
diferences could create a better understanding of the 
issues, the rules and norms governing our community, 
and thus prepare students to be engaged and thoughtful 
members of the community.”57 

• “Creat[ing] a freestanding regular (e.g., biannual) 
freedom of expression and diversity of thought 
climate survey for all three campuses, to be conducted 
by University experts (e.g., the Institute for Social 
Research).”58 

• “[T]he Center for Research on Learning and Teaching, 
in coordination with the proposed Pluralism Initiative, 
[should] increase its programming around freedom of 
expression and diversity of thought.”59 

• “[T]he University [should] support team-based 
teaching explicitly across diferent viewpoints.”60 

• “An annual lecture recognizing and celebrating a 
person, whether academic or not, who exemplifes work 
across diference.”61 

• “A manuscript prize open to authors outside the 
University comprising a cash award and a publication 
contract from the University’s press.”62 

• “A public dialogue across diference . . . to model a 
conversation, not a debate, across a topic on which the 
participants disagree.”63 

Subcommittee III 
Subcommittee Tree was asked to consider “[w]hether 

the University should adopt some form of the University 
of Chicago’s Kalven Principles, which establish ‘[a] 
heavy presumption against the University . . . expressing 
opinions on the political and social issues of the day.’”64 

Subcommittee Tree answered “in the afrmative.”65 

“Te University of Michigan should adopt the Kalven 
Report’s heavy presumption against institutional 
statements on political and social issues of the day 
because it will advance the University’s mission and 
protect its longstanding commitment to diversity of 
thought and freedom of expression.[66] Te University’s 
status as a public institution and its commitment to 
developing leaders and citizens only strengthen the case 
for avoiding institutional statements on political and 
social issues.”67 

In the view of Subcommittee Tree, “universities must 
refrain from taking institutional positions on contested 
political and social issues of the day. Te critics—the 
‘instrument[s] of dissent,’ in the [Kalven] report’s terms— 
are the individual members of the academic community. 
Te University must make way for their voices.”68 

Subcommittee Tree highlighted some of the problems 
with institutional statements, including: 

“[A]s our political and social climate has grown 
fractious in recent decades, it has become increasingly 
common for University leaders or departments to 
issue statements on social and political developments. 
Tese institutional statements might condemn a new 
development, express solidarity with those afected by 
it, or advocate for a specifc policy. 

University leaders have issued these statements 
for a variety of reasons—to afrm core values, show 
compassion, or reinforce a sense of community. 
Sometimes leaders acquiesce to pressure from students 
and others who believe that they can advance a cause 
by getting powerful institutions to afrm their views. 

Such institutional statements disserve the 
University’s mission. Tey undermine our 
commitment to open inquiry by suggesting that those 
who disagree are unwelcome. Tey cause would-be 
dissenters to worry that voicing disagreement may 
jeopardize admission, grades, or advancement. Tis 
risk is especially acute for statements issued by or on 
behalf of departments or other units that make up the 
University because of the closer connections among 
the individuals within those units.”69 

Subcommittee Tree recommends that the principle of 
institutional neutrality apply broadly, including to “the 
president, members of the president’s leadership team, 
deans, center directors, department chairs, and any others 
authorized to speak for an academic unit.”70 

Subcommittee Tree notes that its “recommendation 
does not preclude speech by University leaders on 
matters of internal governance, that is, on policies and 
decisions related to running the University. Nor does our 
recommendation preclude speech by University leaders 
in their individual capacities rather than on behalf of the 
institution.”71 

Finally, Subcommittee Tree addresses a prominent 
argument against institutional neutrality: 

“Some have argued against institutional neutrality 
on the ground that neutrality is neither possible nor 
desirable. Tey ofen quote Bishop Desmond Tutu, who 
insisted: ‘If you are neutral in a situation of injustice, you 
have chosen the side of the oppressor.’[72] We submit 
that there is more than one way to fght oppression and 
other societal ills. Te contribution that universities 
can make is both critical and distinctive—but it is also 
necessarily indirect. Universities combat oppression 
through teaching, learning, inquiry, and debate about the 
foundations of injustice, its consequences, and what it 
would take to rectify them.”73 

48 See infra p. 34. 
49 See infra p. 33. 
50 See infra p. 33. 
51 See infra p. 33. 
52 See infra p. 33. 
53 See infra p. 32. 
54 See infra p. 32. 
55 See infra p. 34. 
56 See infra p. 35. 

57 See infra p. 35. 
58 See infra p. 36. 
59 See infra p. 37. 
60 See infra p. 37. 
61 See infra p. 38. 
62 See infra p. 38. 
63 See infra p. 38. 
64 See infra p. 40, (quoting Ofce of the President, University of Michigan, 
Statement at January 2024 Board of Regents (January 16, 2024), at https:// 

president.umich.edu/news-communications/statements/statement-at-january-
2024-board-of-regents/). Te full text of the Kalven Report is available at 
https://provost.uchicago.edu/reports/report-Universitys-role-political-and-
social-action. 
65 See infra See infra p. 40. 
66 “One subcommittee member endorses the recommendation (that there be a 
heavy presumption against the University expressing opinions on the political 
and social issues of the day and that University leaders should seek other means 
to engage with the community), but is not prepared at this time to endorse the 

more general concept of institutional neutrality or its rationale.
67 See infra p. 40. 
68 See infra p. 41. 
69 See infra p. 42. 
70 See infra p. 43. 
71 See infra p. 43. 
72 See, e.g., E.J. Dionne, South African Prelate Brings Message to City, N.Y. 
Times (Dec. 11, 1983). 
73 See infra p. 42. 
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Subcommittee I 
“In a University, a public space, people have the right 

to speak, the right to protest,” said John Lewis, the civil 
rights leader and American politician, in 2017 address1 

at the University of Michigan. “Dr. King said from time 
to time that the time is always right to do right. So I 
would advise the students and the University community, 
whatever you do, do it in an orderly, peaceful, nonviolent 
fashion. Listen. Te University is supposed to be a place of 
learning, debating. Never try to silence someone.”2 

1 Our Charge and Assessment 

Subcommittee One was charged with assessing the 
degree to which the University of Michigan is living up 
to the Principles on Diversity of Tought and Freedom 
of Expression. We embarked upon this work with the 
aim of supporting Subcommittee Two in their task of 
determining how the University community can do better 
and supporting Subcommittee Tree in their charge of 
determining whether the University should adopt a policy 
of institutional neutrality. Te challenges we raise for UM 
policymakers to address are underlined in this report, in 
the context in which they arose for us. 

Overall, we found a complex picture of free speech, 
expression and diversity of thought on campus. Evidence 

shows diversity of thought is lacking, as most respondents 
agree that liberal or progressive voices dominate the 
conversation. Defciencies in constructive disagreement 
are compounded by social pressure that silences people 
who disagree with prevailing perspectives. Individuals 
holding conservative, libertarian and traditional Christian 
views report signifcant pressure to self-censor. 

Te Israel-Hamas war has heightened tensions and 
raised the stakes. We heard from several Jewish students 
who objected to the lack of constructive dialogue coming 
from the pro-Palestinian side and expressed safety 
concerns regarding growing antisemitism. At the same 
time, several respondents expressed frustration that 
demands for divestment from companies linked to Israel 
weren’t given adequate consideration afer the Board of 
Regents declined to do so in March of 2024. 

Many members of the UM community ofered 
thoughtful recommendations on how the climate 
for freedom of expression, diversity of thought and 
constructive disagreement can be improved. By far the 
leading themes emerging from their recommendations 
is that UM needs to represent a wider diversity of 
ideas and better model and teach skills of constructive 
disagreement. 

1 John Lewis, Address at the Penny Stamps Distinguished Speaker Series: 
Confict and Peace Initiative at the University of Michigan’s International 
Institute, the King-Chavez-Parks Visiting Professors Program, and Detroit 

Public Television (DPTV) (Nov. 27, 2017). Available at https://www.youtube. 
com/watch?v=ri1zSBZdfE&t=1s 
2 Id. 

2 Process 

Our subcommittee met every two weeks from March to 
August 2024. We discussed what evidence would be most 
useful to gather to assess how well UM upholds the values 
of freedom of expression and diversity of thought. We 
quickly determined that we would most like to hear from 
our community. 

We recognized several challenges in the process of 
gathering information from students, faculty, and staf on 
our three campuses as well as in the academic medical 
center. Given the short timeframe, we could not hold 
focus groups or other forms of face-to-face deliberative 
input. We also did not have the time to commission a 
professional survey organization like the Survey Research 
Center at the Institute for Social Research, which would 
have allowed us to reach a representative sample of our 
population. 

Quantitative data regarding our points of concern are 
infeasible to acquire. In a University of our size, with 
millions of discussions taking place on campus every year, 
it is impossible to get a comprehensive list of instances 
of “cancellation,” of experienced barriers to freedom of 
expression, or to get any sense of the ratios of impeded or 
unconstructive to total discussions. Te committee was 
also not able to identify systematic and objective ways to 
measure and quantify diversity of ideas at UM. 

More importantly, we recognize that what qualifes as 
“controversial or unsettled matters” can be subjective, 
difcult, or painful, leading to wide disagreement on what 
constitutes “constructive disagreement.” 

For these reasons, we thought reporting widely held 
perceptions was the better way to go and we decided to 
focus on gathering qualitative information as a way to 
understand the various ways in which UM is living up 
to or failing to live up to our principles. We also wanted 
to gather individuals’ narratives of how our practices 
regarding speech are going, for better or worse, to clarify 
our own understanding of the shape and scope of the 
Principles, as well as to consider the disagreements 
within our community of what counts as a violation or 
fulfllment of our Principles. 

We also referred to external data sources. See Appendix 
A, Exhibit 13. 

2.1 Working Defnitions 

In designing the request for community input we 
needed to defne our terms. Here we describe our working 
defnitions and then the instrument itself. 

We understand freedom of expression to refer to the 
ability of community members to voice their views 
without inappropriate constraints. Vertical constraints 
are imposed by formal University policies or ofcial 
actions. Horizontal constraints arise from informal 
social pressures. UM is legally restricted from imposing 
many vertical constraints by the First Amendment to 
the U.S. Constitution. Horizontal constraints arise from 
the culture and need to be addressed mainly by adopting 
practices to shif the UM community’s informal norms 
and habits regarding freedom of expression. 

We understand diversity of thought to include two 
aspects. Diversity of ideas pertains to the presentation 
of multiple perspectives on controversial or unsettled 
issues. A University afrms diversity of ideas when, on 
controversial or unsettled matters–especially those of 
moral, social, or political signifcance–the University 
strives to have a variety of meaningfully diferent 
perspectives and arguments represented. Constructive 
disagreement refers to an environment in which there 
is substantive engagement with ideas and arguments, 
without personal attacks, interference with others’ rights 
to freedom of expression and to hear what others are 
saying, or other kinds of inappropriate pressure to adopt 
a particular view. Substantive and civil discussion is 
particularly important across political divisions. 

2.2 Community Input 

Te most important and extensive information we 
gathered was qualitative feedback from members of 
the UM community. We invited students, faculty, staf, 
and alumni from our three main campuses, Michigan 
Medicine, and other locations (e.g., the Biological Station) 
to report their experiences and impressions of (1a) 
barriers to freedom of expression at UM; (1b) settings or 
cases of a constructive climate for freedom of expression; 
(2a) cases where diversity of thought is lacking at UM; 
(2b) examples of a constructive climate for diversity of 
thought at UM; (3) their opinions on whether UM should 
adopt a principle of institutional neutrality; and (4) their 
ideas for supporting freedom of speech and diversity 
of thought at UM. (Appendix A contains the complete 
wording of our invitation for feedback.) We emailed our 
invitation to all students, faculty, and staf with an active 
UM account at all UM locations, notifying them that 
their electronic responses would be kept confdential 
to the extent permitted by law, and in this report, we 
have removed any identifying information to preserve 
anonymity. From May 24 to June 30, we received 4133 
responses: 584 (12%) from undergraduates, 545 (11%) 
from graduate students, 887 (18%) from faculty, 2066 
(43%) from staf, 725 (15%) from alumni with an active 
UM account, and 36 (1%) from retirees. Tere were 3265 
respondents from the Ann Arbor campus (79%), 483 
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(12%) from Michigan Medicine, 176 (4%) from Flint, 173 
(4%) from Dearborn, and 35 (1%) from other locations. A 
number of respondents fall into more than one category 
and were invited to indicate all forms of their relationship 
with the University, such as being both alumni and staf. 
Some entries were blank. Every entry was read by at least 
two committee members. 

We analyzed responses on two dimensions: (1) how 
the respondent understood the principles of freedom 
of expression and diversity of thought, particularly as 
applied to UM’s internal afairs; and (2) how well the 
respondent thought UM was exemplifying or failing to 
live up to these principles as they understood them. 

3 How the U. Michigan Community Sees 
Barriers to Diversity of Thought and 
Freedom of Expression 

3.1 Lack of Diversity of Thought on Campus, 
Especially in Classrooms 

Voices of the community 
Some respondents understood diversity of thought 

in terms of campus representation of views along 
an ideological spectrum. Diversity is lacking when 
represented views are overwhelmingly on one side of 
the spectrum. By far, most complaints about failures 
of diversity of thought at UM refected this ideological 
spectrum view. 

Both conservatives and liberals worried that the 
climate of opinion at UM was overwhelmingly liberal or 
progressive. Conservatives felt that many people at the 
University presumed that lef-wing views were correct, 
that everyone agreed with them, that there was nothing 
to be said in favor of conservative views, or perhaps that 
most others were oblivious of conservative views. 

Respondent 3234 [Staf, Michigan Medicine] stated: 
“During residency lectures, it is assumed that all 
residents are liberals and therefore everyone has the 
same viewpoints on topics such as abortion, trans 
athletes, and referring to mothers as ‘birthing peoples.’ 
Since the assumption is that everyone thinks the same, 
why would other opinions be sought? It’s also at the 
point where I feel I cannot express diferent opinions 
or I would lose the respect of my colleagues.” 

Conservatives also mentioned a common assumption 
that all conservatives agree on certain hot-button issues. 

Respondent 3335 [Faculty, Ann Arbor] said: “I think 
that there is informal pressure to not express positions 
that are too conservative. . . . Tere is also a tendency 
to group ‘conservative’ issues into a single category and 
expect a single opinion. I received a survey once that 

said ‘what is your opinion on abortion, gun control, 
and afrmative action?’ Tere was only one response 
scale given! So, since my opinion is against, for, and 
undecided, what answer was I supposed to give?” 

Some self-identifed liberals or progressives worried 
that their lack of exposure to conservative views made 
their own thoughts weaker. 

Respondent 2160 [Faculty, Ann Arbor] said: “It seems 
our community is becoming more and more politically 
homogeneous, favoring liberal/lef viewpoints (which 
is admittedly my own view!). While there seem to be 
countless opportunities to learn about topics from 
liberal/lef viewpoints, I’ve seen very few opportunities 
to engage seriously with conservative ideas and/or 
critically examine ideas promoted on the political lef. 
I worry this leaves me with serious blind spots.” 

Many respondents were particularly concerned about 
the lack of diversity of thought in syllabi and class 
discussion. 

Respondent 128 [Faculty, Ann Arbor] was “horrifed” 
by a demand to revise their syllabus for R&E [Race and 
Ethnicity] certifcation in ways that were “indicative 
of a lethal combination of pedagogical ignorance and 
self-righteousness.” 

Respondent 409 [Undergraduate, Ann Arbor]: “Tere 
are also professors that make blanket and sweeping 
statements of opinions, trying to disguise them as 
facts (sometimes those statements are straight up false, 
e.g. one instance when an Arab-American Studies 
professor blatantly said that the US is not a democracy 
with nothing to back up their statement). Tose who 
are very obviously opinionated also make it very 
uncomfortable for students to speak up (e.g. how can I 
feel comfortable responding afer such a statement?).” 

Several respondents objected to the lef-leaning 
tilt of “mandatory” [i.e., recommended by higher 
administration] language on syllabi. 

Respondent 3584 [Faculty, Staf, Ann Arbor] expressed 
the belief that “mandatory” syllabus language 
illustrated how the “victim mentality permeates 
everything.” 

However, some respondents objected to the idea that 
lack of viewpoint diversity was a problem in itself. 

Respondent 3154 [Faculty, Ann Arbor] said their 
course syllabi focus on lef-leaning content: “My own 
course syllabus doesn’t contain much diversity of 
thought. I draw on thinkers from the center and the 
lef primarily; I don’t look for folks who think about 

community building, economics, justice, etc. from the 
right, justifying my approach by fguring ‘the devil 
doesn’t need an advocate.’” 

Respondent 3960 [Faculty, Ann Arbor]: “[T]o say 
that ‘diversity of thought’ is lacking in syllabi calls 
into question the academic freedom of faculty and is 
a chilling suggestion. . . . Tere cannot be free speech 
for a range of opinions if outside arbitrators who are 
not even experts on said topics are asked to weigh in 
on ‘diversity of viewpoints’ on syllabi. Tis is what is 
going on in states trying to rid education of truthful 
information about the history of racism.” 

Some respondents understood diversity of thought 
in terms of representation of a full range of human 
experiences. Some of these respondents commended the 
syllabi they encountered for incorporating diversity of 
experiences. Others held that such diversity was defcient 
in some courses. 

Respondent 3795 [Faculty, Ann Arbor] wrote: “So 
many syllabi still only feature white, cisgender, … non-
disabled, heterosexual authors (and in most felds, they 
are also men).” 

Some respondents singled out other elements of 
curricular and course design for narrowing diversity 
of experiences–for example, the lack of attention to 
accessibility (e.g. Respondent 293 [Staf, Ann Arbor]). 

Challenge for UM 
Tis is only a small sample of respondents’ concerns 

about the lack of diversity of thought at UM in both 
senses of this value. Yet these concerns must be balanced 
with concerns about academic freedom. UM will need 
to consider how any policies it adopts for increasing 
diversity of thought in courses and curricula are 
compatible with respecting the academic freedom of 
faculty members to design their courses. 

3.2 Failures of Constructive Disagreement 

Voices of the community 
For the most part, feedback from the community 

suggests that defciencies in constructive disagreement 
arise from either the lack of representation of 
disagreement in the curriculum and campus more 
generally, or barriers to freedom of expression 
experienced by people who disagree with prevailing 
views. Hence, many individuals who express concerns 
about the climate of opinion at UM don’t even get to 
the point of experiencing expressed but unconstructive 
disagreement. Tey experience homogeneity of opinion 
and presumptions that only one point of view is correct. 

Respondent 3344 [Graduate student, Ann Arbor], 
said: “It’s just automatically assumed that everyone has 
the same political ideas and it creates an environment 
where it’s very awkward and professionally/socially 
deleterious to stand out and say ‘actually, no, I don’t 
believe what you assume I believe.’ We’re also ofen 
forced to wear symbols that clearly imply certain 
political views, e.g. pronoun pins. I think the biggest 
problem is that it’s taken for granted that X political 
position is obviously right and shared by everyone, 
which is a more covert way of controlling speech and 
antagonizing/isolating people who don’t share the 
dominant views.” 

Although the sheer absence of expressed disagreement 
was a common complaint, respondents also sometimes 
observed that disagreement at UM was met or pre-
empted by ridicule and vilifcation. When students were 
viewed as posing barriers to free expression and diversity 
of thought, this was most ofen through informal peer 
pressure, ridicule, and the possibility of “cancellation” 
through mass backlash. 

Respondent 3325 [Graduate student, Ann Arbor] said: 
“During my frst semester on campus in fall 2020. . . 
. [m]any individuals including faculty and staf made 
strong claims about conservatives. Even during general 
meetings, some people seem to assume that everyone 
on the campus shares their political beliefs. I identify 
as a liberal politically, but I do not feel comfortable 
to share any political statements. During meetings, 
professors and other faculty have made comments 
that vilify other conservatives and portray them as 
ignorant. I do not feel comfortable to speak more 
critically in this situation. . . .” 

Some respondents say that the presumption that only 
lef-wing views are correct, and the fear of recrimination 
for expressing disagreement, have seriously undermined 
UM’s teaching mission. 

Respondent 361 [Faculty, Ann Arbor]: “It is assumed 
in faculty meetings, in classrooms, and on campus that 
one holds a liberal viewpoint. . . . Denigrating political 
candidates and viewpoints that are viewed as right 
of center is commonplace . . . . Being in the health 
sciences, even topics that have nothing to do with 
politics on the surface have become taboo. I was called 
a racist in teaching feedback for suggesting that BMI 
was associated with poor health outcomes. I have been 
incrementally removing foundational content from 
courses so as not to agitate students and potentially 
face questions from administration.” 
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Respondent 454 [Graduate student, Ann Arbor]: “You 
are with the majority or you keep your mouth shut. 
. . . [U]nless it’s extreme liberalism, no one at U of 
M wants to hear it (and I am very liberal). I had an 
MSW professor make a comment recently that was 
something to the efect of, ‘well, don’t get me started 
on my thoughts on religions.’ . . . To just assume that 
everyone in the room feels the same way is not right. 
. . . I agree that white privilege exists and that I, as a 
cis-gender, heterosexual white female have had more 
access than my peers and that is not right, but literally 
every week in social work classes that’s the majority of 
what we talk about. . . . But . . . when do I learn how 
to be an actual social worker??? All I’ve learned about 
in 6 months is about racism and that I have had more 
privilege than I deserve. I have been made to feel less 
than (some might argue rightfully so, but am I not 
a human, too?). I have learned no skills in how to 
actually run social work sessions or help people.” 

Another area in which respondents identifed failures of 
constructive disagreement concerns the Israel-Palestine 
confict. Several pro-Palestinian respondents expressed 
frustration that Regents had (allegedly) mocked them. 

For example, Respondent 315 [Staf, Dearborn] cited 
“[w]hen the board of regents . . . mocks student 
protestors” as an instance where diversity of thought is 
lacking. 

Several Jewish students objected to the lack of 
constructive dialogue coming from the pro-Palestinian 
side, and from UM more generally. Tey expressed 
concerns for growing antisemitism on campus. 

For example, Respondent 208 [Undergraduate, Ann 
Arbor] said: “I hear students calling Israelis subhuman, 
saying they deserve to die, professors calling Jews 
oppressors and Jews are committing a genocide. . . . 
Te only places I have ever felt listened to was Hillel 
and Chabad. I’m dreading returning back to Michigan 
next semester. . . . Literally your students are aggressive 
asf and as soon as they learn that I am Israeli or a 
Zionist, they refuse to talk to me. I want to talk to 
muslims. I want to talk to palestinians. . . . But your 
students shun me. they ostracize me. . . . What the hell 
am I supposed to do with students who treat me like 
garbage because of my country of origin? How am I 
ever supposed to have a constructive conversation with 
people who don’t want to have one?” 

Others objected that pro-Palestinian activists prevented 
constructive disagreement by driving out attempts to 
recognize complexity and nuance. 

For example, Respondent 283 [Faculty, Ann Arbor] 
said: “I defnitely see instances where anyone who 
is not fully on board with the activism of the day 
may be ostracized or otherwise made to feel like 
they aren’t welcome–or at least their opinions 
aren’t welcome. Many on campus, for example, feel 
compassion for what is going on between Israel and 
Palestine, and many of us realize that the issue is not 
as straightforward, simple, and one-sided as those 
who were most vocal/activist purported. Yet because 
we weren’t screaming and camping out on the quad, 
the views of many went unheard, making me feel like 
UM’s outwardly face was the oversimplifed version 
that seemed antisemitic and one-sided, when reality is 
that many (most?) of us understand the complexities 
and nuances of this ongoing tragedy.” 

Yet many respondents perceived the encampments as 
an exemplary setting for constructive disagreement: 

Respondent 186 [Undergraduate, Ann Arbor]: “Te 
most inclusive environment I’ve seen on campus was 
the encampment, which the administration decided 
to have torn down. Te students and staf there were 
more than willing to listen to anyone—even the pro-
genocide group that hung around the edges daily.” 

Respondent 585 [Graduate Student, Ann Arbor]: “Te 
most constructive climate for freedom of expression I 
have seen at the University of Michigan was the pro-
Gaza encampment that was brutally raided by police 
with University support. As a Jew, I felt that the people 
at the encampment were ofen open to hearing Jewish 
perspectives so long as they were not shared with 
the intention of provocation. My opinions on Israel-
Palestine do not ft neatly into those of the organizers 
but I still felt it was a welcoming environment and an 
encouraging sign of democratic, grassroots resistance 
to University inaction.” 

Challenges for UM 
Members of the UM community identify failures of 

constructive disagreement at both a general cultural 
level and as arising in the form of highly focused and 
polarized crises. UM needs (1) to better model and teach 
constructive disagreement across campus as a general 
matter and (2) to scale up eforts to promote constructive 
ways of disagreeing over specifc highly polarized issues, 
especially when they have reached a crisis point on 
campus. 

3.3 Social Pressure, Self-Censorship, and 
Challenges in Voicing Diverse Viewpoints 

Voices of the community 
Many respondents report feeling pressured to conform 

to certain viewpoints and staying silent to avoid negative 
reactions from others. Students fear hostility from peers 
and sometimes bad grades from faculty. Faculty members 
fear “cancellation” by their students and sometimes 
by colleagues, unit heads, and higher administrators. 
Staf fear retaliation from supervisors and ostracism for 
expressing dissenting views. (Note that some of these 
cases cross the line from horizontal to vertical barriers 
to free expression, as noted above, in Section 3.1.). Some 
respondents blame the administration for setting a bad 
example in its one-sided communication. 

Te most common type of speech for which 
respondents experienced obstructions or the need 
for self-censorship was conservative, libertarian, and 
traditional Christian views. Some respondents even 
experienced pressure against views that were only 
modestly to the right of the most lef-wing views. For 
example: 

Respondent 302 [Faculty, Ann Arbor]: “Faculty 
certainly self-censor themselves a lot. One is afraid 
that student and sometimes faculty activists would 
bring forth accusations of racism, sexism, ableism and 
whatnot over minor or more likely non-existent issues, 
and that the administration would either do nothing 
to protect and ensure the due process, or would even 
join in the condemnation of the accused. Te case of 
Bright Sheng a couple of years ago is a good example 
how fast and badly things can develop. From my own 
classroom experience, and from colleagues, I know 
that self-policing in classrooms reached its high peaks 
in 2020-2021, when people would walk on eggshells 
for fear that someone decides to be ofended and raises 
hell. I am not even talking about ‘expressing opinions’ 
in class, which is indeed a subtle and difcult issue, but 
just about censoring words (for example colors: ‘white’, 
‘black’, ‘blue’, ‘red’, as applied to inanimate objects), that 
any reasonable person under normal circumstances 
would consider neutral.” 

Respondent 326 [Alumni, Staf, Graduate Student, 
Ann Arbor]: “I feel as if there is informal pressure to 
conform to particular viewpoints, both in classrooms 
and in social situations on campus. I consider 
myself politically centrist, but only feel comfortable 
expressing viewpoints that conform with more liberal 
ideologies. I’ve had experiences in classrooms in 
which I’ve received poor feedback and lower grades 
for viewpoints outside of liberal ideology. Students 
with conservative viewpoints are sometimes harassed 

on campus by other students, called ‘bigoted’, etc. 
. . . [T]he pendulum has swung so far that I’ve lost 
friends on campus for merely associating with people 
with difering beliefs. It creates a very divisive and 
unproductive setting where it feels like an echo-
chamber of the same ideologies with minimal 
opportunity for peer discourse.” 

Respondent 338 [Graduate Student, Ann Arbor]: 
“Tere is a clear and intense lef slant in nearly all 
of the University’s communication. I believe that 
this makes students who align with these views 
feel validated in shutting down the speech of other 
students. I personally identify as center right, and I 
have been called a nazi multiple times when voicing 
even moderate opinions.” 

Respondent 490 [Staf, Michigan Medicine]: “I am 
frequently ridiculed for being libertarian and for my 
faith.” 

Respondent 495 [Graduate Student, Ann Arbor]: 
“[T]he majority of the students I have met at UM law 
are what I consider hyper liberal. . . . [T]hese same 
students, as a majority, have the power to suppress 
other views. . . . I never spoke on an opinion I carried 
even in classes where it was specifcally asked of me 
for fear of retaliation. [S]tudents will silently shun you 
once they discover you are an other. . . . 
[T]he Republican law students have a group called the 
Federalist Society. . . . Tese students are generally` 
forced to keep to themselves because the hyper lef will 
not engage with them and will tell each other, ‘Careful 
he’s a FedSoc.’ While the federalist society members 
are friendly and willing to have good debate the hyper 
lef is not. As for me personally, I had to actively avoid 
the Fed Soc label (As a liberal Democrat!) by never 
speaking on even the slightest disagreement with this 
majority for fear of losing friends, social status, or 
student government position, etc. . . . I have found 
the super majority of hyper liberal students . . . sow 
discord and create an uncomfortable environment. 
Tey tend to have a my way or the highway attitude 
with no discussion on the matter.” 

Respondent 555 [Faculty, Staf, Ann Arbor]: “As long 
as your opinions and beliefs align with the majority, 
there is freedom of expression. I have ofen been called 
out publically for my beliefs not being aligned with my 
co-workers/leaders. I am a conservative Christian and 
rarely voice my opinion because of being singled out 
for my beliefs/lifestyle.” 

Respondent 3299 [Alumni, Ann Arbor]: “I found 
my Criminal Law class two years ago to have great 
potential for discussions, but typically students were 
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shut down by their peers in follow-up questions/ 
discussion points if they said anything other than 
the most liberal viewpoint. (I am liberal myself, but I 
cannot stand shutting down other people in that way 
and threatening them with being labeled racist in front 
of their peers and/or the entire school when they say 
something moderate/conservative).” 

Respondent 3470 [Faculty, Michigan Medicine]: “As 
a faculty member in the medical school who has 
conservative leanings, I am surrounded by 90+% of 
my peers who see absolutely no problem with publicly 
and vociferously demeaning any and all who are not 
lockstep with the approved lef-wing viewpoints of 
our time. In our team room, there have been open 
conversations between faculty on: how Christians 
(in particular, Catholics) are universally bigoted and 
ignorant, how the names of those who vote for a 
certain political candidate should be made public and 
the person fred, how those who question the morality 
of youth sex reassignment surgery or abortion until 
the point of birth should be fred, and countless others. 
No one seems to have any problem with these open 
conversations, but when any pushback is given, the 
conversation becomes overtly confrontational and the 
individual who pushes back (usually me) is treated 
with great skepticism, sometimes being treated as 
a pariah indefnitely by some. Additionally, regular 
University emails extolling the virtues of lef-wing 
activism in all its various forms (in particular, those 
supporting so-called ‘Pride Month’ and Black Lives 
Matter protests) are the norm and give license to 
employees to actively ostracize others who disagree 
with them (views, I should add, that roughly 50% of 
the country hold). Not only does this environment 
make for a toxic one where alternative (i.e. traditional, 
up until about 10 years ago) viewpoints are suppressed, 
but it also difuses into the learners who will become 
the next generation of clinicians and educators. As an 
example, we had a patient on one of my teams who 
was seen one day wearing a hat with a slogan for a 
particular political candidate. Tis patient was then 
known to my residents and medical students as ‘that 
patient with the MAGA hat,’ and one student opined, 
‘well, I suppose we have to take care of bigots too.’” 

Some staf feared negative career consequences for 
expressing their views. Some staf said that administrators 
suppressed staf freedom of expression by telling staf 
to “stay in their lane,” enforcing DEI orthodoxy, and 
threatening career repercussions for complaining about 
work conditions. We note that workers have a legal right 
against employer retaliation for complaining about work 
conditions, over and above UM’s policies on freedom of 
expression. For example: 

Respondent 86 [Faculty, Ann Arbor]: “I have observed 
a situation where staf feel strongly pressured to not 
raise concerns about unreasonable faculty supervisors. 
Te power imbalance is obvious (relatively newly 
hired staf in ‘sof money’ positions, reporting to a very 
senior full professor who appears to have little regard 
for working hours, among other things).” 

Respondent 344 [Staf, Ann Arbor]: “At work freedom 
of expression is not allowed for staf. We’re told our job 
is to get the work done and that’s what we’re paid to do. 
With that, I do not post any of my political beliefs or 
anything else that can have a negative infuence on my 
position.” 

Respondent 280 [Staf, Michigan Medicine]: “Tere 
should be policies that allow for freedom of religious 
expression in dress. . . . [A]s a Christian I no longer 
feel that I can wear a cross (I am not talking something 
large, just a small one on a necklace or small earrings). 
It has been communicated to me that these should not 
be worn as it could be ofensive to some. I can openly 
state that I would fnd symbols of satanic worship to be 
ofensive, but I would still support the right of others 
to wear such things. I feel a great disparity in terms 
of being Christian and prefer to not be on Michigan 
Medicine property nor to get my care here because I 
don’t feel like values are respected.” 

Respondent 2140 [Staf, Ann Arbor]: “Te most 
signifcant barriers to my personal freedom of 
expression at the University have to do with voicing 
my work-related concerns and opinions in the ofce. 
I was recently told to ‘stay in my lane,’ and I was given 
the impression that more senior management than my 
supervisor were the one(s) issuing that order. . . .” 

Challenges for UM 
Barriers to freedom of expression arising from the 

culture at UM are more difcult to dismantle than 
barriers arising from ofcial policy. Te challenge 
is greater because UM’s culture refects the political 
polarization and toxic political discourse of the wider 
society, in which personal vilifcation, insulting group 
stereotypes, bullying, and shunning ofen replace 
constructive disagreement and sharing of experiences. 
Nevertheless, UM is legally required to address 
harassment on grounds of religion and pressure on staf 
not to speak about workplace conditions. UM should 
consider how to improve its practices in these areas. 
To ensure freedom of expression more broadly, UM 
should consider how to promote a general expectation 
that discourse on campus, especially in classrooms and 
workspaces, focuses on addressing relevant issues and 
avoids attacks on speakers and the identity groups to 
which they belong. At the same time, not everyone can 

expect that their values will be refected in UM policies, 
particularly in health care settings where patients are 
involved. UM should consider how to ensure that 
individuals are free to disagree with policies even if 
they are required to comply with them, and that the 
justifcation for its policies not be framed in ways that 
denigrate those who disagree. 

3.4 Cancellations 

Voices of the community 
Some members of our community expressed 

concern about “cancellation,” which includes 
both “deplatformings” and “pressure campaigns.” 
Deplatformings consist of attempts by various groups 
to prevent a speaker from being invited to speak 
(disinvitations) or to interrupt or shut down the speaking 
event itself (disruptions). Pressure campaigns consist 
of attempts by various groups to get scholars to avoid 
making certain claims as part of their research or teaching 
activities or when they speak out on matters of public 
concern, or to stop them from assigning certain works or 
projects to students as part of their teaching, or require 
them to undertake activities related to their teaching 
(e.g., write letters of recommendation) to which they have 
political objections. 

Some respondents mentioned particular instances while 
others referred to a culture of cancellation. 

Respondent 871 [Retiree, Ann Arbor]: “My primary 
examples of lack of diversity of thought at UM are the 
terrible situations that happened with Prof. Bright 
Sheng and Prof. Phoebe Glockner. Tose happened a 
few years ago but cannot be easily forgotten. Tey are 
still a Sword of Damocles hanging over faculty heads.” 

Respondent 3155 [Faculty, Michigan Medicine]: “Te 
treatment of Bright Sheng, who is not US born and 
probably wasn’t as familiar with the meaning black-
face has received in the US, was also concerning. 
Sure, he should have known, and a colleague should 
have warned him, but it also seemed that the outcry 
and removing him from the course was too big a 
reaction—it seems there was no room to discuss this 
incident rather than simply fnd a scapegoat and move 
on.” 

Respondent 794 [Undergraduate, Ann Arbor]: “Tere’s 
close to no freedom of thought, particularly around 
social and political issues. Unless you ft the mold that 
cancel culture wants, you can’t speak. Doesn’t matter 
if it’s just one particular view that doesn’t align or all 

of them, if you’re ever so slightly diferent in your 
personal viewpoints of political and social issues you’d 
be cancelled.” 

Respondent 930 [Faculty, Ann Arbor]: “Te only 
opinions that are socially acceptable to be expressed 
are those that mirror the opinions of the far lef. 
Expressing contrasting opinions puts the person at risk 
for being ‘cancelled’ or worse.” 

Data from the Public Record 
We reviewed cases for the last 10 years primarily 

drawing on data from FIRE databases.3 Te FIRE database 
lists 9 cases involving deplatforming and disruption 
in that timespan. Of the 5 deplatforming attempts, 
the University refused pressures for disinvitation and 
afrmed its commitment to free expression in 3 cases. In 
2 cases, the University initially canceled an event but then 
reversed course and subsequently allowed the event to 
successfully go forward. Of the 4 disruptions, 3 were mild 
to moderate, and the event nonetheless was completed 
successfully. In one case, the disruption of the Honors 
Convocation event in 2024 by pro-Palestinian protesters, 
the event was cut short and a planned speaker could not 
complete their remarks. In sum, in this database, attempts 
at deplatformings were rare, nearly all did not succeed, 
and in many cases, the University stepped forward to 
afrm free speech principles. 

Te FIRE database4 lists 10 cases involving pressure 
campaigns against UM scholars in the last 10 years. In 
most cases, the University declined to formally investigate 
the targeted scholar or an investigation cleared the 
scholar. In reviewing these cases, there were certainly 
missteps in individual cases. But we were not able to fnd 
systematic patterns to suggest that the University has been 
excessively sensitive to student or interest group pressure, 
overzealous in investigating faculty, or excessively 
punitive. 

Challenges for UM 
Our review of the public data corroborates the 

perceptions of our community: while publicized attempts 
to cancel members of our community are rare and usually 
do not succeed with their stated purpose, they do have a 
chilling efect on the community as a whole. In addition, 
some subcommittee members are aware of unpublicized 
cancellation attempts not reported in the request for 
feedback which have absorbed the energies of some unit 
heads and chilled the speech of targets and others who are 
aware of these attempts. 

3 https://www.thefre.org/research-learn/campus-deplatforming-
database#campus-deplatforming/?view_44_search=University%20of%20 
Michigan&view_44_page=1 
4 https://www.thefre.org/research-learn/scholars-under-fre#search/?view_22_ 

page=1&view_22_flters=%5B%7B%22operator%22%3A%22 
contains%22%2C%22value%22%3A%22University%20of%20 
Michigan%22%2C%22feld%22%3A%22feld_2%22%7D%5D 
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3.5 Threats and Opportunities from DEI 

Voices of the community 
Some respondents understood diversity of thought 

in terms of campus representation of views along 
an ideological spectrum. Diversity is lacking when 
represented views are overwhelmingly on one side 
of the spectrum. Respondents who took this view 
sometimes objected to UM’s DEI initiatives as enforcing 
an ideological orthodoxy, contrary to its commitment to 
freedom of expression. Tey objected to any requirements 
to avow commitment to DEI–for example, in required 
DEI statements for job or admissions applications and 
staf evaluations. 

Respondent 2433 [Staf, Michigan Medicine]: 
“Michigan Medicine Core Value #5 - TEAMWORK: 
‘We will work together with a shared purpose rooted 
in equity and fairness where diversity is celebrated, 
respected and valued’ . . . incorporates both 
professional behavior and ideological compliance 
and neglects the ways staf may achieve Teamwork by 
means other than ‘celebrating’ diversity.” 

Respondent 537 [Faculty, Ann Arbor] shared 
that during a department discussion of a project 
proposal involving critiques of critical race theory, an 
administrator said to the assembled faculty, “Where is 
[the researcher] going to fnd critiques of this theory? 
By watching Fox News?” Te respondent then recalled: 
“My colleagues in the room started laughing. It was 
at that moment I realized that as a department, our 
commitment to scholarly debate and discussion was 
dead. We were now committed to upholding and 
defending DEI. Tere is, of course, plenty of scholarly 
criticism of critical race theory, much of it coming 
from prominent scholars of color.” 

Respondent 3939 [Faculty, Michigan Medicine]: 
“While I have not been subjected to direct 
confrontations, I frequently sense that sharing an 
opinion that challenges or even slightly deviates from 
the prevailing narrative is unwelcome. . . . While I 
commend the University’s dedication to diversity, 
equity, and inclusion (DEI) initiatives, I am concerned 
that the approach taken may be excessively zealous. It 
seems that any critique of policies, formal or informal 
processes or procedures, risks the critic being labeled 
as ‘anti-DEI’ and, by extension, ignoble. I believe that 
this has resulted in a loss of open-mindedness within 
our community and has inadvertently forced the 
discourse into a dichotomy that allows for no shades of 
gray, where nuance is seemingly not tolerated.” 

Respondent 4082 [Faculty, Ann Arbor] noted that: 
“With a population of 50,000 students, 30,000 staf 

members, and 8,000 faculty members, one would 
expect to observe a spectrum of opinions on DEI&SJ 
issues, refective of the national debate. However, at 
UM, there is a conspicuous absence of voices openly 
questioning or challenging the prevailing DEI&SJ 
narrative. . . . Tis situation stands in stark contrast 
to other academic institutions where at least some 
openly dissenting voices are present. For example, 
other universities host moderate voices like Jonathan 
Haidt at NYU and Steven Pinker at Harvard, as 
well as more conservative fgures such as Robert 
George at Princeton and Niall Ferguson at Harvard/ 
Stanford. Many of these scholars are afliated with 
organizations dedicated to freedom of expression or 
conservative causes. Te complete absence of such 
openly dissenting voices at UM is a telling indicator 
of the suppressive environment that has developed on 
our campus.” 

Other respondents understood diversity of thought 
in terms of representation of a full range of human 
experiences. Respondents who understood diversity of 
thought in these terms were likely to view DEI initiatives 
as contributing to this value. 

As respondent 2134 [Graduate Student, Ann 
Arbor] put the point, “In the SPH, we recognize 
the importance of lived experiences, everyone has a 
unique life, with diferent circumstances that brought 
them there. Sharing and actively listening to opinions 
are the only way to learn from others.” 

Respondent 2131 [Alumni, Staf, Ann Arbor] (who 
also praised [University lawyer]’s training on freedom 
of expression) said: “I had the privilege of spending 
a period of time as a DEI implementation lead, and 
will wholeheartedly afrm that the time I spent in 
that particular community (including the training 
opportunities, the monthly meetings, the guest 
speakers, etc.) were an inspiring example of what a 
‘constructive climate for diversity of thought’ could 
look like.” 

Challenges for UM 
We regard both conceptions of diversity of thought 

to contribute to a full understanding of how this value 
may be realized at UM. We note that an understanding 
of diversity of thought as rooted in lived experience 
would encompass far more wide-ranging experiences 
than are captured in UM’s DEI categories, which stress 
certain racial/ethnic and gender identities of Americans. 
We encourage UM to consider how DEI initiatives may 
both help and hinder diversity of thought in both senses 
distinguished above, i.e., diversity of ideologies and 
diversity of experiences. Tey may help by afording some 
of the background conditions for expression of these 

kinds of diversity. Tey may hinder by (a) reducing our 
understandings of diversity of thought to the identity 
categories perceived to be focal in UM’s current DEI 
initiatives; or (b) requiring community members to 
avow adherence to particular views about UM’s DEI 
initiatives, or document their professional contributions 
to teamwork or other UM values in terms of DEI. Faculty, 
students, and staf should instead be aforded a range of 
options for representing their contributions. 

3.6 University Intervention in Campus
Processes 

Tis Committee collected comments from UM 
community members at a time when protests and 
conversations concerning the University response to 
the Israel-Hamas War had stoked tension on campus. 
Community members referenced University actions in 
the 2023-2024 academic year that, they felt, either made 
or had the potential to make the University less open to 
free speech and expression. 

Voices of the community 
Several respondents to this committee’s request for 

input expressed their concern about UM’s cancellation of 
the Central Student Government (CSG) vote on the Ann 
Arbor campus of two petition-based questions about the 
University’s response to the ongoing Israel-Hamas War. 

Respondent 593 [Undergraduate Student, Ann 
Arbor] said: “I consider the University’s decision to 
cancel a CSG vote on resolutions AR 13-025 and AR 
13-026 a signifcant suppression of free speech. Te 
reasoning for doing so was dubious, and cancelling 
an entire vote on the basis of one improperly sent 
email feels disproportionate and targeted, and gives 
of the impression that University administration will 
cancel any votes they personally do not like. Te email 
sent out by University administration brought up 
the content of the resolutions, heavily implying that 
the decision to suppress these votes was not content 
neutral, but a deliberate silencing of speech relating to 
the current war in Gaza. Tis feels convenient for the 
University, as a strong showing for the pro-divestment 
side might pressure administration to take action.” 

Respondent 528 [Faculty, Ann Arbor] wrote: “You also 
shut down a student-led CSG vote on the pretense that 
an email sent out corrupted the integrity of the vote, as 
if all elections are not frequently blasted on all media, 
email included. Tis afront to democratic values 
highlights the extent to which the University will go to 
make sure that a narrow range of views are even heard, 
let alone accepted.” 
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Respondents also expressed concern about the March 
27th, 2024 release of a draf policy to address protests 
on campus, titled the Disruptive Activity Policy (ofen 
referred to in responses as “the DAP”). Shortly afer 
community feedback had been provided in response to 
this policy, the University decided to forgo pursuing the 
policy. But several respondents to this committee’s request 
for comments expressed that the draf policy made them 
feel less welcome to voice their opinions on campus. 

As Respondent 2204 [Undergraduate Student, Ann 
Arbor] states: “ . . . Regarding pressure to conform, 
I would again point to the DAP and the presence of 
both police ofcers and private security corporations, 
and the regents’ selective application of University 
policy against only those movements with which they 
disagree.” 

Respondent 2583 [Staf, Ann Arbor] also commented 
that “Te University sending out the draf proposal on 
‘Disruptive policy’ makes a clear statement on where 
the University stands on free speech and it is on the 
side of those who support Israel and was created to 
silence protestors and civil disobedience (something 
UMich prides and markets as an activist campus) and 
in the draf policy it silenced faculty/staf with the 
threat of losing their job.” 

And fnally, Respondent 3729 [Faculty, Ann Arbor] 
believed that “ . . . Te draf Anti-Disruption Policy 
embraced a view of UM in which virtually any form of 
protest would have been efectively banned.” 

3.7 Barriers Stemming from Protests and 
Disruptions (and Responses to Them) 

Voices of the community 
With regard to the Gaza protests, some Jewish 

members of the UM community feared going to 
campus, experienced a menacing atmosphere around 
the encampments, perceived some of the pro-Palestinian 
speech to be antisemitic, and experienced censorship 
against their own views. 

Respondent 643 [Undergraduate, Ann Arbor] said: 
“As a Jewish student, I had to avoid the diag during 
fnals week or I would have an antisemitic pro-terror 
mob chanting for my death in my face. . . . Treats and 
harassment are not protected free speech.” 

Respondent 745 [Graduate Student, Ann Arbor] said: 
“As a Jewish student at the University of Michigan, 
the climate for freedom of expression has been deeply 
troubling due to the presence of antisemitic protests on 
campus. In classrooms, I have felt a palpable sense of 
fear and anxiety, which has made it difcult to engage 
fully in academic discussions.” 

Respondent 2142 [Graduate Student, Ann Arbor]: “As 
a Jewish student, I no longer feel safe on campus. I 
haven’t gone to the diag in nearly 7 months. . . . Tere 
are . . . signs on the diag calling for ‘intifada,’ which 
glorifes an armed uprising against Jews. Because such 
slander and threats are allowed on campus, I do not 
feel that I can freely express my Jewish identity safely. 
. . . On October 11th, before Israel had entered a war 
with Hamas, and only 4 days afer October 7th (the 
deadliest day for Jews since the Holocaust, involving 
acts of mass rape and murder), a letter signed by over 
1000 faculty and staf circulated at the University of 
Michigan that blamed Israel for Hamas’ actions. Could 
you imagine if any other minority at the University 
was blamed for . . . being raped? For being victims 
of terrorism? Of course not, because it’s absolutely 
unacceptable. Shortly afer October 7th, I wrote an 
article to submit to the Daily expressing that Jewish 
students felt unsafe. My article was immediately 
rejected. Te Michigan Daily, among other institutions 
on this campus, are not welcoming places for Jewish 
people.” 

Most advocates of pro-Palestinian protests who 
wrote about barriers viewed the administration as the 
main source of obstruction, particularly but not only 
through sending campus police, who they believed 
were violent and suppressed their speech. (References 
to violence appear 349 times in our feedback. Most 
of these references occur in respondents’ objections 
to police violence against pro-Palestinian protesters.) 
Characteristic responses include the following. 

Respondent 636 [Undergraduate, Ann Arbor] said 
that a barrier to freedom of expression is “our regents 
refusing to hear our complaints and demands for a 
better University. What is free expression if no one 
will give us the time to listen? Te encampment 
that was set up on the diag on April 22nd and torn 
down three weeks later peacefully asked the regents 
for a conversation about disclosing the University’s 
investments and divesting from companies aggravating 
the ongoing war.” 

Respondent 750 [Retiree, Ann Arbor]: “Te decision 
to shut down the entirely peaceful encampment on the 
diag was shocking; the use of force (physical violence, 
use of pepper spray by police on non-violent and non-
resisting students) was in direct violation of my sense 
of free expression of opinion on campus.” 

Respondent 2067 [Graduate Student, Ann Arbor]: 
“We had a big scufe at the [building location] where 
people had been hanging signs on windows and 
walls for YEARS without any issue, most recently 
surrounding the GEO strike, but as soon as someone 

put up a Palestinian fag, we immediately got notice 
that we must take all signs down. [University 
administrators] admitted that the Palestinian fag was 
the impetus for the demand to take everything down.” 

Many members of the community who supported 
protests viewed all protests as necessarily disruptive. 
Tey further believed that disruptive protests should be 
respected by the administration and even protected under 
the law. 

Respondent 9A (Alumni/Staf, Michigan Medicine) 
identifed “[c]alling protests disruptions when in fact 
protests are a right and meant to be disruptive” as a 
barrier to freedom of expression. 

Respondent 435D (Staf, Ann Arbor), said: “I 
think it is abundantly clear that the University only 
wants expression it can control: time, place, topic, 
method. . . . Furthermore, the University continues 
to equate disruption with being unlawful, which is 
unconstitutional.” 

Members of the community also articulated a view that 
they deserve “to be heard.” Tese respondents tended to 
view the University as akin to a democratic community, 
and they expressed that it is the responsibility of 
leadership to listen to what community members say and 
give these views due weight. Tese respondents tended to 
view protests, even disruptive protests, as an avenue to get 
UM leadership to listen to their concerns. 

Respondent 292 [Undergraduate, Staf, Dearborn]: 
“Stop being afraid of students protesting. We are 
asking you to see us and change.” 

Respondent 61 [Undergraduate, Ann Arbor]: “Step 
out of your ofce and shake of your confrontational 
aggressive nature. Try to truly hear and represent the 
students. Everyday the divide between the regents and 
the students grows and you’re responsible for that. 
Divest from israel.” 

Respondent 2159 [Faculty, Ann Arbor]: “Te 
Principles on Diversity of Tought and Freedom of 
Expression . . . is entirely hypocritical. Te University 
claims to provide avenues for free speech, but regularly 
restrict the right to speak. Students have attempted 
to join Regents meetings, requested to dialog with 
campus leaders, and have implemented their right 
to peacefully protest. Tere is no support by the 
administration, that I have observed, to engage 
respectfully and professionally with students who have 
demonstrated. Instead, the University continues to 
assert alternative truths and use violence against its 
OWN students to serve its purpose.” 

Respondent 3894 [Undergraduate, Ann Arbor]: 
“Acknowledge the long history of student protest, and 
protest in general, as disrupting outdated ideas and 
pushing for positive social change. Allow students to 
express their opinions freely, including through public 
demonstrations, without fear of a disproportional 
response from the University or from law enforcement. 
Acknowledge the diversity of thought on campus by 
actually recognizing all viewpoints, and meeting with 
student leaders to listen to what they have to say. Show 
us that you’re actually listening to the responses on this 
survey. Make students feel like you actually care what 
we have to say.” 

Challenges for UM 
Some objections to UM’s response to protesters 

appear to refect misunderstandings of speakers’ First 
Amendment rights to freedom of speech and assembly, 
and confusions between legal rights to freedom of 
speech and civil disobedience, which, by defnition, 
is illegal. UM should consider how to improve the 
community’s understanding of the scope and limits of 
the constitutional right to freedom of expression and its 
distinction from civil disobedience. In particular, time, 
place, and manner restrictions are ofen needed to ensure 
that others have the freedom to speak and hear what 
speakers are saying, and to ensure that groups can control 
the agenda and the foor when they assemble for purposes 
that they choose for themselves. 

When the University exercises available discretion, 
it should communicate its decision clearly. And when 
it decides to enforce existing policy, it should give time 
for the community to adjust its behavior. While the 
University of Michigan did not experience the same 
extent of violence as other campuses this year, more open 
communication may have mitigated some of the distrust. 

4 Views of the Community on Institutional 
Neutrality 

According to many respondents, institutional neutrality 
functions as a shield against majority viewpoints and 
ofcially sanctioned viewpoints, enabling individuals to 
speak freely without sufering ofcial sanction and peer 
pressure. Neutrality also functions to ensure that everyone 
feels that they are included in the UM community. 
For UM to purport to represent the views of the entire 
community is both impossible, because people disagree, 
and undesirable, because it is inconsistent with freedom 
of speech and open inquiry, which may fnd that currently 
adopted institutional positions are mistaken. Moreover, 
for UM to take an ofcial position on politically contested 
issues may involve reducing complex and nuanced issues 
to simplistic claims. 
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Respondent 114 (Alumni, Staf, Ann Arbor): “Te 
University must be a place for everyone and I see 
institutional neutrality policy as part of that. History 
has shown that some contemporary support for 
a political/social issue may not be well respected 
by history in future generations, and create new 
challenges for the University that are currently 
unanticipated. By default, any person in the president, 
provost, dean or chair role is seen as a representative 
of the dept/school/University, and thereby any support 
statements are by default representing the view of 
the whole unit—which is simply impossible. . . . Any 
group ‘bullying’ the University to make statements 
is fundamentally at odds with the principles of free 
speech. We can agree to disagree, and I will continue to 
support your right to free speech as long as that speech 
does not suppress the rights of others.” 

Respondent 448 (Graduate Student, Ann Arbor): 
“I thought the University’s ofcial communications 
directly afer the Dobbs and the Students for Fair 
Admissions v Harvard decisions were inappropriate. 
Stating that the University welcomes speech and 
thought from all sides when these contentious issues 
were decided by the Supreme Court would have been 
appropriate. It would have been fair to characterize 
those decisions as controversial and invited dialogue 
and use of University resources to help the University 
community come to terms with what happened. 
However, announcing uniform disappointment 
with conservative outcomes felt inconsistent for an 
institution that seeks truth from all sources.” 

Respondent 474 (Faculty, Dearborn): “For me, the 
recent confict between Israel (and its backers) and 
Palestinian communities (and their backers) is pretty 
instructive and there have been pressures from both 
sides to publicly adopt positions that ignore the 
nuances and roots of the ongoing armed confict. My 
department, for example, was asked by students and 
alumni to adopt what I would describe as a brash 
public position calling for University divestment from 
Israel, a ceasefre, and a broad condemnation of Jewish 
‘settler colonialism.’ Tere are clearly voices on the 
other side pushing for protesters to be treated as pro-
Hamas, terrorist sympathizers, and antisemites. . . . 
[O]rganizations to which I belong are being pressured 
to adopt positions that are indicative of blanket 
support for one political position or the other, 
which imply that I should support positions that I 
don’t necessarily. Te Faculty Senate in January, for 
example, adopted a toothless resolution to support 
divestment from Israeli companies complicit in the 
military actions in Gaza. Tis implies that I, as a 
faculty member should support this position and 

reduces my level of comfort with taking positions to 
the contrary. (For the record, I don’t disagree, but I 
don’t want the Faculty senate, my department, the 
University, or anyone else taking positions for me). 
Tese kinds of organizational position-taking exercises 
(and the pressure for them to be taken—whether 
from Congress or the student body) is where a lot of 
informal barriers to particular positions are coming 
from in my opinion. 

Respondent 512 (Graduate Student, Ann Arbor): “I 
believe that all academic institutions, especially public 
institutions should always remain politically neutral. 
As a student it can feel very good to know that your 
University supports you in your beliefs BUT it can also 
be very difcult to pay for a school and live, learn and 
work somewhere that fundamentally goes against you 
and your opinions.” 

Respondent 3211 (Staf, Michigan Medicine): “I 
believe that the University should not be involved 
in taking stances on political issues. I believe it 
undermines diversity of thought and feeds into 
perceptions about universities as political actors rather 
than being institutions of higher learning and free 
thought.” 

Respondent 3532 (Graduate Student, Ann Arbor): 
“Te afermath of October 7, shows why the University 
shouldn’t be taking issues on controversial issues. 
Te students and faculty are deeply divided on 
many key topics and the school should encourage 
these discussions as much as possible. Open inquiry 
and spirited debate start from the top and should 
be something that should be emphasized by every 
administrator.” 

Other members of the community denied that 
institutional neutrality was either possible or desirable. 
It is not possible, they say, because not taking a stand 
implies support for the status quo and neglects the ways 
outside injustices negatively afect members of the UM 
community. It is not desirable because, in certain extreme 
cases, UM needs to take a frm moral stand to uphold 
fundamental moral principles. UM needs to use its 
institutional power to oppose injustice and grave harms. 
Some respondents also noted that UM has a history of 
taking an ofcial position in exceptional circumstances 
and suggested that it would be ducking its responsibilities 
or masking its complicity in injustice to adopt neutrality 
now. 

Respondent 213 (Alumni, Staf, Ann Arbor): 
“Neutrality is fne when there truly are ‘fne people on 
both sides’–but when there are real issues that must 
be called out, one cannot equivocate, even when ‘both 

sides’ must be called out for misdeeds. I was a student 
when the shanties were built on the diag in protest of 
apartheid in South Africa. Te University’s response 
was not perfect but, in the end, it was better than the 
current situation. Students did not fear retribution for 
calling out the South African regime or the University’s 
support (by way of investment). Discussions, while 
frequently charged, were held openly.” 

Respondent 301 [Staf, Flint]: “It is an ethical 
responsibility of entities with power or voices of 
power to stand up for those without or who have lost 
their voices. I don’t think institutional neutrality is a 
responsible direction for the University. I don’t think 
the University needs to take a side on every issue 
but I do think when signifcant issues arise that the 
University should be vocal and take action against 
inappropriate actions of others.” 

Respondent 317 [Undergraduate, Ann Arbor]: “A 
policy of ‘institutional neutrality’ is not and can never 
be truly neutral, because the refusal to take a position 
on political and social issues implicitly supports 
the status quo. I believe the University has a moral 
obligation to oppose ongoing harm in the world and 
use the investment of its endowment as a tool to enact 
political change.” 

Respondent 494 [Faculty, Ann Arbor]: “[I]t was really 
important to our community, that campus leaders at all 
levels, acknowledge the murder of George Floyd and 
the history of violence that lead up to and continues 
following that event. Conversations in the community 
needed to happen and campus leaders needed to lead 
in order for productive conversations to occur. I would 
worry that ‘institutional neutrality’ would mean that 
no messaging or actions would follow events like this 
that do matter to our community.” 

Challenges for UM 
Should UM decide to adopt a policy of institutional 

neutrality, it will need to clarify what institutional 
neutrality entails and whether it can distinguish among 
such issues as divestment from Israel, UM’s internal 
eforts to mitigate climate change, and UM’s DEI 
initiatives. In addition, it will need to consider how to 
respond when outside events have profoundly distressing 
impacts on members of the community, and to ensure 
that its responses do not favor some members over others. 

5 Recommendations from the Community 

Many members of the UM community ofered 
thoughtful recommendations on how the climate 
for freedom of expression, diversity of thought, and 
constructive disagreement can be improved. By far the 
leading themes emerging from their recommendations 

is that UM needs to represent a wider diversity of 
ideas and better model and teach skills of constructive 
disagreement. 

Respondent 468 [Staf, Michigan Medicine] advocated 
for “ofering training programs on active listening and 
constructive engagement with difering viewpoints.” 

Respondent 568 [Alumni, Staf, Dearborn]: “In a 
recent meeting, someone stated a political view in a 
way that made it seem that everyone must agree with 
them and the other viewpoint was undesirable. Te 
manager of the group paused the meeting and asked 
everyone to remember that there are always two sides 
to every issue and that we need to consider that our 
campus is very diverse, and most likely composed of 
people who fall on both sides of issues. Tis reminder 
really helped the group to move forward. Te tone of 
the original speaker changed. Tis really helped those 
in the group on the opposite side of the issue to feel 
validated and included.” 

Respondent 2162 [Faculty, Ann Arbor]: “I witnessed 
a vigorous but respectful debate between a student 
protester and a visitor to the encampment about the 
Israel/Palestine confict. I wished that interaction could 
have been viewed by the nation as it encapsulated 
precisely the kind of exchange of ideas we hope to 
facilitate at this University.” 

Respondent 2267 [Undergraduate, Ann Arbor]: “What 
the University can do is ensure that faculty make sure 
that all viewpoints are supported. We should read texts 
from across the political spectrum. We should read 
controversial texts, things that make people angry and 
passionate about discussing. . . . As a right-leaning 
individual, I can handle having a lef-leaning teacher 
with ease so long as they are willing to hear multiple 
opinions and foster discussion. . . . I certainly think 
that more time should be dedicated to discussing 
opposing views, ideas, and concepts.” 

Respondent 3234 [Staf, Michigan Medicine]: “Te 
main recommendation I have is to hire faculty 
that have diferent opinions and provide more 
opportunities for collaboration between diferent 
viewpoints. Currently, both political sides have made 
scapegoats out of the other. It’s easy to hurt people you 
don’t understand. As an academic institution, it should 
be your duty to bridge that gap through knowledge.” 

Respondent 3721 [Faculty, Ann Arbor]: “All courses 
and all teachers should be trained in asking their 
students the following ‘regardless of what you believe 
about this particular issue, please take the following 
position and argue for it. (Or against it.)’” 
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Other recommendations from the UM community 
include the following. 

Respondent 393 [Alumni, Staf, Other]: “Have an 
appreciation day for invisible ethnic minorities, who 
know their identities while others do not. Allow 
conservative voices to fourish on campus–and protect 
them from all favors of violence. Allow Catholics and 
evangelical Christians and ‘pro-life’ zealots and pro-
U.S. students and speakers to be visible and protect 
them from violence on campus.” 

Respondent 502 [Staf, Ann Arbor]: “Displaying 
art and imagery that has the capacity to upset in a 
legitimized institution (many people assign strong 
truth values to museums) can make people who 
natively hold those ideas feel more welcome. U of M 
still struggles with allowing art in its institutions that 
criticizes itself, but it is a step in the right direction that 
must be followed through on.” 

Respondent 653 [Faculty, Ann Arbor]: “Te University 
needs to make sure that it’s supporting its faculty 
when they get ‘called out.’ Tat doesn’t mean that they 
need to afrm that the faculty member is “right”, but 
they need to not join the pile on or leave the faculty 
member out to dry. (Instead, they can ofer support 
to the faculty member in addressing the issue in a 
constructive manner).” 

Respondent 3474 [Alumni, Faculty, Michigan 
Medicine]: “Improve the climate for conservative 
viewpoints on campus, perhaps afrmative action for 
conservative faculty, administrators or others can be 
pursued to allow for more balanced discussion. Tere 
is virtue to be found on all sides if you allow yourself 
to listen.” 

Tere were also a signifcant number of respondents 
who noted that on the whole, the University maintains 
a positive and welcoming environment for diversity of 
thought and freedom of expression, and encouraged 
UM to nurture that environment responsibly. 

Respondent 2128 [Alumni, Faculty, Ann Arbor]: “I’ve 
had numerous positive interactions with colleagues 
that included respectful discussion of difcult issues 
from multiple perspectives. I value this very much. 
As I mentioned above, I think the climate for free 
expression and honest discussion and debate at U-M, 
while having some room for improvement, is in pretty 
good shape overall. I urge you to steward this well.” 

6 Summary and Conclusions 

Our committee solicited perceptions of the campus 
climate at a particularly charged moment for UM and 
universities around the nation. Te October 7, 2023 
attack by Hamas on Israel and the resulting Israeli 
military response ushered in a year that divided our 
campus, led to frequent protests, and prompted a four-
week encampment on the Diag. Demonstrations at other 
campuses resulted in highly publicized and sometimes 
violent clashes between protesters on opposite sides of the 
issue and between pro-Palestinian protesters and police. 
Tese events infuenced much of the feedback we received 
related to free speech and expression. 

Across the span of the responses, we identifed three 
major themes. 

(1) Many respondents report constraints on freedom 
of speech and expression, especially but not only with 
respect to conservative views on abortion, afrmative 
action, DEI, gun control, the rights of trans athletes, 
and other subjects. Respondents noted horizontal 
constraints from students and colleagues in the form 
of social pressure and some pointed to the University’s 
decision to cancel a CSG vote in December, 2023 as a 
vertical constraint which closed an avenue for students 
to share their views. 

(2) Many respondents report a lack of diversity of 
thought, especially but not only with respect to the 
lack of conservative perspectives and critiques of 
liberal and progressive positions. 

(3) Respondents criticized the University’s response to 
pro-Palestinian protests from both sides of the issue. 
Some believed the University did not do enough to 
support and protect Jewish and Israeli students and 
allowed a hostile, antisemitic environment to develop 
in classrooms and around the encampment on the 
Diag. Others took the opposite position and criticized 
the University for not engaging frequently enough 
with pro-Palestinian groups, failing to adequately 
consider divestment from companies linked to Israel, 
and for attempting to limit the speech and expression 
of pro-Palestinian groups through the cancelation of 
the CSG vote and the removal of the encampment on 
the Diag. 

Troughout our work, we found a disconnect 
between institutional policies and community members’ 
perceptions of those policies. In other words, while we 
clearly found generalized suspicion and impassioned 
criticism of University policies, it was difcult for us to 
attribute that distrust to the policy itself. Relatedly, we 

also observed that responses sometimes followed patterns 
of the national political conversation, with a tendency to 
fatten complexities and oversimplify assumptions about 
the “other.” 

A number of responses expressed a strong desire 
for UM to expand instruction around critical-
thinking and respectful engagement. We found 
these responses encouraging, in that they showed a 
hunger for constructive dialogue and debate, and an 
acknowledgement of the danger that groupthink poses– 
especially to a community dedicated to learning. 

In the view of this committee, the search for knowledge 
requires humility. It means recognizing the limits of our 
current understanding, both individually and as a human 
collective. It means listening to those who challenge 
assumptions, and understanding that those who challenge 
us have the power to shake us free from preconceptions, 
force us to reexamine our sometimes-faulty thinking, and 
give us a greater chance of making new discoveries. 

As has been said many times before, communities such 
as ours must create an environment where respectful 
engagement and debate fourishes. Such an endeavor is 
a long-term project, one that will inevitably come with 
setbacks. It cannot be achieved in one summer or one 
year. Every modifcation is an experiment providing an 
opportunity for learning and evolution. 

Te University administration plays an important role 
in fostering such an environment. It can and must give 
people the opportunity to develop skills, provide models 
for engagement, and establish and uphold policies. 
However, institutional leadership and policies are not 
enough. It takes social alignment too; students, faculty, 
and staf must recognize the importance of free speech 
and diversity of thought, and then play their own part and 
meet their own responsibility for fostering such a culture 
and engaging in constructive dialog in the quest for 
knowledge and solutions. 
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Subcommittee II 
Subcommittee Two was asked whether the University 

of Michigan should do better in terms of diversity of 
thought and freedom of expression, given the recently 
afrmed principles, and, if so, how. At a general level, 
the answers to both questions are easy: even the best 
institutions fall short of their ideals, especially when the 
ideals are as ambitious as the Statement of Principles. 
Tus, we should do better. And, we believe, we can. We 
emphatically emphasize the basic principle that colleges 
and universities are places where ideas should be debated, 
including ideas that are controversial and that generate 
signifcant public debate and substantial diferences of 
opinion. 

In addition to the Statement of Principles, the 
Subcommittee calls attention to the University’s mission 
statement, its eforts to foster greater diversity, equity, 
and inclusion, as well as the recently articulated Vision 
2034 and the principles guiding the University’s Culture 
Journey. One central idea in all these commitments is 
pluralism, both as a fact — members of our community 
have profound disagreements on important matters — 
and as an ideal — this diversity of views is a good thing. 
Indeed, the very idea of a modern public University 
presupposes both meanings of pluralism. 

Our recommendations thus include no fundamental 
shif in strategic direction, but suggestions on how to 
make explicit the commitment to pluralism as a central 
element of the University. Such a commitment stresses 
the freedom of expression, respectful dialogue, and 
debate. Diversity is a core value and defning trait of our 
University community; pluralism is the blueprint for its 
continued, fruitful existence. 

In our recommendations, we propose an explicit 
institutional commitment to foster pluralism, a Pluralism 
Initiative, which will promote expressed diversity of 
thought in scholarship — in research and teaching — 
and foster an inclusive culture for all members of our 
community. 

Preceding those recommendations is a chronicle of the 
subcommittee’s process and considerations informing 
the recommendations. While this adds substantially to 
the length of the report, we felt it was more important to 
be transparent and explicit about the work behind the 
recommendations, about which many in the University 
might be curious, than to be overly concise. 

Subcommittee Process 

Te Subcommittee met from spring 2024 through 
August 2024. Given the broad scope of its charge, 
it solicited themes and ideas informally, discussed 
matters brought to it both anonymously and from 
specifc individuals, including students, faculty, and 
staf. It reviewed the feedback gathered in June 2024 
by Subcommittee One. In addition to discussions, 
subcommittee members reviewed a variety of literature, 
data, and editorial writing from along a spectrum of 
viewpoints regarding freedom of expression, the future of 
University education, and related topics. 

Our recommendations are tempered by two factors. 
First, subcommittee members themselves hold a range 

of views on the topics, including detailed specifcs about 
the recommendations in this report. We considered many 
ideas on which committee members have principled and 
substantive disagreements. In what follows, we indicate 
degrees of agreement on specifc ideas, and we include 
ideas on which no consensus was reached. We stress this 
diversity as a virtue of our process and ofer it as a model 
for continued conversations across a diversity of views. 
Te recommendations that did achieve majority support 
did so amongst subcommittee members with diferent 
backgrounds, University roles, and worldviews. 

Second, we identifed feasibility and logistical challenges 
for some of the ideas we considered. For example, we 
considered whether every student entering the University 

of Michigan should have a required course on freedom 
of expression. Although many subcommittee members 
regard it as a good idea in principle, there currently 
isn’t any course required of every student, or even every 
undergraduate student, at U-M. It and similar ideas may 
be too challenging to implement, but we nevertheless 
note that universities turned out to be surprisingly agile at 
implementing signifcant changes during the pandemic. 
Our practical recommendations deliberately tend to 
build on structures and processes already in place to both 
avoid creating new administrative burdens and expedite 
implementation. 

The Challenges 

Subcommittee One has written a thoughtful analysis 
of the current situation of freedom of expression at the 
University. Drawing from them, but painting with a broad 
brush, we characterize the challenges our community 
faces as follows: 

First, there are signifcant perceptions that U-M’s climate 
for freedom of expression and diversity of thought is 
problematic. Tese perceptions take many forms: the 
University fails to foster or even actively suppresses 
expressions that should be allowed; the University and 
its community promote and even require cultural and 
ideological conformity; and the prevailing culture leads 
to individual self-censorship in both formal and informal 
settings. 
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Perceptions aren’t reality, but they certainly can shape 
it, and the feedback received shows they are widespread 
enough to take seriously. We note the last two, being 
outside the domain of laws, bylaws, and policies, as being 
particularly worthy of consideration and return to them 
later in this report. 

For this reason, second, we acknowledge that 
diversity of expressed thought in the U-M community 
may not be as great as it could and perhaps should 
be: if a substantial number of people feel they can’t 
express their perspectives, this is a fortiori true. People 
silence themselves. Feedback from Subcommittee One 
suggests some of those perspectives are political (for 
example, substantial numbers of people who identify 
with conservative values say they don’t feel comfortable 
expressing their views in various University settings) or 
based on identity (for example, there are some settings in 
which students fear the repercussions of revealing they 
are nonbinary or religious). Excessive self-censorship 
inhibits the type of robust discussion and free exchange of 
ideas that the University seeks to foster. 

One of the central challenges, the subcommittee 
believes, is that these silences are ofen socially and 
culturally enforced by local norms. Students, for example, 
report that their reluctance to express their political views 
in a class when they know they are in a minority is ofen 
due to their perception of what other students might 
think, rather than how they expect their instructors will 
respond. Addressing informal culture with policies can 
be difcult, even counterproductive. Great care has been 
taken in the subcommittee’s recommendations not to 
over-engineer solutions to these dynamics. 

Tird, among the members of the University 
community, there are signifcant misunderstandings 
about the law, history, policies, and even philosophical 
meanings of freedom of expression and diversity of 
thought. To be sure, some of these are what philosophers 
call “essentially contestable concepts,” on which 
disagreements may be insurmountable — and are 
appropriate.1 Te University nevertheless should, and can, 
do more to educate all members of its community and to 
foster thoughtful dialogue about their meanings. 

General Guidelines for Implementation 

Te University is a setting in which every view must be 
possible to consider, but not every setting is appropriate 
for every expression. 

We distinguish between the University in its research 
mission (the University as a “think tank”) and teaching 
mission. 

In terms of research: “Te University should be a 
place to think seriously about the unthinkable.” Te 
University is a place where all ideas get a fair hearing 
and serious scrutiny. Tese ideas may be currently 
unpopular, historically marginalized, or even silenced. 
Tey may also be ideas never yet thought elsewhere. Te 
goal here is to fnd where the current wisdom may be 
incorrect, and to extract the nuggets of good ideas that 
might be lurking in otherwise not so great packages or 
not so great marketing campaigns. Tis is a special role 
of the University in society, and we should defend and 
celebrate it. We acknowledge boundary-pushing examples 
(e.g., Holocaust denialism or openly and avowedly racist 
views), but we should not let boundary cases lead to 
slippery-slope arguments that it is acceptable to limit 
the speech or writing of others or discussion about ideas 
because it is potentially ofensive. Te onus should be 
on those wishing to limit expression or debate to justify 
why, in a given context, some topics should be of-limits. 
Te default should be — in the contexts where research 
conclusions and/or ideas that are out in the public are 
highlighted and promulgated (such as lectures, symposia, 
and publications) — to let unpopular or non-mainstream 
views be aired so that others can respond. 

In terms of teaching: “Te University should be 
a place that opens minds.” Te University is a place 
where students grapple with a wide range of ideas. Tis 
grappling can focus on perspective taking (“Why do 
people agree with this even though I don’t?”) and looking 
for common ground on norms, policies, programs, etc. 
Tere is evidence, including from courses at U-M, that 
collective eforts to solve an actual concrete problem can 
generate cooperation and understanding across diferent 
perspectives. 

Beyond these general ideas, free expression of ideas 
should be fostered in ways that maximize the pursuit of 
these goals. Tat has some implications for thinking about 
constraints: 

• Not every context benefts from unconstrained 
expressions of ideas. Classrooms are an example of a 
place where instructors appropriately may limit how an 
idea is engaged or even what ideas are appropriate. An 
instructor may — and we believe must — ban students 
booing or shouting down their peers because that 
afects the learning environment. Similar constraints 
may be appropriate for course substance. For example, 
an evolutionary biology course may rule out the 
exploration of strictly scriptural creationism, but that 
topic could be explored in a philosophy or religion 
course. A lecture on microeconomics may stipulate 
that consumers’ self-interested rationality cannot be 

questioned in that lecture, but may be challenged even 
in a later lecture or in another economics course. 

• Not every person is equipped to discuss every view 
given diferences in education, skill, values, proximity 
to the issue, and history. In other words, worthy 
of consideration is not just the setting but the 
qualifcations of the speaker for opining on the issue. 
Tis does not mean that anyone should be treated as 
the fnal authority on any issue, but there should be a 
responsibility to listen with care and respect to those 
who have expertise or lived experience. 

• Charity, humility, and respect are the guardrails of 
pluralist conversations. Well-intentioned people make 
mistakes. Feedback from Subcommittee One suggests 
one of the reasons people silence themselves is that 
they fear “saying the wrong thing.” Conventions 
around language use and the way ideas are expressed 
change, sometimes rapidly, which makes such a fear 
understandable.2 Because expressed ideas are better 
than silence, a principle of charity toward others’ 
speech, humility about one’s own beliefs — what 
philosophers call fallibilism or epistemic humility
and respect toward others’ right to express themselves 
should therefore guide the culture the University tries 
to foster. 

• Compelled speech should be the exception, not the norm. 
We believe the institutions and the members of our 
community should avoid compelling others to disclose 
private beliefs or “speak for” others based on their 
perceived identity or status. 

• Of course, there are pedagogical reasons for compelling 
speech from students as part of the learning process. 
For example, the practice of “cold calling” on students 
for any number of reasons is a common instructional 
tool; there are important contextual exceptions to 
this general principle, largely in the realm of student 
learning. 

• It is entirely reasonable to expect members of the 
University community to abide by norms of civility, 
respect free expression, and be broadly supportive of 
the University’s fundamental missions. 

• But a bright line can and must be drawn between 
promoting the norms of civility and pluralism and 
asking employees – both faculty and staf – for pledges 
of fealty to specifc ideologies or endorsements 

of worldviews, political projects, philosophies, or 
contested solutions to pressing problems. A central 
premise of pluralism is that thoughtful people can 
disagree, and the University should take great care 
in avoiding a culture where people feel they cannot 
disagree. 

• It must be noted that many positions in the University 
may require the furthering of goals or outcomes about 
which an individual may have a diverging viewpoint. It 
is necessary and expected that a person does their job, 
regardless of their beliefs; in fact, it is in accounting for 
this possible disparity between personal beliefs and job 
duties that the University makes itself a more inclusive 
employer. When there is a breach in this distinction, 
the opposite is true. For example, if the University 
has announced as an institutional policy that it gives 
preference in admissions to people from geographic 
areas that are under-represented, people whose job 
involves implementing that policy should be required 
to implement it as a condition of employment. But no 
individual, even those working to implement it, should 
be required to say that they support this policy or think 
that it is a good idea. 

Pluralism means multiple perspectives, not just two. 
At this moment of local, national, and even 

international polarization, many discussions are 
unidimensional, even binary: in political discussions, 
there are just “lef” and “right,” “progressives” and 
“conservatives,” “us” and “them.” Polarizing trends 
increase the idea that there are only two sides; we argue 
that the key is to foster a plurality of views, give more 
visible recognition to the multidimensional nature of 
political and ideological perspectives, abandon false 
dichotomies, and acknowledge the plasticity of terms 
like “conservative,” “liberal,” as well as the variance in 
the concomitant political positions of each over time. 
Also, the current framing of even these debates ofen pits 
freedom of expression and diversity of thought against 
universities’ DEI eforts, when in fact the former are 
integral to full realization of the latter. To be sure, there 
can be tensions when thinking about competing interests 
in realizing them, but these tensions are at the level of 
policy implementation, not values.3 

Empirical evidence from U-M and many other similar 
universities suggests that, on the unidimensional political 
scale, faculty and students skew center-lef. Tus, one 
of the perspectives that is likely missing is what might 

1 See generally W.B. Gallie, Essentially Contested Concepts, 56 Proc. Aristotelian Soc’y 167 (1956). 

2 Consider, for example, the currently active conversation about whether 
“people with disabilities” or “disabled people” is a more inclusive and respectful 
phrase. For the last few decades, the former has replaced the latter because 
it focuses on “person frst,” but recently the latter has come to practice again 
because it highlights that “disability” is a construction imposed on a person. 
Te distinction involves substantive and meaningful questions about facts and 
concepts that are a matter of disagreement even among experts. Terefore, 

uncertainty about how to express oneself can be entirely reasonable. 
3 For discussion about whether freedom of expression and universities’ other 
commitments are in tension, see Jessica Blake, ‘A New Low’: Civil Rights Chief 
Calls Out Discrimination on Campuses, Inside Higher Ed (Aug. 2, 2024), https:// 
www.insidehighered.com/news/government/2024/08/02/us-civil-rights-chief-
speaks-free-speech-discrimination. 

 — 
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broadly be considered conservative. Committee members 
difer on what this missing perspective means, how it 
might be remedied, or whether it is a problem to remedy 
in the frst place. Some members of the committee believe 
that increasing faculty who themselves espouse a range 
of conservative views would increase such voices being 
heard in our community. Some members believe this 
would be appropriate, even important, in felds where 
increasing people espousing such political views might 
be relevant and complement scholarship in those felds. 
Some committee members strongly object to hiring on 
the basis of any kind of ideological orientation. Regardless 
of diferences on that point, committee members 
generally support fostering an inclusive environment 
which welcomes people with a range of political views, 
including conservatives. 

Many viewpoints in contested arenas of society 
boast robust data, credentialed experts, and millions 
of adherents. At its best, a University classroom will 
explore these opposing worldviews in good faith, with 
nuance, and depth, even when an instructor or the 
University itself has taken a strong position on the 
matter. For instance, most economists will have their 
own perspectives on the minimum wage, laissez faire 
economics, and free trade; notably, there are strident 
disagreements on these matters even among those who 
call themselves conservative economists. 

Conservatism, however defned, is not the only 
perspective many in our community perceive to be 
underrepresented or on which people across political 
perspectives disagree. Examples abound covering a vast 
array of topics, including views on the value of charter 
schools, the utility of standardized tests for admission 
to schools, the very defnition of anti-racism, and 
recommended mechanisms to resolve intractable conficts 
at home and abroad. 

Political perspectives are not the only domain relevant 
for the mission of the University. Tere are challenging 
discussions to have at a contemporary prestigious 
American University campus about religion, identity, 
colonialism, etc., but they should be allowed to happen 
with faculty and students participating in discussion 
respectfully across diverse viewpoints. To be sure, robust 
discussion and disagreement does happen every day 
on our campus, but it is clear from U-M’s own surveys 
that microcultures (department, schools/college, and 
unit cultures) on campus have greatly varying levels of 
expressed viewpoint diversity. (Even members of our 
committee report a variety of discussion practices, norms 
and styles in classrooms and campus workplaces.) 

Given the capacious defnition of pluralism that 
animates this subcommittee’s report, we strongly 
recommend against solutions that increase polarized, 
unidimensional thinking, that further “balkanize” and 
isolate perspectives and modes of thinking, or that utilize 
metrics to represent already reductive labels. Rather, the 
goal should be tolerance for, and active encouragement 
of expressions of, ideas and perspectives that are not 
mainstream in the contemporary academy. 

Create structures to foster freedom of expression 
and dialogue, instead of ad hoc reactions. 

For the above reasons, we believe the University should 
put in place structures that foster freedom of expression 
and diversity of thought within our community. Indeed, 
this committee has had to grapple with the way the most 
recent discussions — and open conficts — shape our 
thoughts, even as we try to think of ways that realize 
the University’s longstanding value commitments in the 
medium-term context of the early twenty-frst century. 
Our report is unavoidably a product of its historical 
moment, and whatever solutions emerge will refect 
that, while also recognizing that fostering pluralism is 
necessarily a project that requires long-term commitment. 

The Pluralism Initiative 

Out of the guidelines above emerges our 
recommendation to reafrm the University’s commitment 
to pluralism by creating a campus-wide Pluralism 
Initiative. Te purpose of the initiative is to bring together 
units from across the three campuses to promote a 
diversity of perspectives, prepare a diverse body of students, 
faculty, and staf to enter our pluralist community, to 
promote models for civil discourse and collaboration across 
diferent viewpoints, and to evaluate the campus climate 
regularly for its inclusion of diferent voices. 

We propose this as a distributed efort, as opposed to 
a unifed central administrative unit, but with signifcant 
resources appropriate to its mission. Its explicit mission 
should include all aspects of scholarship, specifcally 
teaching, research, and public engagement, as well as 
extra-curricular intellectual aspects of campus life. 
It should involve collaboration of units and draw 
participants from internal and external constituencies. We 
stress the distinction between an initiative and a center 
because we believe all units should be concerned with 
and interested in contributing to the work of such an 
initiative. A looser initiative would also make it possible 
to distribute the resources for the work to units, not 
concentrate them on a separate center. U-M’s current Arts 
Initiative strikes us as one model.4 

We recommend the Pluralism Initiative as an explicit 
administrative structure coordinating what we propose 
below. 

Entering the U-M community 
We recommend the following at the various moments 

of entry into the University. 

Students 
• Admissions: Create mechanisms to signal U-M’s 

commitment to freedom of expression and diversity of 
thought at the moment of admissions. For the schools 
and colleges using the Common App, this might 
include a new essay in the U-M essay section, asking 
the students to write about how they would engage 
people and ideas they disagree with.5 

• Orientation: Although the length of the new student 
orientation has been reduced in recent years, and 
although we know that information provided in those 
settings can already be overwhelming, Student Life and 
other units have many frst-year experience programs 
that could and should include engagement around 
freedom of speech and diversity of thought. Some 
already exist; they could be expanded, with a focus on 
actual dialogue and concrete problem solving, not one-
way communication of the University’s principles and 
aspirations. One such activity could be to refect further 
and discuss the essay they wrote in their application 
about engaging those they disagree with. 

• Curriculum: A common, University-wide requirement 
for all new students to take a course on themes 
around freedom of expression, diversity of thought, 
and dialogue across diferences could create a better 
understanding of the issues, the rules and norms 
governing our community, and thus prepare students to 
be engaged and thoughtful members of the community. 
We recognize this as a challenge: existing models, such 
as Intergroup Dialogue, are premised on instructor-
intensive small groups. But initiatives in this direction 
are already underway, such as LSA’s potential “grand 
challenges” requirement, and we encourage the 
University to invest in such eforts.6 

Faculty and staf 
We take seriously political scientist Steven Teles’s 

analysis of the lef-of-center political orientation of many 
University faculties.7 Teles argues that the disappearance 

of center-right and conservative faculty from major 
research universities in the last decades is partly due, 
as others have also argued, to self-selection.8 But Teles 
argues this self-selection may be due, at least in part, to 
perceptions of hostility to their ideas — in the same way 
scholars have shown the “self-selection” out of academic 
pipelines by other underrepresented minorities may 
be due to similar perceptions. It is problematic when 
people self-select out of applying for jobs or pursuing 
academic careers because they feel unwelcome due to 
their identities or their political views. We therefore 
encourage the University to consider how DEI eforts to 
increase the diversity of faculty might be expanded to 
diversity of thought. 

Pipelines and recruitment: Tere is a perception 
among a nontrivial number of people in our community, 
including some members of this subcommittee, that 
when faculty or staf recruitment involves writing so-
called diversity statements, applicants are asked to afrm 
specifc ideological commitments and that, in some cases, 
the statements may be used as ideological litmus tests by 
search committees. Tere is a wide variety of views on the 
committee about to what extent this is the case. Tere is 
nevertheless an agreement that if and when it occurs, it is 
problematic, and that a perception that it is widespread 
may itself be a problem. 

Tis subcommittee stresses that it is appropriate, 
indeed necessary, to expect those who enter our 
community as faculty or staf to afrm their commitment 
to the various ethical and professional standards that 
govern our work. Tose include a recognition of the 
many ways in which faculty and staf must fairly and 
equitably serve people not like themselves and with 
whom they may disagree in many dimensions. But some 
members of the subcommittee worry that some uses of 
diversity statements may be an instrument that is in fact 
inconsistent with its goal of increasing the diversity or the 
sense of inclusion among the faculty. 

Maintaining a diverse and civil community 
Many eforts can help maintain a diverse and civil 

community. Here, we enumerate a number of possibilities, 
recognizing there may be many more. Indeed, one of the 
goals for the Pluralism Initiative would be to function as 
both a site of ongoing activities and a source of new ideas. 

5 Te general Common App essay that all applicants write, regardless of 
their target college, has a list of prompts from which students choose one. In 
addition, applicants to U-M currently write two additional short essays, one 
asking them to describe a community they belong to and the other explaining 
their reasons for choosing the specifc U-M school or college they apply to. It is 
an addition to this U-M-specifc set of prompts we propose. 
6 In winter 2024, the LSA Curriculum Committee began considering the 
possibility of a college-wide requirement focusing on persistent “wicked 

problems” confronting the world. One option for such a requirement are 
courses on dialogue around disagreements. No decisions about the requirement 
have been made as of this writing. 
7 Steven Teles, Beyond Academic Sectarianism, 60 Nat’l Afs., 
Summer 2024, at 3. 
8 See, e.g., Neil Gross, Why Are Professors Liberal and Why Do Conservatives 
Care? (2013). 

4 Another possible model is the Michigan Society of Fellows, whose junior and senior members are selected and term-limited. 
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Te following ideas have varying degrees of support 
among subcommittee members. Concerns include both 
substantive and logistical factors. 

Regular eforts to gauge the climate around 
freedom of expression 

Subcommittee One’s early-summer 2024 request for 
feedback demonstrated that thousands of members of the 
University community were eager to take the question 
seriously and share their views. Tis calls for systematic 
and ongoing mechanisms to collect information on all 
three campuses. We do recognize the “survey fatigue” 
that may already exist, given the many requests everyone 
receives in their daily lives, but we regard this matter as 
important. Here are some possible mechanisms: 

• Create a freestanding regular (e.g., biannual) freedom 
of expression and diversity of thought climate survey 
for all three campuses, to be conducted by University 
experts (e.g., the Institute for Social Research) or an 
independent third-party investigator. Te freestanding 
nature of the survey would signal its importance for the 
University and thus be a beneft. Its being yet another 
survey would be a potential disadvantage. 

• Incorporate freedom of expression and diversity of 
thought questions to existing instruments. University-
wide and unit-specifc climate surveys, such as 
those administered by Advance Program, may be a 
mechanism for faculty and some staf. Incorporating 
questions on classroom climate regarding diversity of 
thought to course evaluations might be a mechanism 
for students. 

• Link the Statement of Principles explicitly into the 
asynchronous and synchronous opportunities to 
Learn and Engage ofered through the Culture 
Journey initiative. Several of the core values (Respect, 
Inclusion, Diversity) naturally ofer opportunities to 
explore diversity of thought and freedom of expression. 
As well as being synergistic with our work, the Culture 
Journey is designed to engage all three constituencies 
- students, faculty, and staf. 

Increase and recognize student opportunities 
beyond the curriculum 

Student learning does not take place only in the 
classroom. It is important that some of it is entirely 
student initiated and not ofcially connected to the 
University. Tis is both for reasons of student autonomy 
and the University’s status as a public institution. Still, we 
urge the University to consider the following: 

• Highlight the diversity of co-curricular opportunities 
across a wide range of political, cultural, and policy 
perspectives, and increase those opportunities 

where necessary. Many opportunities already exist for 
students to gain internships or other pre-professional 
opportunities in institutions and organizations that 
refect a range of perspectives. Te Public Service 
Internship Program, Michigan in Washington Program, 
and units such as LSA’s Opportunity Hub have 
internships in many diferent political organizations, 
government institutions, think tanks, and corporations. 
Students ofen seek ones that are in alignment with 
their own values, which is commendable; sometimes 
they want to explore perspectives they might not 
hold or are unfamiliar with. (For example, students 
ofen report having had mind-opening experiences in 
national security internships.) 

In addition, the University might consider expanding 
programs like Michigan in Washington to more 
local units, such as creating a “Michigan in Lansing” 
program. Tis is not only because it would increase 
opportunities, but because state and local politics have 
assumed ever-increasing importance in recent decades. 

• Recognize the value of a diverse set of student 
organizations. Voluntary student organizations 
(VSOs) make up the majority of U-M’s nearly 2,000 
student organizations. Te majority of VSOs are not 
political, even in a broad sense of the term. On the 
unidimensional scale, the majority of politically or 
policy-oriented organizations can be associated with 
lef-of-center politics. On a campus where the majority 
of students have such views, this is an understandable 
phenomenon, especially for student-initiated eforts. 
Tere are, however, a number of organizations 
associated with conservative or right-wing orientation 
as well as policy commitments or religious perspectives 
not espoused by the majority of students. We do not 
propose a special treatment for these or any other 
organizations that represent minority perspectives, but 
that units recognize and include diverse organizations 
when they organize events around relevant topics. Te 
institutional recognition of this viewpoint diversity 
may provide a more collaborative and intellectually 
more complex relationship between student groups 
and academic units than ofen has been the case 
on campuses. We also note that there are student 
organizations that pursue the kinds of pluralistic ends 
we are calling for. One such example is the student-
initiated “We Listen,” whose purpose is to bring 
together students across ideological diferences for 
constructive conversations. It is, however, instructive — 
and lamentable — that We Listen is currently dormant. 

Increase faculty capacity 
Instructional faculty play a crucial role for U-M 

students in modeling respect and engaging with a 
diversity of ideas. At the same time, the demands on 
faculty to manage pedagogical and other classroom 
challenges have steadily increased. We therefore propose 
that as expectations on faculty increase, the University 
should make eforts to support them and increase their 
capacity to meet such expectations. 

• Many faculty, especially those teaching topics known 
to be controversial, include syllabus statements 
about the norms of discourse, freedom of thought 
and expression, and the diversity of thought in their 
courses. As the University has done with other similar 
statements about accommodations, sexual misconduct, 
and the like, it should provide recommended language 
for instructors. Such statements should naturally be 
consistent with University-wide policies. Paraphrasing 
James Madison, however, we recognize that the efcacy 
of syllabus statements decreases in proportion as their 
efcacy becomes needful. Tat is, the proliferation of 
syllabus statements decreases their likelihood of being 
read and taken seriously — including by the instructors 
themselves. We know from student testimony, for 
example, that courses whose syllabi promise support for 
student mental health and well-being may nevertheless 
routinely include practices known to be systematically 
bad for mental health. 

• For this reason, we propose that the Center for 
Research on Learning and Teaching, in coordination 
with the proposed Pluralism Initiative, increase its 

programming around freedom of expression and 
diversity of thought. In addition to CRLT, many other 
units across the three campuses provide faculty and 
classroom support. Tey should also be invited to use 
their resources to this end, and be supported by the 
University as needed. But we particularly stress CRLT’s 
role, given its centrality and its widely recognized 
excellence in faculty development eforts. 

• We recommend that the University support 
team-based teaching explicitly across diferent 
viewpoints. Team-teaching is costly, but its value in 
promoting other academically valuable goals, such 
as interdisciplinarity, can easily extend to diversity of 
thought. We do not merely suggest having a progressive 
and conservative faculty member teach a course on a 
politically charged theme (although we would welcome 
such courses), but divergent perspectives on policies, 
methods, or even research subjects. An example might 
be a course dovetailing with the Vision 2034 theme 
of Sustainability, Climate Action, and Environmental 
Justice, team-taught by one instructor who believes in 
a rapid move to alternative energy and another who 
might argue for policies that slow the climate change 
with a focus on societal impact instead of speed. 
Such an example illustrates how the potential of such 
an idea transcends a false progressive/conservative 
dichotomy. Carefully thought-out pairings or even 
larger teams could help model the actual complexity of 
many fraught questions and thereby help undermine 
the ofen-unidimensional binary thinking we are 
hoping to combat. 
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Recognize exemplars of the diversity of thought 
Te University has many ways of signaling what it 

values: there are awards for teaching, research, public 
engagement, and other forms of action. Many of these are 
for faculty, some are for students, and some for staf. Te 
University also recognizes people outside the University 
through many mechanisms: honorary doctorates, awards, 
high-profle lecture invitations. 

Te committee discussed specifc models, 
enumerated below. 

• An annual lecture recognizing and celebrating a 
person, whether academic or not, who exemplifes 
work across diference. We emphasize it would not 
be their own partisanship or identity that would 
cause them to merit the award, but their ability to 
fnd common ground working with people who don’t 
share their partisanship or identity. Te partisanship 
in question could be political or policy-oriented, but it 
would not need to be. 

• A manuscript prize open to authors outside the 
University comprising a cash award and a publication 
contract from the University’s press. While other 
outputs are ephemeral and local in nature, this award 
would provide a tangible recognition of and catalyst 
for the work on pluralism happening at U-M. It would 
signal U-M’s commitment on the national stage, as well 
as provide a nexus for community engagement around 
the selection of the manuscript and celebration of its 
publication. 

• A public dialogue across diference. Tis would 
be a public-facing version of team-teaching across 
diference. Te goal would be to model a conversation, 
not a debate, across a topic on which the participants 
disagree. Tis would exemplify the value of a University, 
in contrast to so much polarized and strident public 
discourse. Te criterion for selection would be to 
recognize individuals who are not polemicists, but 
serious thinkers. 

• Small-group dialogues across diference. Nationally, 
several organizations (e.g., Braver Angels; Make 
America Dinner Again) have organized small-group 
events that facilitate discussions among people with 
diferent viewpoints. We envision creating a large 
number of such opportunities on campus, including in 
dining halls and libraries, so that they become a routine 
part of campus life. 

Tis subcommittee does not agree on all of these, 
particularly on the frst two. Subcommittee members 
opposed to them worry about how these would be 
awarded and how they would be interpreted. Tey 
strongly oppose a prize seemingly for “diversity 
of thought” that becomes a de facto celebration of 
one political perspective, such as conservatism. 
Te committee as a whole does believe that these 
recognitions should not be associated with any specifc 
political perspective. Tis is particularly important if 
Subcommittee Tree’s recommendation on institutional 
neutrality is adopted, but it is important even without it. 

The community of the University of Michigan 
We conclude by considering for whom we are creating 

this report. It is, in the broadest sense, for the entire 
University of Michigan community. Tat can mean 
many things: students, faculty, and staf, but also alumni, 
donors, the residents of the State of Michigan, the United 
States, and the world. All are included in the University’s 
mission statement. But our primary focus in this report 
has been the three active constituencies of students, 
faculty, and staf. Teir diferent roles entail diferences in 
how the policies and principles of freedom of expression 
and academic freedom apply. For this reason, it is 
important to discuss those diferences and acknowledge 
the implications. We do stress the importance of each 
group’s freedom to express themselves as freely as 
possible, given their roles, as well as their right to feel 
respected as members of the U-M community, regardless 
of their views. 

Students are arguably the population to whom the 
University owes the most. Tey are one of the two main 
reasons for the existence of the University, and they 
choose our community believing U-M can play a crucial 
role in their intellectual, professional, and personal 
growth. We know the entire community can learn and 
beneft from our students. Indeed, both historically and 
in the present, students have played and continue to play 
a signifcant role in helping the University live up to its 
ideals. But, still, they are, by defnition, here to learn. For 
these reasons, the University owes students extensive — 
but not unlimited — forbearance as they practice their 
emerging agency as scholars and citizens. For example, 
the University should be cautious about blaming students 
for a lack of intellectual or civic skills we may have failed 
to provide them.9 

Faculty historically — and appropriately — enjoy the 
broadest academic freedom. By “faculty,” we include 
tenured and tenure-stream faculty, lecturers, clinical 
and research faculty, and librarians. Although diferent 
employment statuses may and likely do afect faculty 
perceptions of the scope of freedom, we believe the 
University should promote and protect all faculty 
members’ ability to pursue their scholarship — both 
research and teaching — as freely as possible. Academic 
freedom also entails responsibilities, particularly in 
the context of teaching. Faculty model, or may fail to 
model, for their students the intellectual and professional 
standards that make the pursuit and sharing of knowledge 
in a pluralist context possible. 

Finally, staf at the University play a signifcant role 
in achieving the institution’s goals. As a rule, staf do 

not enjoy the same degree of freedom as students or 
faculty. Teir employment is not protected by tenure, 
and their roles, as staf, are usually far more narrowly 
circumscribed than those of any faculty. Tey do, 
however, represent many kinds of professional excellence, 
life experiences, and walks of life. As a matter of empirical 
fact, the cultural, demographic, religious, socioeconomic, 
and political variation among U-M staf is likely a better 
representation of the state of Michigan or, indeed, the 
United States than the variation in U-M faculty. We 
believe this is a virtue, and perhaps an unacknowledged 
resource, of our pluralist community. We therefore 
believe the University and the members of its community 
should remember and appreciate this fact in both formal 
and informal settings, to live up to its commitments to 
creating an inclusive community. 

Subcommittee II Members 

Mika LaVaque-Manty, Subcommittee Chair, Arthur F. 
Turnau Professor; associate professor of political science, 
of philosophy, LSA. 

Laura Blake Jones, associate vice president for student 
afairs and dean of students. 

Daniel T. Chang, Isadore Lampe Collegiate Professor of 
Radiation Oncology and professor and chair of radiation 
oncology, Medical School. 

Linda Gregerson, Caroline Walker Bynum Distinguished 
University Professor of English, professor of English 
literature and creative writing, LSA. 

Don Herzog, Edson R. Sunderland Professor of Law and 
professor of law, Law School; and professor of political 
science, LSA. 

Ellen D. Katz, Ralph W. Aigler Professor of Law and 
professor of law, and associate dean for academic 
programming, Law School. 

Ken Kollman, Frederick G. L. Huetwell Professor and 
professor of political science, LSA; and research professor 
and director of the Center for Political Studies, Institute 
for Social Research. 

Maureen Linker, associate provost and executive 
vice chancellor for academic afairs; and professor of 
philosophy, College of Arts, Sciences and Letters, UM-
Dearborn. 

Allen Liu, professor of mechanical engineering, College 
of Engineering; professor of biomedical engineering, CoE 
and Medical School; professor of biophysics, LSA; and 
former chair of SACUA. 

Gregory S. Miller, Ernst and Young Professor of 
Accounting and professor of accounting, Ross School. 

Elizabeth Birr Moje, dean, George Herbert Mead 
Collegiate Professor of Education, and professor of 
education, Marsal Family School of Education; Arthur F. 
Turnau Professor; and faculty associate in the Research 
Center for Group Dynamics, Institute for Social Research. 

Paul Resnick, Michael D. Cohen Collegiate Professor 
of Information, professor of information, School of 
Information. 

Gregory Teachout, director of communications and 
strategic initiatives, Ofce of the Provost and Executive 
Vice President for Academic Afairs. 

Charles Watkinson, associate University librarian for 
publishing, and librarian in the University Library, and 
director of the University of Michigan Press. 

Rebecca Scharbach Wollenberg, associate professor of 
Judaic studies, LSA. 

9 Louis E. Newman, If We Want Free Speech, We Need to Teach It, Inside Higher Ed (July 18, 2024), https://www.insidehighered.com/opinion/views/2024/07/18/if-
we-want-free-speech-we-need-teach-it-opinion. 
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Subcommittee III 
On the recommendation of President Santa J. Ono 

and Vice President and General Counsel Timothy G. 
Lynch, the Board of Regents voted on January 16, 2024, to 
adopt the University of Michigan Principles on Diversity 
of Tought and Freedom of Expression.1 Citing the 
University’s mission, the Principles afrm that, 
“[a]s a great public University guided by the letter and 
spirit of the First Amendment, we enthusiastically 
embrace our responsibility to stimulate and support 
diverse ideas and model constructive engagement with 
diferent viewpoints.”2 To put the principles into practice, 
President Ono asked Vice President Lynch to convene a 
committee to provide guidance on three issues, including 
“[w]hether the University should adopt some form of 
the University of Chicago’s Kalven Principles, which 
establish ‘[a] heavy presumption against the University 
. . . expressing opinions on the political and social 
issues of the day.”3 Answering this question was our 
subcommittee’s charge.4 

Afer reviewing published commentary, numerous 
institutional statements, and several thousand 
written submissions from members of the University 
community—and afer much discussion and debate—we 
answer President Ono’s charge in the afrmative. Te 
University of Michigan should adopt the Kalven Report’s 
heavy presumption against institutional statements 
on political and social issues of the day because it 
will advance the University’s mission and protect its 
longstanding commitment to diversity of thought and 
freedom of expression.5 Te University’s status as a public 
institution and its commitment to developing leaders and 
citizens only strengthen the case for avoiding institutional 
statements on political and social issues. 

In the following sections, we lay out the rationale for 
our recommendation and make some additional points. 
In particular, we clarify that our recommendation 

1 Request to Adopt Principles on Diversity of Tought and Freedom of 
Expression from Santa Ono, President, Univ. of Michigan, and Timothy Lynch, 
Gen. Couns., Univ. of Michigan, to Univ. of Michigan Bd. of Regents (Jan. 16, 
2024), https://regents.umich.edu/fles/meetings/01-24/2024-01-X-1.pdf. 
2 Principles on Diversity of Tought and Freedom of Expression (Jan. 16, 2024), 
https://regents.umich.edu/fles/meetings/01-24/2024-01-X-1.pdf. 
3 Santa Ono, President, Univ. of Michigan, Statement at January 2024 Board of 
Regents (Jan. 16, 2024), https://president.umich.edu/news-communications/ 
statements/statement-at-january-2024-board-of-regents/. Te full text of the 
Kalven Report is available at Kalven Committee, Report on the University’s 
Role in Political and Social Action (1967), https://provost.uchicago.edu/reports/ 
report-Universitys-role-political-and-social-action [hereinafer Kalven Report]. 
4 Although we recognize that the impetus for the Kalven Report was a demand 
for divestment, we do not address the issue here because it was not within 
the ambit of our charge, nor was it mentioned in the request for community 
input. Many community members commented on divestment anyway, arguing 

does not preclude speech by University leaders on 
matters of internal governance, that is, on policies and 
decisions related to running the University. Nor does our 
recommendation preclude speech by University leaders 
in their individual capacities rather than on behalf of the 
institution. We also highlight steps other than issuing 
statements that University leaders can take to show 
compassion, foster community, and respond to crises that 
afect the University community. 

Advancing the University’s Mission 
Commentators have used various terms to express the 

idea that universities should avoid taking institutional 
positions on the political and social issues. Te most 
prominent terms are “institutional neutrality” and 
“institutional restraint.” We use the term “institutional 
neutrality” because most commentators do—not because 
we think it is the best label for the view we endorse. Te 
term “institutional neutrality” is potentially misleading 
because it suggests that universities must be neutral about 
everything. Tis is wrong. Universities should not be 
neutral, for example, about academic values like truth 
and respect for evidence. Furthermore, as we elaborate 
later, University leaders must make and defend many 
contestable and value-laden decisions about internal 
governance. 

We begin, then, by explaining what we mean by 
“institutional neutrality.” At its core, this term describes a 
commitment to the distinctive role that universities play 
in our society as institutions dedicated to learning and the 
pursuit of knowledge. As the Kalven Report puts it, “[t] 
he University is the home and sponsor of critics; it is not 
itself the critic.”6 To play this role efectively, universities 
must refrain from taking institutional positions on 
contested political and social issues of the day. Te 
critics—the “instrument[s] of dissent,” in the report’s 
terms7—are the individual members of the academic 
community. Te University must make way for their 
voices. 

Te touchstone for our analysis is the mission of this 
University. Te University of Michigan was founded in 
1817 as a “public corporation devoted to the pursuit of 
knowledge and the education of students.”8 Since 1989, 
the University’s mission has been distilled as follows: 

that University leaders should be free to express opinions on political and 
social issues because the University’s investment decisions already refect tacit 
positions on such issues. We do not dispute this premise; investment decisions 
may have expressive signifcance. Even if they do, however, we disagree with 
the view that taking tacit positions is a persuasive reason to endorse additional, 
express statements on political and social issues. 
5 One subcommittee member endorses the recommendation (that there be a 
heavy presumption against the University expressing opinions on the political 
and social issues of the day and that University leaders should seek other means 
to engage with the community), but is not prepared at this time to endorse the 
more general concept of institutional neutrality or its rationale. 

to serve the people of Michigan and the world through 
preeminence in creating, communicating, preserving 
and applying knowledge, art, and academic values, and 
in developing leaders and citizens who will challenge 
the present and enrich the future.9 

We believe that the University advances this mission 
best by embracing its role as the “home and sponsor 
of critics”10—and of learners, teachers, creators, and 
contrarians. 

Institutional neutrality serves the afrmative goal of 
cultivating a thriving and inclusive community across our 
three campuses and academic medical center. As a public 
institution, the University of Michigan brings together 
many thousands of individuals with diferent identities, 
experiences, and viewpoints. Institutional neutrality 
signals to “members of an eclectic community that all 
will be treated with respect”; it refects “the promise that 
people won’t be disadvantaged in virtue of their identity, 
including partisan identities.”11 

Importantly, institutional neutrality is not passivity. 
Fostering a culture of open inquiry and spirited debate 
requires more than restraint. To be the “home and 
sponsor of critics,”12 a University must defend every 
inquirer with relentless vigor and must allow lawful, 
peaceful protest. It must nurture a community that 
welcomes questions and constructive disagreement. And 
it must safeguard dissidents from threats and harassment 
just as energetically as it shields those who hold 
conventional views. 

Te work of creating knowledge can be destabilizing. 
It requires us to examine what we think we know and 
consider the possibility that we might be wrong. We learn 
through immersive study, unfettered exchange of ideas, 
contestation of principles, robust disagreement, and 
questioning of longstanding assumptions. Tis intensive 
process advances the state of human knowledge, and it 
allows us to revise, and sometimes discard, beliefs that 
were once considered unassailable. Precisely because 
not all ideas are of equal value, universities must take 
afrmative steps to ensure that ideas are subject to 
scrutiny and debate. 

6 Kalven Report, supra. 
7 Id. 
8 Why 1817 Matters, Hist. Univ. Mich., https://historyofum.umich.edu/why-
1817-matters/ (last visited Sept. 9, 2024). 
9 Mission, Univ. Mich., https://president.umich.edu/about/mission/ (last visited 
Sept. 9, 2024). 
10 Kalven Report, supra. 
11 Kwame Anthony Appiah, Neutrality Is a Fiction—But an Indispensable One, 
Atlantic (Apr. 20, 2023), https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2023/04/ 
neutrality-journalism-jurisprudence-carl-schmitt-moral-clarity/673757/. 
12 Kalven Report, supra. 

40 

https://regents.umich.edu/files/meetings/01-24/2024-01-X-1.pdf
https://regents.umich.edu/files/meetings/01-24/2024-01-X-1.pdf
https://president.umich.edu/news-communications/statements/statement-at-january-2024-board-of-regent
https://president.umich.edu/news-communications/statements/statement-at-january-2024-board-of-regent
https://provost.uchicago.edu/reports/report-Universitys-role-political-and-social-action
https://provost.uchicago.edu/reports/report-Universitys-role-political-and-social-action
https://historyofum.umich.edu/why-1817-matters/ (last visited Sept. 9, 2024)
https://historyofum.umich.edu/why-1817-matters/ (last visited Sept. 9, 2024)
https://president.umich.edu/about/mission/ (last visited Sept. 9, 2024)
https://president.umich.edu/about/mission/ (last visited Sept. 9, 2024)
https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2023/04/neutrality-journalism-jurisprudence-carl-schmitt-m
https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2023/04/neutrality-journalism-jurisprudence-carl-schmitt-m


Tis kind of engagement plays a vital role not only 
in education and knowledge creation, but also in 
cementing the foundation of our democracy. Without 
the ability to understand others’ views—even if we would 
vehemently reject them—democracy cannot function. 
By promoting research, refection, and dialogue, we help 
students become full participants in our democracy and 
advance our mission of developing leaders and citizens. 
Te University of Michigan does so in part by teaching 
and modeling constructive engagement and respectful 
disagreement among community members. A policy 
of institutional neutrality complements these eforts 
and is especially important at a time of intense political 
polarization. 

Yet, as our political and social climate has grown 
fractious in recent decades, it has become increasingly 
common for University leaders or departments to 
issue statements on social and political developments. 
Tese institutional statements might condemn a new 
development, express solidarity with those afected by it, 
or advocate for a specifc policy. 

University leaders have issued these statements 
for a variety of reasons—to afrm core values, show 
compassion, or reinforce a sense of community. 
Sometimes leaders acquiesce to pressure from students 
and others who believe that they can advance a cause by 
getting powerful institutions to afrm their views. 

Such institutional statements disserve the University’s 
mission. Tey undermine our commitment to open 
inquiry by suggesting that those who disagree are 
unwelcome. Tey cause would-be dissenters to worry 
that voicing disagreement may jeopardize admission, 
grades, or advancement. Tis risk is especially acute for 
statements issued by or on behalf of departments or other 
units that make up the University because of the closer 
connections among the individuals within those units. 

In addition, such statements are poor teaching tools. 
Te drafers don’t necessarily have expertise related to the 
topic at hand and the statements are usually short and 
conclusory. Instead of encouraging the community to 
pursue a deeper understanding of the underlying issues, 
the statements themselves become the focal point for 
the community’s attention, inviting questions like: how 
closely, how forcefully, does the statement refect my 
own views and preferences? To the extent that statements 
are perceived to fall short, they attract lobbying for 
clarifcations and additional statements. 

Tere is also the problem of omissions: those whose 
plight is unacknowledged by a statement may perceive a 
message that they are less worthy of concern. Disafected 
community members may respond by lobbying for 
comparable recognition in yet another statement. Eliciting 
leadership statements can quickly become a primary goal 
of advocacy eforts—eforts that might be more efectively 
directed elsewhere. 

Some have argued against institutional neutrality on the 
ground that neutrality is neither possible nor desirable. 
Tey ofen quote Bishop Desmond Tutu, who insisted: “If 
you are neutral in a situation of injustice, you have chosen 
the side of the oppressor.”13 We submit that there is more 
than one way to fght oppression and other societal ills. 
Te contribution that universities can make is both 
critical and distinctive—but it is also necessarily indirect. 
Universities combat oppression through teaching, 
learning, inquiry, and debate about the foundations of 
injustice, its consequences, and what it would take to 
rectify them. In this way, universities empower individual 
community members as instruments of dissent—and of 
persuasion. 

In the end, institutional statements on social and 
political matters do more harm than good. Such 
statements are unlikely to sway the world beyond the 
University, and they do not solve the complex problems 
that University leaders face on campus. Tey might satisfy 
some members of the community, but they do so at the 
cost of alienating or infaming others. Such statements 
erect barriers to debate and dissent, and they channel 
energy away from the kind of learning and engagement 
that is at the core of this University’s mission. 

13 See, e.g., E.J. Dionne Jr., South African Prelate Brings Message to City, N.Y. Times, Dec. 11, 1983 (§ 1), at 62. 

Having explained our recommendation, we turn next to 
addressing several crucial issues of implementation. 

Te Kalven Report does not identify the individuals 
who might speak (or might be understood to speak) for 
the University or its component parts. We clarify that 
the relevant University leaders include the president, 
members of the president’s leadership team, deans, center 
directors, department chairs, and any others authorized 
to speak for an academic unit. Individuals who serve 
in these roles are stewards of the institution and should 
discharge their responsibilities in a way that aligns with 
the University’s mission. 

Separately, we elaborate on two vital qualifcations to 
our recommendation: (1) speech by University leaders 
on matters of internal governance (that is, policies and 
decisions related to operating the University, including 
admissions, budget, buildings, curriculum, hiring, and 
promotion); and (2) speech by University leaders in 
their individual capacities rather than on behalf of the 
institution or one of its constituent parts. 

Speech Regarding Internal Governance 
University leaders make many contestable, value-

laden decisions about internal governance—that is, 
about how to run and lead this institution. Nothing in 
our recommendation precludes University leaders from 
speaking about those decisions or about their aspirations 
for improving the University. For example, there was 
no way for the University to remain “neutral” about the 
merits of afrmative action when its admissions policies 
were challenged before the Supreme Court in 2003. 
Whether the University maintained or abandoned its 
afrmative action policies, it would have been taking a 
position on a highly contested political matter. How we 
admit students is both a matter of internal governance 
and one that implicates social and political issues that are 
hotly debated in our society. Having made a decision, it 
was right for University leaders to defend it publicly. 

More broadly, a University cannot govern itself 
without making difcult decisions on contested matters. 
Tese include decisions about admitting students, 
hiring and promoting faculty, supporting and funding 
academic programs, and regulating student conduct. 
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When University leaders make such decisions, norms 
of openness and transparency demand that they explain 
their reasoning. It would be counterproductive—indeed, 
silly—to hold that the University as an institution (or 
University leaders speaking in their ofcial capacities) 
may not speak publicly or take positions on ideologically 
contested matters that directly concern the University’s 
internal governance. 

Tat said, University leaders should still take care 
to ensure that their speech on internal governance 
does not undercut the commitment to institutional 
neutrality. Tere will not always be a clear distinction 
between appropriate speech on internal governance 
and institutional speech that improperly opines on 
the external political or social issues of the day. In 
diferentiating between the two, there will be ambiguities, 
gray zones, and line-drawing problems on which 
reasonable people will disagree. However, we believe that 
this distinction is coherent and workable. 

First, University leaders should refrain from making 
statements that take positions about events outside the 
University. Such events do not become matters of internal 
governance simply because they afect some members of 
the University community. 

Second, to the extent that University leaders speak on 
politically charged questions that impact the University 
community, they should focus their comments on matters 
of internal governance. For example, when a political 
event in any part of the world afects faculty, staf, or 
students at our University, it may be appropriate for 
University leaders to take steps like extending application 
deadlines, providing additional support for certain 
educational or research programs, or even modifying 
policies. In explaining their decisions, however, 
University leaders should avoid opining on the wider 
political questions. Consistent with this recommendation, 
University leaders may show compassion by 
acknowledging the intensity of emotions among 
community members, but they should avoid expressing 
empathy in a way that explicitly or implicitly takes sides 
on a social or political issue. In short, University leaders 
should ensure their communications are consistent with 
the spirit of institutional neutrality and advance the 
goal of fostering and afrming a diverse and inclusive 
community. 

Tird, when University leaders make and speak about 
contestable decisions involving internal governance, 
they should recognize that their decisions may well 
remain a topic for debate and discussion. Leaders should 

afrm that community members who disagree with 
the University’s position remain welcome to voice their 
disagreement publicly. Participation in institutional 
governance is an element of academic freedom. By 
welcoming dissent, University leaders reinforce the point 
that debate and inquiry are fundamental to our mission as 
a public institution of higher education. 

Speech in an Individual Capacity 
Pursuant to our recommendation, University leaders— 

including those who are faculty and those who are not— 
retain the right to speak on social and political matters in 
an individual capacity.14 While the line between individual 
and institutional speech may sometimes be murky, there 
are ways to clarify in what capacity a person is speaking. 
University leaders suggest they are speaking on behalf of 
the institution when they communicate through ofcial 
channels like a University email listserv or website or 
a speech at a mandatory University event. Conversely, 
leaders imply they are speaking for themselves when they 
write academic articles, participate in academic panels, or 
publish op-eds in independent newspapers. Government 
employees who speak on academic panels or at other 
public events ofen begin with a disclaimer that they are 
speaking in their individual capacity and not on behalf 
of their employer. University leaders should adopt this 
convention to clarify when they are speaking in their 
individual capacity. 

University leaders have the greatest latitude to speak 
on contested matters when they are addressing questions 
within their own academic feld and speaking based on 
their own professional expertise. For example, a public 
health scholar serving in a leadership role is free to opine 
publicly on a vaccine mandate (even one not directly 
afecting University governance) so long as they make 
clear that they are speaking in their individual capacity. 
Still, leaders should be slow to leverage the prestige 
of their ofce to gain a public platform for personal 
expression. It is particularly inappropriate for leaders to 
issue personal statements to signal that they are on the 
“right” side of a controversial issue. Such pronouncements 
subvert the leader’s ofce and undermine the University’s 
mission to welcome all points of view. 

Even though University leaders generally enjoy strong 
free speech rights in their individual capacities, speech 
that is protected by the First Amendment or by University 
policy could disqualify a person from continuing in that 
role. For example, if a dean makes highly controversial, 
but protected, statements in their individual capacity, the 
provost might fnd that the speech undermines the dean’s 
ability to serve in that role. Faculty might have a robust 

right to make rude comments in a faculty meeting, but 
that does not mean that the department must make them 
chair. University leadership positions do and should come 
with certain responsibilities and limitations, including on 
public speech. 

Finally, we note that while individual faculty may speak 
about politically contested matters on their own behalf, 
groups of faculty should not speak collectively about 
external political or social matters on behalf of their 
schools, departments, and other academic units. Because 
of the smaller scale of these units, the real or perceived 
risks associated with disagreement (including lower 
grades, poor performance evaluations, and tenure denial) 
loom larger and the impact on the educational and 
scholarly environment is greater. As a result, the threat to 
the University’s mission is especially acute. 

Beyond Statements 
We close by reiterating that a policy of institutional 

neutrality is not a call for passivity on the part of 
University leaders when a major event roils the 
community or even the globe. Nor is it an expression of 
indiference, a call for absolute silence, or an endorsement 
of the status quo. Instead, our recommendation calls for 
directing the University’s energy, attention, and resources 
to activities that are at the core of its mission. 

Caring for all members of our academic community is 
an important part of leadership. We encourage University 
leaders to fnd ways to show compassion and foster 
community that don’t involve issuing statements—and 
to do so on an ongoing basis rather than just in response 
to crises. Te University has a sizeable expert staf 
devoted to supporting students and other members of 
the community, and University leaders should enlist their 
assistance. University leaders should also remember the 
valuable role that they can play by personally showing up 
and listening to the concerns of community members, 
especially but not only at difcult moments. Sometimes 
listening is more powerful than speaking. 

When a crisis does occur, it is the University’s 
obligation to educate—for example, to help students 
understand the roots of a confict or the sociopolitical 
impacts of an election. As a great public University, we 
must prepare our students to lead in a diverse democracy 
by teaching them to listen carefully and empathetically, to 
think broadly and deeply, and to communicate efectively 
across diferences. Te University of Michigan is home 
to extraordinary expertise—to many individual critics— 
who can teach our students, share their perspectives, and 
help them develop these skills. University leaders can 
advance our mission best by organizing educational and 
developmental opportunities and then ceding the foor to 
other speakers. 

Subcommittee III Members 

Kristina B. Daugirdas, Subommittee Chair, Francis A. 
Allen Collegiate Professor of Law, Law School. 

Michelle Adams, Henry M. Butzel Professor of Law, 
Law School. 

Sybil Biermann, professor of orthopedic surgery 
and associate dean, graduate medical education, 
Medical School. 

Tomas M. Braun, professor of biostatistics in the School 
of Public Health; former chair of the Senate Advisory 
Committee on University Afairs. 

Daniel A. Crane, Richard W. Pogue Professor of Law, 
Frederick Paul Furth, Sr. Professor of Law, Law School. 

Kirsten Herold, lecturer IV, SPH; and president of the 
Lecturers’ Employee Organization. 
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and Touche LLP Collegiate Professor of Accounting and 
professor of accounting, Stephen M. Ross School 
of Business. 

Laura K. Lee, director of communications and outreach, 
Ford School. 

Mingyan Liu, Alice L. Hunt Collegiate Professor of 
Engineering, professor of electrical engineering and 
computer science, and associate dean for academic afairs, 
College of Engineering. 

Gabriel Mendlow, professor of law, Law School; and 
professor of philosophy, LSA. 

Ganesh S. Palapattu, George F. and Sandra G. Valassis 
Professor of Urology, and professor and chair of urology, 
Medical School. 
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professor of Program in the Environment, LSA and 
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the Michigan Society of Fellows. 
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14 Note that use of University resources for political purposes may implicate 
other University policies. Guidelines for Political Campaigns and Ballot 
Initiatives, Vice President for Pub. Afs., Univ. Mich. (Feb. 1, 2024), http:// 

publicafairs.vpcomm.umich.edu/key-issues/guidelines-for-political-
campaigns-and-ballot-initiatives/frequently-asked-questions/. 
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9/4/24, 12:17 PM Commitment to Freedom of Expression and Free Speech 

View this email in Y.Our browser 

March 24, 2022 

Hi everyone-

I write today to address the events that occurred yesterday at a Federalist Society 

event. Freedom of speech is a bedrock principle of our academic community, and 

the free exchange of ideas is at the heart of our mission as a public law school. 

At a time when our nation is badly divided over a host of political, social, and legal 

issues, feelings run high here at Michigan, as they do everywhere. Many of the 

political and legal issues in play touch us deeply and personally, and their discussion 
can inflict real pain in ways that fall more heavily on some members of our 
community than others. Our role as a law school is not to ignore that fact, much less 

to demand that students bury their beliefs, identities, or values. But our role does 
call us to model a core professional ethos: the best lawyers are those who listen 

closely to their adversaries' positions to understand their strengths and 
vulnerabilities and to prepare the strongest possible response. 

The Federalist Society event titled "The Writ ofwErasure Fallacy and the Texas 

Heartbeat Act," was a debate-style event that included Jonathan Mitchell, a former 
Solicitor General of Texas, and Michigan Law Professor and Dean Emeritus Evan 

Cam inker. The legal question discussed during this event was plainly appropriate for 

law school debate, and the event presented an opportunity to sharpen critical 
thinking about legal moves in one of the most important constitutional debates of 
our time. Protesters disrupted Mr. Mitchell's presentation by blocking visual access 

and interfering with his ability to communicate to the audience. These acts were 
fundamentally contrary to our values and pedagogical mission not to mention our 
rules-and it frustrated the free speech interests of both the speaker and fellow 

students who were entitled to listen. 

https:l/us9.campaign-archive.coml?e= _test_email_&u=6afc73915dd3db1 0e884ff351 &id=6tbb88942f 113 
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M LAVV 

DEA.NrS UPDATE 
- -

C01ffl111m8At 'I.O Fl'M!dom 01 Ex!)r,11u10n, nd FlH Speecn 

At Michigan Law we r~pect the right of speia kers to be heard, tree from harassment 

or in lern1pbo11. The Law School[ n,ei tlrier asks about a speaker's views nor in terfores 

in student organization programming ba,sed on those views.. An academ.c 

community simply ,cannot suppress speech iin an open forum based on the belief 

that it is pernicio:us, fals,e, or even detestable. Disapproval can be expfle'ssed by 

counterprogramrrning, by asking tough quest:i,ons,. by no,ndisn1ptive demon,strations:. 

or by boyoott: .. But It viol.ates our most basmc norms to, prevent a speaker from 

sp,eaking orto deprive other members of the aommunity of the chance to Usten !1nd 

learn, 

lo _ e s1,1 re: Civil disobed ie,nce has played ;;,tn important role in 01.1r history, and there 

.:ire times whe11 we ea.::h must follow our own co,nscience. It is not the Law School.'s 

pace to decide whet er underlying moral outrage iSe justi 100 .. Nevertheiless, 

disrupting an event such that a speaker is. not able to be heard is a violation ofthe 

University's polides and norms, ·new ding the UniV@rsiity''s Standard e@ctice Guide 

far Foo,edom_9f Speech and MisticbiQte:ss1on and the University's Statement cf 
student Rights and.Bespo ns i biliti es. We apply these rules. eveflh a,ndedly and with out 

regard to viewpoint. lhe choice to violate them has consequences both for 

individuals and for our oommunity. 

Michigan Lav,.1 ls a comimu nity, and we shoutd all think c i;I reh.dly ab<1u t the kind of 

community we creat~ together. We rem,fn committed to ci;eating an inclusive and 

su pportirv•e lea nning envi ro:nmenrt. We remain dedicatoo to, cultivating a scholarly 
community that promotes intellectual inquiry through vigorous discour:S1e. We 

continue to affi1rm our commitment to freedom of speech and a rtistk el'C.pression for 

aU-indu ding when members of our community find s:pe,ech or a speaker 

repre:herisi b I@'. I urge you to, aipproac h the5e events. a.s. important oppo rtu n iti es not 

only to learn. but also to practice th.e skills and capaciti,es you will be required to rely 

on as l~wyer~. 

Be.st~ 
. ow 
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From: 

Senate Assembly 

SACUA 

_ April 21, 

Re: • Diaruption of Speakers on Campus . 

The statement below was adopted on March 27, 1975 by the 
Civil Liberties Board. SACUA presents it for possible adoption 
by Senate Assembly. 

STATEMENT ON HONORS CONVOCATION DISRUPTION 

Civil Liberties Board 

The disruption of a University of Michigan convocation 
honoring Ephraim katzir, a molecular biologist and biophysi­
cist of international stature, was a denial of the freedom of 
speech held dear by all in this nation, but most espec�ally by 
those on a campus devoted to freedom of expression. The clash 
of ideas is encouraged in such an environment, but the forums 
must provide that viewpoints be expressed in civil manner, 
rather than in the disruptive chanting of slogans. 

Freedom of speech was attacked that day. 

_The right of persons to hear a speaker was abridged. 
There was no denial of the same right to those who disrupted 
the convocation, as they had peacefully demonstrated outside 
the meeting hall where their message could be heard and seen 
by those entering. Moderation was shown by the administration 
in allowing disruptors a?equate time to desist, and force was 
used only when reason and persuasion did not influence those 
opposing the speaker. The disruptors showed a disregard for 
the rights of an audience to hear the person they had come to 
hear, whether or not the audience agreed with that speaker� 
Alternative public forums are available on campus to those 
wishing to present dissenting views. 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN 

25 Karch 1975 

MEH0 TO: He11bera. Civil Libertiu Board 

P'ltOH: Jack Rothman, Chairman 

Stll!JECT: Specul meeting on diaruption of Honors Convocation 

The Civil Libertiaa Board bas bean asked by SAGUA to consider 
civil liberties aspect of events at the Honors Convocation. In trana­
mitting this request from SACOA, Chairman Cad Cobe.n comments aa follovs: 

"The recent disruption of the University convocation in honor of 
Ephraim Katzir has caused a very widespread concern about the 
et&te of civil liberties on the campus. 

No one seriously doubts that such disruptions deny the righta 
of speech to persona, and chill the ataosphere in which con­
troversial figures can appear on the campua with aafety." 

I a,a calling a special luncheon meeting to raviaw the matter. 
It will be Thursday, March 27, 1975, at noon, in the university (Faculty) 
Club, the Alcove Table, in the Michigan Union. (Our usual facilities at 
the League were not available.) 

I hope we can make this a brief gathering, recessing at 1:15 
or 1:30 p.m. 

If you have a view on the subject and are able to draft apecific 
language beforehand, this should tend to upedite our deliberations. 

be 
cc: C. Cohen 

v.s. Mail 

o. 

(ADOPTED 'UNANIK)USLY BY.SENATE ASSEMBLY, APRIL 21, 1975) 

Because differences of opinion have come to exist 
within our community oh the nature, scope, and rationale 
of freedom of speech and academic freedom as they pertain 
to University practices, be it resolved: 

'l'hat SACUA appoint an ad hoc committee to prepare a 
general report on this question. The committee might take 
the recent report of the Woodward Committee on Freedom of 
Expression at Yale University, including the dissenting 
report by one member of that ~ommittee, as a guide for 

.their report. 

. Submitted by 

Shaw Livermore 

" 

, 

... 

..., . 
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Senate Assembly 
Civil Liberties Board 

The University of Michigan 

Next meeting: 
Tues,, July 8. 1975 
12:00 noon 
Michigan League, Rm. 2 

An ad hoc committee has been established by SACUA to consider the question of 
freedom of speech on the campus. This committee is composed of two members of 
the Civil Liberties Board (Professors Chambers and Friedman) and two interested 
faculty members of the campus community (Professors Berki and Livermore). The 
Committee is chaired by Professor Rothman. outgoing chairperson of the Civil 
Liberties Board. 

The Committee is guided in its work by three resolutions passed at the Senate 
Assembly meeting of April 21, 1975: one by the Civil Liberties Board; another 
offered by Professor Livermore; and a third by Professor llie. 

Several basic documents are available to work with: 

1) The Woodward report on Freedom of Expression, prepared at Yale Uni­
versity. 

2) Several U of M statements touching on the subject (Civil Liberties
Board statement of September 14. 1969 on right of ROTC faculty and students; 
Rules of the University phamphlet). Existing University policies are broad 
and imprecise. 

At its first meeting on July 1, 1975 the ad hoc committee delineated several 
issues which bear on freedom of speech matters. These include: 

1. There is a difference between a talk sponsored by a group which is a
constituent part of the University and a talk sponsored by the University itself 
as an official corporate entity. The latter may pertain also to a formal admin­
istrative unit of the University such as the Law School or the School of Education. 

2. There is a distinction between an open, vol\llltary meeting which one may
attend or not, and one which is an official event in which one may be a "captive 
audience"--such as a graduation. Students who wish to attend such an event for 
purposes of culminating their educational careers may find themselves "forced" to 
listen to a speaker whose views are abhorrent to them. 

3. Particularly in events officially sponsored by the University, there may
be a difference between speech per se, and giving prominence to an individual who 
symbolizes a given political policy or philosophy which is honored or legitimated 
through such a formal corporate invitation to speak. 

4. Questions were raised concerning criteria of "appropriate" and "inappro­
priate" dissent or protest. At what point does expressing an opposing opinion in 
a public pluralistic exchange become an oppressive act which prevents a speaker 
from having access to an audienc�? Can such criteria of acceptable dissenting 
behavior b� specified? 
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--- .Oa INTM•UlflYD.SffY COUUPONl>INCII 

THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN 

MEMORANDUM 

TO Members, Civil Liberties Board 

FROM Bruce Friedman, Chairman 

SUBJECT First meeting, date and agenda 

I have scheduled the first m�eting of the Civil Liberties Board for 
Wednesday, 29 October, 1975, noon to 1:30 p.m., in Meeting Room 5, at the 
League. The room is on your left as you enter the front door of the League. 
You may purchase your lunch in the main cafeteria across from the meeting room 
and carry your tray into the room or purchase lunch in the snack bar in the 
basement and bring your tray up the stairs·. This procedure has worked well in 
the past. Please be as prompt as possible 

AGENDA 

1. Freedom of Speech. As you will note in the background reading, the 
issue of freedom of speech was precipitated by an interruption of a lecture by 
President Katzir last Spring (note the Ilie and Livermore motions of the Assembly 
minutes of 21 April, 1975, and the reaction statement of the Civil Liberties 
Board which was referred to the Senate Assembly and adopted). An additional 
conflict was avoided when Secretary of State Kissinger declined to speak at the 
graduation ceremonies last Spring, A disruption of his speech had been planned 
at that time. An ad hoc committee chaired by Jack Rothman debated the issue of 
freedom of speech this past Summer (note minutes of the meeting of 3 July 1975). 
The .!!!_.h,Q£ committee studied the Woodward report from Yale which took a firm 
position on the issue of freedom of speech (see enclosure). For background read­
ing I am also including an editorial from the Wall Street Journal, a report from 
the Civil Liberties Board of September 1969, and my recent statement to the 
Assembly Committee Chairpersons on the current goals of the Civil Liberties Board. 

We have an immediate problem with regard to freedom of speech. An asso­
ciate of Dr. Shockley from Harvard has been invited to the campus in the near 
future to present his racial views. He has asked for assurances of protection 
from the administration. Our first agenda item will be to draft guidelines for 
the administration to use to protect his right of freedom of speech as well as 
that of other invited speakers. I hope that these guidelines will be concrete 
and practical and will protect the rights of both the speaker and the protesters. 
I hope further that we can establish time frame guidelines to use when remov-
ing protesters who do not desist when the speaker coJIDDences. To this end, would 
you come to the meeting with written ideas and/or a written proposal for these 
concrete guidelines. The drafting of proposals and guideiines by the Civil Liber­
ties Board has been much easier in the past when Board members come to the meeting 
with written proposals which can then be discussed. 

Exhibit 4 Exhibit 3 

56 57 

-S. Regardl-ug the. dissenetn • view in the Woodward stat~ 
support :tu the ad hoc coomtlttee for dt,e opinion that 1111 mino:city ! 
oppressed or has llttlie powel' $hould hav~ audtorhat·lon to preve1 
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Exhibit 4

MEMORANDUM 

TO Members, Civil Liberties Board 

FROM Bruce A. Friedman, Chairman 

SUBJECT Minutes of Civil Liberties Board Meeting 29 October 1975 

.Hal:E.: Next meeting is Wednesday, 19 November 1975, Meeting Room 03 of 
the League, 12 Nbon - 1:30 p.m. 

PRESENT: Joel Berger, William Cash, David Chambers� Carl Cohen, Norma Diamond, 
Bruce Friedman, Charles Garvin, Peggy Kusnerz, Jose Ramirez 
Shaw Livermore, member pro� 

ABSENT: Edward Voss; member pro� Sylvester Berki 

The meeting was convened at 12:10 by Bruce Friedman. After brief intro­
'ductory remarks and introduction of members, Peggy Kusnerz delivered a brief 
report on the upcoming distribution of the University Directory and anticipated 
sales at the Union newsstand. She related that of the 16,500 published copies 
of the Directory, approximately 2500 copies will be available for public sale. 
These additional sale copies in the past have been bought by University person­
nel who desire to have an additional copy, book salesmen, local businessmen, 
real estate agents, and insurance salesmen. The majority of the Board members 
felt that the public sale of the Directory was no great infringement on the 
civil liberties of the University personnel whose names are included in the 
Directory. Shaw Livermore did point out that he objected to the sales of lists 
by govenimental agencies and thought that the sale of the Directory to the pub­
lic for a profit was analogous. It was decided by consensus that Peggy Kusnerz 
should write a letter to the Publications Office asking them to include a warn­
ing on the cards that are distributed next Fall requesting information from Uni­
versity personnel for the Directory. The warning should state that the Directory 
will be sold publicly and that personnel should withhold any information which 
they do not wish to be disseminated in this manner. 

Bruce Friedman next pointed out that Joel Berger is studying the issue of 
the use of the social security number as a universal identifier within the Uni­
versity. He has prepared an information paper on this matter which will be 
discussed at an upcoming meeting. 

The meeting then turned to the question of freedom of speech. Bruce Friedman 
gave a brief history of the deliberations which have taken place thus far. An 
ad hoc committee meeting this past Summer composed of Jack Rothman, Chairman, 
Dave Chambers, SyBerki, Shaw Livermore and Bruce Friedman discussed the matter 
at some length. A reconunendation was forwarded to SACUA recommending the sponsor­
ship of seminars and lectures on the campus to discuss freedom of speech. It was 
the desire of SACUA that a position paper on freedom of speech, perhaps with con­
crete guidelines, should be drafted by the .!!!,h.2£, committee. At the end of the 
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Exhibit 5 

STATEMENT ON FREEDOM OF SPBECH AND ARTISTIC EXPRESSION: THE RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS � 
or SPBAICERS, PERFORMERS, AUDIENCE MEMBERS, AND PROTESTORS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF t
MICHIGAN 

CIVIL LIBERTIES BOARD 

25 February 1976 

(Revision of Statement of 21 Janua� 1976) 

PREAMBLE 

Recent events at The University of Michigan and elsewhere emphasize the press­
ing need forethe members of the University community including faculty, students, 
and employees to reaffirm formally their deep and lasting commitment to freedom JJ,.;-rA 
of speech and art�s�ic expFessiqn, and to clarify the consequences of thatAepeeeh 
in this context will be taken to encompass all forms of communication and artistic 
expression as well as the freedom to listen, watch, oreotherwise participate in 
suchecommunication. It is hoped that this reaffirmation will win the support, 
in spirit as well as in letter, of people representing the entire spectrum of 
opinion of the University conmnmity for the creation of a truly open forum, one in 
which diverse points of view can be expressed and heard. 

;---� 

This expression of diverse points of view is of the highest importan�e, not 
only for those who espouse a cause or position and then defend it, but also for 
those who hear and pass judgement on that defense. For this reason, freedom of 
speech must not be restricted, governed, or curtailed in any way by content; the 
belief that some opinion is obscene, pend.cious, false, or in any way detestable 
cannot be grounds for its suppression. 

When a speech or some form of artistic expression such as a play or concert 
is disrupted or curtailed, ostensibly as a protest against a speaker or performer 
as a symbol of a policy, �nstitution, orenation, the effect is just as surely an 
attack against freedom of speech and artistic �ression as aneattack 011 the 
intellectual content of the speech or performance. Protestors have ample 
opportunity to register their distaste for speakers or performers before or atter 
their performance. 

For the aboveereasons, the Civil Liberties Board of the Senate Assembly 
recommends endorsement and adoption of the following guidelines pertaining to the 
r�eed0111 of speech and artisticeexpression at The University of Michigan: 

��+N\ 
GUIDELINES 

1.e Iteis the right of any and all speakers invited by members of the Universitye
community, or groups under the aegiseof the University, to set forth theire
views and opinions atethe University. The limits of this right of freedome
of speecheare those generally understood in this societ1, aad •eliuat� lae
the.. 0anat:l:t111iiea aa&I eCIIH su:,,tee,e

2.e It is inappropriate forethe University toebar any invited speaker from appear­
ing before the University community,e
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eiumtte-r,, the ad hac commi~·ttee was dissolved ar11d the: i.ssue o,f freed, 
w.s .adOJ)t.ed as a . a,jor agenda itieill of the Civtl Liberties B,oard. 
Bei"ki and LI:vermQH were !!Ide J?l:O tetq ~e11Jber,s of ~ha Civil ttbert. 
until the dellberar:lons of th.e Board on freed of speech wet:e .U.i 

'lb.ere w-as agt1eemanr: that .a p,osf.tiOJ'i p~er ooul,d be dev·e.loped 
Qf spee<:.h lq p•lll:allel witb plans to sponsor seminan1 and Lectures 
Onive.rs:ity on freed~ of rsp~e.cn. Since a cont-roversial speaker m 
t,be ,campus in the ve'rj neat fu.ture:11, le: was decided t-o attempt to , 
some. concrete .g,uidelines were neoessaryt and . .if so~ what they &ho 

Sbaw Livennot"e p,ointed out that the Kat:d.r cltsl.'upUon. was 'hai 
the administration. a position abc, talcen. hy· the Ctdl Liberties 
Sp'!l,iag. 1be assumption. was ade that if the B oa:rd ,es t.abltshecl no 
lines :o the ad.minis tr:ation will pursue: • s iml1a r c:ou:rs~ ,of ac t:;Lon 
ra:pt:e'tS thonld ·there 'be new disruptions of a, speech. There ·vas d 
about whether the U"nive,rsity should 1DSt1tute its own ju.diccial pt:, 
against protesters la addition to dvU. pHialtie~. Sin¢@ the t.fn:f: 
not. have ini mom. po Hee f oroe an.di. depends: on the Ann A.rbor pol:ioe 
-penalties invoked once the Mn Arbor police are cal.l.ed. are~ at le 
up to ·their dis:creti.oin .• 

In an attempt to obta.ln a consensus am.mg the inembers of t!be 
varying levels of tb.e issue mo•vinig from tbe: gen.era! to the specif 
11~p-ar:a.te 11.1:.a.tiements in pdnc;Lpl.e wer,e approved by the Board. It • 
st,ood t:tun:. t;biese agreements in principle could be a tered or re8c 
latier date. The three agreements :ln P'E"inciple approved a1:e the f 

l. "I'he .affirmation of the right of any and all speakers to 
11Di ve:xs 1 ty and eapoue e their views • 

2. It would be tp,a:ppropriat,e for the IUni.v•ersity to 'bar my 
~pea~ing on the c;.ampus. 

3. lt. i,s the dgbt of the Univenity to "take shps to insu 
of ey apes.ke't ,on campus lO speak, .and die: ob liga tloa of the tJn iv· 
,cei!U!f!f.; to i1:u1urie ·the dght of any speaker ion c~• t; to ~pf:!;ak.~ (U 
'th:la t.f.mB wu Wi'bat st.ep11, •i:re to be taken,. and uhose. reqwi,st: would 

'There was a brief' dis:cussion as, t,o what const:it.ut:ecS disruptt 
er. The c:Hsc.ussion rsn1ed from Cha-rles Garvin's opinion tl'l:at oa,l 
l'upt:ion was 8ignlf:icaot~ to Carl Cohen I s po,in.~ that the, dis:rupeer 
opportunity outside the hell to registet': &heir p~otest and that a 
rupt:lon: ,of coswnicatiOt'I between the s:peaker and the aud•ience was 

D.:Lscuedon at the ne,c:t meeting wi.11 revolve aroun.d th@ right 
vhe:ther the Un.i-vcn:::Lty should penalize. p~oteste~a with.in its owni 
and how disrupt~rs should be c:.:utbied w.1thin ,an auditor-1um. 
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l. 

s. 

6. 

1. 

lt h tha obUgation of fl2e tlntvanit1 of Hicbig1n to inaure the dsht of anJ 
1'0.vited epeaktr to t-alk &nd be hcud, and alto to ineun the rtgtiu of thoH 
aoab1ua of the Uaivenity coa::munity '1ho wiah to hear and comiunicat• vith eueab 
an 1.Avt ted tpee,kor. 

It ia tbe right of the Uaivertlty to oake a judgeMnt vheo it 1• likely that 
the rt.ahu of ao invited 1p«:oker to talk and be. he.rd ,nd tM e.udtcoe, '.~ 1 
11,tea "'111 be tnfrtnged upoo. aod to take approprl.et• Muuresto ~,fl 

. these Tight•. even wh~n &ue.h mita&ure.o are not r:e.4uute.d or deelred. 

The revocation. of an tuvitat.ion for a epeak.e.r to ,ppear at the Uaiveraity 
l>ec.o.uac of the potc.ott.al for a violent reaction to the apce-ch. or t.hc thteat 
of ite dUtruptioa, con•titutu J.cta1lectual blaebail. and cannot be tolerated. 
Llkevtae, the purpoeehl ahuantng of a controvental opcaker of aox oertt 
,olely becauaa hie appe.aran~• •Y invite diarvptiou or viol•nc• 1• contrary to 
the intellectual tdeol• of the lm1v&rtity c~lty t1nd U a aaJor coaceaa.loo. 
to dealagog\tery. 

WithiA tbe confiaet of• hell or pby.1c&l facility, or 1a the viciaity of 
vhore an iavited speaker 1• •~••in& ao •••Ulblad audt~•• proteator• ....,.t 
not interfere unduly vtth tHe0 to..un1cacJ.o\\ between the apc.aku ud the ac:abera 
of ct. audte-oce. u..t. R&U(t;;U,aa; ..,, A4t ....,,iutwapntiad a • wuppcaH:lvb vf 
tho u.eual range of huaan n:otioOli c011aOaly dta-played by a.a. aud.ieace. during 
heated 411cuttiono of controvcroiol toptc1. 1s1,,1 a 1aguI1tiobi, ua-g«D'tT'itl, 
Hllltdct i;M--QSe of ODiffTl-it:r~i. ~.ic.at-llN'i~ to U..S.ven1t)t 
" ... leH-1ooa.. 

The ri,ghtt of protutor• awtt be a:uarded •• & .. louely •• ciloait of tpealteu. 
Procutore M-Y certainly exprcea their oppo1itton to a speaker tn • reuonable 
.ad orderly t .. hloa out.tde of the. hell or phy1-tul facility or ne., where • 
lecture or llCettna ie beiag held. I J ..;- ,,,J..-..,J. 

~••l'­
Spc.ok·o M. C.OCV\111.'05'8:d '-Y •u~a•.ac u • U10,au.JJ;i3(vl. dt.e.lc,alSCJt -.ud ~o .J(c;ll1A11..go 

ideae vith --•n of the audience ,ao'"tha.t pobu of contention cao be 
directly addn.,ed. Thb d111logue uy be tenatNte-d br th• apt.mr or by the 
cbatrpauoa or by rcqucot of lllllmhor• of the audiaacc 1f and vheu this excMoge 
of ldea.t it,eelf St ueltd H • e:,eana of diaruptton. aod interferu uaduly vitb 
tbc coaaun.icoe+on bcitvoon t~• apcakor Gd tM 4udicnce. -

U protcator• vithla the confiou of the hall or p~y1ical feciltty intorfet• 
vitb the comwoication betvHD. the •peaker and the audience, the chai~raoo 
or UQivtraity repr01teot•tive pre•cnt .wst put the proteetore oo notS.Ce that 
thoy are abrogatiog the civil right• of the a-peakcr and. the Mllbtr• of tho 
audten~e. lt the protutou do not proq,tl7 c.eaee: •nd de.dee froe their 
acttooe, the chairpcr•on 1hould procoe.d vitb thoao CIIO:atur•• dOCfllCd acceeeary 
to r~Htablilb order, u-p to a.ad iacludla& tbe phyeical reooval 0£ the p-ro­
tu to~• fro11 the are.a. Adjoumtna. poatponloc, or alloviog an extended 
iat•rrvPtion of a •~ch or Dt:$t1Da 11 ceotllaOuAt to the coaplete detlial of 
t.b& dght to apeelc. u vidl •• the right of the audience to liet"'." 'lb.e over-­
rid1GA goal of t)e cbe.i~QC:: during dieruptioft.l ■uat be co r~uubUeti"ao 
etaoeph•r• con.du)iv• to ~c tc.atioo betwetn the •pe,•ker and the. aud.ieoc.e 
:Sit rapidly aa poeelble. 

10. !nforceoent of thue cuidolinea and tanct1ona aaoinet tho•e in the Univer1it1 
cccnunity or ocher outtide thi• coa::muait7 wbo vlllfully violet• the• ehall be 
governed by cx1•t1n.g DGchuttm utilidng the Univerc,ity Co@cU. tbo h'Hideot 

11. 

and other acbiniatrati•e officera, And the Director of Security. ~~ 
the f1ct that there Uno effoctlvo judiciary body at tho pra•t tiM to 
ad.judicate. violation& of the baeic d_ght of freedom of 1peech in t!nivereit:,, 

activit i••. ,' ,,i,.4,.,.-. _,J. I,. ~ ,f ./,_ ,f,.<,.J.-.. 
Because tho 6gt., of freedoo of apeecb playe euch • cdtical role iD the 
funct1oo1ng of• univ•Teity, ti.,..-toletfot1 of rb1• r11br by Di811be¥1 of the 
Oo.heraity CMll'ILIDtty t• evidence of bUIUl\t ditre-gerd for c:he apidt of free 
iotelltctuel inqv,iry ud. u each, conatitutee grounds for awart Ul\iveretty 
dlecipliGBTY act:loa. 

BM/bv 
2/26/7G 



ATTENDANCE 

CALL TO ORDER 

APPROVAL OF 
MINUTES 

THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN 

SENATE ASSEMBLY 

Minutes of Assembly Meeting, March 15, 1976 

Present: Professors Baublis, Bishop, Browder, Brown, Rucknagel, 
Malvitz, Cosand, DeKornfeld, Dernberger, Eisley, Gikas, 
Gray, Hildebrandt, Ilie, Jones, Ka.chaturoff, Ka.plan, 
Kelsey, Kish, L., Leary, Lehmann, Olson, Lindberg, 

Absent: 

Guests: 

Livermore, Lytle, George, Asgar, Nesbitt, Scott, Krahmalkov, 
Sherman, Soucek, Strose, Taren, Terwilliger, Van der Voo, 
Votaw, Weeks, West, Williams, Hoch, Colburn, Johnson 

Professors Adams, Berki, Bornstein, Child, Christensen, 
Corpron, Browne, Deskins, Flynn, Smith, Guinn, Harris, 
Hoffman, Horsley, Edwards, Kessler, Kish, G., Lands, 
Lucchesi, Mullen, Murphey, Proctor, Tubergen, Seger, 
Sibley, Springer, Wilson 

Professors Bruce Friedman and Frank Whitehouse, and 
Vice-President Richard Kennedy 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Johnson at 3:22 p.m. 

The minutes of the Assembly meeting of February 16, 1976 were 
approved. 

C ANNOUNCEMENTS The following announcements wer�unade by Chairman Johnson for 
the information of the Assembly. 

a. Attention was directed to the Henry Russel Lecture, to be 
presented on March 23, 1976. 

b. Professor Brockway, as chairman, and the members of his Re­
search Policies Committee were commended for the care with which they 
had planned the recent series of forums on research in recombinant DNA, 
a sentiment that was endorsed unanimously by the Assembly on presenta­
tion of a motion to this effect, offered by Professor Williams. 

c. The members were reminded of the forthcoming meeting of the 
University Senate on April 13 and urged to encourage their colleagues 
to attend, especially since the agenda would include such timely items 
as a progress report from Vice-President Overberger on DNA research as 
well as a discussion of significant governmental trends affecting higher 
education, President Fleming to be asked to comment on the latter in 
terms of implications for the University. 

d. Slated for discussion at the April meeting of the Assembly are 
reports expected to be available from the Committee on the Economic 
Status of the Faculty as well as from Committee B with respect to re­
search in recombinant DNA. 
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ASSEMBLY MINUTES 3-15-76 (CONT'D) - 2 -

FREEDOM 011 
SPEECI! ON 
CAMPUS 

In introducing Professor Fried11a11, chairman of the Civil 
Liberties Board, Chairman Johnson pointed out that the Assembly now 
had before it for diac ... o1on aad action a statement froa the Board 
011 freedca of apeech 021 campus, revised 011 tha bu:1.8 of raactions 
expreaeed by membara o.f the Assembly at their February meeting. 
Thereupon Professor Le.hlaann 11oved that the Assembly adopt the atat:ement 
•• preaented, a motion which, having been seconded, wae eubeequent:ly 
offered for discussion. 

Seeking to aotmd out his colleagues on the matter, Profeasor 
Hildebrandt expreaeed a reaervetion with respect to section 9 of the 
document, proposing th.at they consider deletion of the sentence pro­
acribing cancellation or adjournment of a meeting ~nder disruptive 
circUll8tances. He was particularly reluctant to see the possibility 
of "adj ourniog to another time or place" ruled out, an option he wiabed 
left to the chairperson or, for that matter, to the group as a whole. 
He waa bothered, too, by tha 11Ddefined phrase "extended interruption," 
all of which led hill t,0 suggett that the sentence ba daletad in toto, 
In the view of his Boa:rd t.he sentence served a purpoae, however, "'iro­
teeaor Priedun indicated. Cancelling or adjourning a 11aeting would 
pemlize.,. those who had coce to hear the speaker. Nonetheless, Pro­
feeeor Bildebrandt still felt obliged to offer an amendment, which vu 
seconded, deleting the phrase "adjourning to another time or place." 
Expressing his opposition, Professor !lie asserted that invitations to 
opeakns ue 11ot ad hoc: a.ffaira b11t irepreeent advance 11lannin11 and ap­
propriate publicity. :People come prepared to hear the presentation; 
to adjourn a meeting Wider the circumstances is tantuount to capitu­
lating to disruptive influences. Thei:e being no further diacuoaion, a 
vote wu taken and the &lleJ\daent. defeated. 

Speakiog to the o·riginal motion that tha Civil Liberties Board 
,tatt!lltAt be adoptell •• pre1e11ted, Frofeaaor Jon•• poilltad to &OWi 
language he found troublesolll8, in particular phrases such as "undue 
interference" and "ext,ended diaruption", whoae adjectives he would 
prefer to see deleted, without, however, intending to inhibit aponta­
naoua emotional reacUona. The Board shared this latter concern, Pro­
feaeor l!'r1ed1118n explained, having tried by the choice of such words aa 
"undue" to distinguish between normal expression of ecotion, on the one 
band, and pla~ed 1-llt~·!~YptiQ~, 91\ tltt, 9~b~~, V@~ Qf the WQ~~ "~tePcied" 
had a s:lDJJ.ar intent. While Professor Jones felt such qualifiers de­
tracted from the prero,gativea of a chairperson, the Board, according to 
Professor Friadman, actually saw them as giving the chair greater lati­
tude, a Hntiment in vh1ch Profeuor Weeks concurred, noting that "undue 
interruption" was to b-e. construed aa 11 inappropriate interruption." Fol­
lowing a few further co11Mnt1 in reel!QIS.e to ProfeHor Rucknagel • a query 
concern•ng the matter of enforcement~ the docuaent vas adopted as pre­
sented in a unanimous ·vote by the Aaeembly. 

Spealdng for ita ·ullbera, Chairman Johnoon expreaaed the apprecia­
tion of the Assellhly f'or the care and diligence with which Profeeeor 
li'ried111&11 and the Civil Liberties Board had proceeded 111 addre11ing these 
significant questions on behalf of the University cozaunity. 
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STATEl-l:NT ON FREEDOM ~ SPEECH AND ARTISTIC EXPRESSION: 
THE RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS Of SPEAnRs, PERFORKRS, AUDIEltE KleERS, 

AND PROTESTORS AT THE UNIVERSITY rs MICHIGAN 

CIVIL LtllERTIES BOARD 
(as approved by SACUA Janu.,I')' 24, 1977) 

and by President F1e11i119 on 1/26/77) 

(APPROVED 8Y R£6ENTS, OCTOBER 21, 1t77) 

PREAIIILE 

Recent events at The University of Nfchfgan and ehewhere 
emphasize the pressing need for the 111e111bers of the University 
conmunity fncludfng faculty, students, and employees to reafffni 
fomally their deep and lastfng comitment to freedom of speech and 
artistic expression, and to clarify the consequences of that 
c011111itment wfth respect to University activities and events. FreedOIII 
of speech in this context will be taken to encompass all fOl"IIIS of 
cOll1ilunicatfon and artistic expression as well as the freedom to 
listen, watch, or otherwise participate in such conmunfcation. It is 
hoped that this ruffinnatfon wfll win the support, in spfrft as well 
as in letter, of people representing the entire spectrum of opinion of 
the University community for creation of • truly open forum, one in 
which diverse points of view can be expressed and heard. 

Expression of diverse points of view fs of the highest importance, 
not only for those who espouse a cause or position and then defend ft, 
but also for those who hear and pass Judgment on that defense. For 
this reason, freedom of speech 11ust not ordfnarfly be restricted, 
governed or curtailed in U\Y way by content except where the law, as 
1 nterpreted by the Supreme Court of Michigan, or the Supreme Court of 
the United States. holds that such an expression does not fall within 
constitutionally protected free speech. In all instances. University 
authorities should act with 111aximum constraint, even in the face of 
obvious bad taste or provocation. The belief that some opinion is 
pernicious. false, or in al\Y other way detestable cannot be grounds 
for Its suppression. 

\lhen a speech or some form of artistic expression such as a play 
or concert is disrupted or curtailed, ostensibly as a protest against 
a speaker or performer as a symbol of a policy, institution, or 
nation. the effect fs just as surely an attilci against freedCIIII of 
speech and artistic expression as an attack on the intellectual 
content of the speech or performance. Protestors have ample 
opportunity to register their distaste for speakers or perfonners 
before or after the Ir performance. 

The Civil Liberties Board of the Senate Assembly recoanends 
endorsement and adoption of the following guidel Ines pertaining to 
freedom of speech and artistic expression, and prompt establlshlnent of 
an effective judiciary body at The University of Michigan to 
adjudicate violations of freedom of speech and artistic expression in 
University actfvfties. 
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"Freedom of Speech" statement 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

6. 

7. 

-2-

GUIDELINES 

It fs the r19ht of lflr and 111 speakers 111Y1ttd io, .. tie f 
tile Unfvers1ty cca.,nft;y, or groups under tllt 1 rs 

0 

Unhersfty, to set fortll tllefr vfews ind opi:::ns• aotf ~ 
Unhers1ty. ...., 

It is inappropriate for the University to blr 
speaker from appe1rfng before the Universfty COllfflu!1'ry. fnvfted 

Within fu lawful authority to do so, the University wfll 
protect the right of al\Y invited speater to talk and be 
heard, and also wfll protect the rights of those lletllbe f 
thf~" University coamunit,)' wllo wish to hear and comunia:e 
w ,,. such an Invited speaker. 

It Is the right of University officials to mate a J d :r~ 1!s ~ 1fke~ that the rights of an invited speautir'~! 
ear and the audience to l lsten 11ay be lnfri ed 

upon, and to take appropriate 111easures to saf uard ng 
rfghts, even when such measures are not requested'ct'r desi~:~e 

Pressure to revoke an invitation for a spHker to 
the Univers lty because of the t appear at 
reaction to the speech, or the th~~a;n!~•

1
d for a violent 

speech, constitutes intellectual blactmafl is;~:tion of the 

:~~:~!:~;ial L !::~!~• ofu,~«:u'!~\~fu\ 'shunnin~an':l ~ 
appearance ~ invite disruption or viole~ely because Ills 
the intellectual ideals of the University co!nu~sft~on!~~ to 
lllljor concession to demagoguery. • s a 

Within the confines of a hall or physical hcfl ity or In th 
viclnit,y of where an invited speaker 1s add~essf e 
~Secllbled audie_nce, protestors 11ust not interfere undu1;9 wf:J: 

e orderly cOIIYllunication between the speaker and the be 
::e:'1eno~ud~er~ed This prohibition against undue interfue,;! 
emotions ,!i:nl~ s;f:;f!;~n b;f a~e au~~~•l range of human 
discussions of controversial topics. nee during heated 

The rights of proustors aust be rded 
tnose of speakers. Protestors NY g~!ruinlas zealously as 

~~f1s!; 1;k;~c:1 s~:~~li•~"o an orderhly fashio: o~~~~~!s or~: 
i •-f h 

I 
v r area w ere a lecture or meeting 

s "" 119 e d, or organfze alternate for 1111s. 
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The University of Michigan serves the public through teaching and research. We create 
and advance knowledge. We prepare the next generation to participate in democracy. 
We fulfill our mission through rigorous scholarship and scrutiny in the humanities and 
sciences, in the arts and engineering, in every field and every discipline. Open inquiry 
and spirited debate — the lifeblood of our institution — promote discovery and creativity. 

We have a proud history of engaging with issues of great societal importance. Our 1988 
Freedom of Speech and Artistic Expression policy, built upon the Board of Regents 
1977 Freedom of Speech Guidelines, guides our institution.affirms protections for 
speakers, performers, and the audiences who assemble to watch and listen and for 
protesters who are free to disagree but not disrupt the presentations. Our practice of 
confronting controversial topics is a hallmark of our culture. We uphold “the right to 
intellectual freedom” by practicing “firm traditions of self-criticism, by learning to respect 
differences of opinion and belief, and by recognizing that the progress of a society is 
inextricably linked to a diversity of opinions and beliefs and the freedom to express 
them.” When we fall short of these ideals, we vow to learn from our missteps as a 
community that aspires to be “leaders and best.” 

As a great public university guided by the letter and spirit of the First Amendment, we 
enthusiastically embrace our responsibility to stimulate and support diverse ideas and 
model constructive engagement with different viewpoints in our classrooms and labs, 
lecture series and symposia, studios and performance halls, exhibits and publications, 
and among our entire community of students, teachers, researchers, and staff. When 
we disagree on matters of intellectual significance, we make space for contesting 
perspectives. We must listen critically and self-critically. 

Diversity of thought informed by different perspectives and lived experiences generates 
better ideas and moves us forward toward a more just and equitable society.¶ 

Our commitment to freedom of expression is entirely consistent with our commitment to 
nurturing a diverse, equitable, and inclusive community. By bringing together individuals 
with different backgrounds, experiences, and viewpoints — and supporting and 
empowering them to use their voices and share their views — we make our community 
stronger and advance our mission. 

We affirm the freedom to exchangevalue of exchanging ideas, question; questioning 
assumptions, learn; learning from those with whom we disagree, challenge and those 
whose voices have been marginalized; challenging views we find misguided or 
pernicious,; and engageengaging with the broadest range of scholarly subjects and 
materials. We strive to meet conflict and controversy with empathyunderstanding and 
reason, refuting our opponents rather than revoking invitations or refusing them a 
platform, and contesting their ideas instead of attacking their character. 

Not all ideas are of equal value. That is precisely why they must be subject to intense 
scrutiny and thoughtful debate. Our deep commitment to free expression does not 
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,B. Speakers l~e nc,our,,g d to, HC Ill I delS Id -:---~rs Of lb 
1udtence and to ,en111 t n I int ngf 1 dl1log. e 9er111ne to 

IUl,)J t It bind II that ,points of QIIRW,nUo Cl,n ' 
dtrectly d'drtsstd. Tbll d1l'log111 ..,, lie tawt t l,J 
1pe1ter., or , tht· ehlfrperson, D. r,, " _ 1t of -•rs. of 
ttr 1Ud'1 nee, to tfl Chi 1 r,p •J'son 'If Ind when fl!li's IXChl 11!1 of 
1d I itself b us d H I 11111 Df dbl"i pt1 __ ,lllld fnterfer,es, 
unduly ·wftb UI ord rt, i:: _ ntc1tton1 . _·tvt rn th_ sp ,11:er Ind 
the 1,u d1 nee 

9.. If ~ro,tcest1ors 'Ii thfn 1 ! conU1nes of the 111 or pflr·sh~11 
fa.en t, tnterfe·re with the co unfc,atfon between the s.p 1ter· 
1FK1. the ..udi 1ente111 the ct11frpene,n ar U'pfv,er51'Q" 
r pr s nt,11 ti ,e pr.es _ nt us ·t ff poss f b I e put the pre,t s·to,rs, 
,on mtice that they 1rie ·Jilt,e fer n 1titJhi di· r·tghts of tb 
s pH ke·r a nd _ ben of th·e audience.. H tih.e ,prates tors d!o 
not stop tl'H!!·i r u nctu1 nt,er f trente. tll e th1 ·i r p,erso n or· 
Unhers'lty representatiH should proceed ith t.ho•s.e _a.sur s 
deemed necessa,ry to, rent. bHsh order,, M'lich ay include th , 
pJ\)'s ic 1 remo,w 1 of the p:rottSt:or.s 'from the . ar 1 ~ 

1C1nceH i ng , ... d ourn,i flt to another U -, o pl ■ce~ ; 110lil1 ng 
an eJ11tended. 1'nt-erruption of a speech or nUng ts t,nt_ um: 
to, ·the ,co ipltte den111 o,f the rigbt to sp1:1rk as well as the 
right. of tile aiudi,e e to l ·inen 11he o,,err-idt g go 1 of th1 
ch ·1 rpers,on or Unh:er l't;r repres ntat 1-, d1tri."9 1 disrup,\ion 

st be u reestabl tsh H r. 111111.Y as possible 11n ,1 - spfltre, 
co,nd 1·~,e ·to OT'lderly c - nfc·at101 _ -, n 1p 11:er •nd 
ttie udt .nc , 

10. AppHc: I.ion of these ·guidellfnes 1nd sanctlo ag, inst se 
f n Ute UnlYers.O_y e - -- , nUy ,o,r otJt , s. o·uts f d't t.tl 1 • c nt \J 
who vlolat,e ~ - s 111 t,e the r sponsO,fl 1''1 of Ule Pre,st,d .nt 
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extend to speech or conduct that violates the law or University policy, including targeted 
speech that involvesconstitutes bullying, defamation, destruction of property, 
discrimination, harassment, violence, or threats. And the University may reasonably 
regulate the time, place, and manner of expression to ensure that it does not disrupt the 
University’s ordinary activities. 

We recognize that free inquiry and expression can offend. Every member of our 
academic community should expect to confront ideas that differ from their own, however 
uncomfortable those encounters may be. We commit to these Principles because they 
help us to create, discover, and fulfill our vital mission. 
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The University of Michigan serves the public through teaching and research. We create and 
advance knowledge. We prepare the next generation to participate in democracy. We fulfill our 
mission through rigorous scholarship and scrutiny in the humanities and sciences, in the arts and 
engineering, in every field and every discipline. Open inquiry and spirited debate the 
lifeblood of our institution promote discovery and creativity. 

We have a proud history of engaging with issues of great societal importance. Our 1988 Freedom 
of Speech and Artistic Expression policy, built upon the Board of Regents 1977 Freedom of 
Speech Guidelines, affirms protections for speakers, performers, and the audiences who 
assemble to watch and listen and for protesters who are free to disagree but not disrupt the 
presentations. Our practice of confronting controversial topics is a hallmark of our culture. We 
uphold "the right to intellectual freedom" by practicing "firm traditions of self-criticism, by 
learning to respect differences of opinion and belief, and by recognizing that the progress of a 
society is inextricably linked to a diversity of opinions and beliefs and the freedom to express 
them." When we fall short of these ideals, we vow to learn from our missteps as a community 
that aspires to be "leaders and best." 

As a great public university guided by the letter and spirit of the First Amendment, we 
enthusiastically embrace our responsibility to stimulate and support diverse ideas and model 
constructive engagement with different viewpoints in our classrooms and labs, lecture series and 
symposia, studios and performance halls, exhibits and publications, and among our entire 
community of students, teachers, researchers, and staff. When we disagree on matters of 
intellectual significance, we make space for contesting perspectives. We must listen critically and 
self-critically. 

Our commitment to freedom of expression is entirely consistent with our commitment to 
nurturing a diverse, equitable, and inclusive community. By bringing together individuals with 
different backgrounds, experiences, and viewpoints and supporting and empowering them to 
use their voices and share their views we make our community stronger and advance our 
mission. 

We affirm the value of exchanging ideas; questioning assumptions; learning from those with 
whom we disagree and those whose voices have been marginalized; challenging views we find 
misguided or pernicious; and engaging with the broadest range of scholarly subjects and 
materials. We strive to meet conflict and controversy with understanding and reason, refuting our 
opponents rather than revoking invitations or refusing them a platform, and contesting their ideas 
instead of attacking their character. 

Not all ideas are of equal value. That is precisely why they must be subject to intense scrutiny 
and thoughtful debate. Our deep commionent to free expression does not extend to speech or 
conduct that violates the law or University policy, including targeted speech that constitutes 
bullying, defamation, destruction of property, discrimination, harassment, violence, or threats. 
And the University may reasonably regulate the time, place, and manner of expression to ensure 
that it does not disrupt the University's ordinary activities. 
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Exhibit 10 

1 

Which of the following best describes your current role(s) in relationship 
to the University of Michigan? (Select all that apply). 

Undergraduate student [12%, 595] Graduate student [11%, 546] Faculty [18%, 887] Staff [43%, 2069] 

Alumni [15%, 732] Retiree [1%, 36] 

595 546 887 2069 732 

What would you identify as your principal University location? 

Choice Count 

Ann Arbor Dearborn Flint Michigan Medicine Other 

3,281 

176 176 
483 

35 
1,000 

2,000 

3,000 

All responses 
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2 

Which of the following best describes your current role(s) in 
relationship to the University of Michigan? (Select all that apply). 

Undergraduate student [12%, 452] Graduate student [12%, 471] Faculty [19%, 719] Staff [41%, 1590] 

Alumni [15%, 578] Retiree [1%, 27] 

Faculty [19%] Staff [41%] Alumni [15%] 

What would you identify as your principal University location? 

Choice Count 

Ann Arbor Dearborn Flint Michigan Medicine Other 

3,281 

0 0 0 0 

2,000 

Ann Arbor 
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3 

Which of the following best describes your current role(s) in 
relationship to the University of Michigan? (Select all that apply). 

Undergraduate student [31%, 66] Graduate student [10%, 21] Faculty [14%, 30] Staff [27%, 57] 

Alumni [18%, 39] Retiree [0%, 0] 

Undergraduate student [31%] Faculty [14%] Staff [27%] Alumni [18%] 

What would you identify as your principal University location? 

Choice Count 

Ann Arbor Dearborn Flint Michigan Medicine Other 

0 

176 

0 0 0 

100 

Dearborn 
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4 

Which of the following best describes your current role(s) in 
relationship to the University of Michigan? (Select all that apply). 

Undergraduate student [37%, 75] Graduate student [16%, 33] Faculty [14%, 28] Staff [21%, 44] 

Alumni [12%, 25] Retiree [0%, 0] 

Undergraduate student [37%] Faculty [14%] Staff [21%] 

What would you identify as your principal University location? 

Choice Count 

Ann Arbor Dearborn Flint Michigan Medicine Other 

0 0 

176 

0 0 

100 

Flint 
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5 

Which of the following best describes your current role(s) in 
relationship to the University of Michigan? (Select all that apply). 

Undergraduate student [0%, 1] Graduate student [3%, 15] Faculty [19%, 106] Staff [63%, 358] 

Alumni [14%, 82] Retiree [1%, 8] 

Faculty [19%] Staff [63%] Alumni [14%] 

What would you identify as your principal University location? 

Choice Count 

Ann Arbor Dearborn Flint Michigan Medicine Other 

0 0 0 

483 

0 
200 

400 

Michigan Medicine 
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6 

Which of the following best describes your current role(s) in 
relationship to the University of Michigan? (Select all that apply). 

Undergraduate student [3%, 1] Graduate student [15%, 6] Faculty [10%, 4] Staff [50%, 20] 

Alumni [20%, 8] Retiree [3%, 1] 

Staff [50%] Alumni [20%] 

What would you identify as your principal University location? 

Choice Count 

Ann Arbor Dearborn Flint Michigan Medicine Other 

0 0 0 0 

35 

20 

Other 
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Appendix A, Exhibit 12: Text of the Request for Input 

On January 16, 2024, the Regents of the University of Michigan adopted a set of principles on 
diversity of thought and freedom of expression (see here). The University established a 
committee of 44 faculty, staff, and students from all three campuses and Michigan Medicine to 
consider how well we, as a community, are living up to these principles and to make 
recommendations for improvement. 

To help inform the work of the committee, we are requesting input from the entire University of 
Michigan community on three issues:  the climate for (1) freedom of expression and (2) diversity 
of thought at the University of Michigan; and (3) whether the University should adopt a proposal 
to maintain “institutional neutrality” in its communications on social and political developments 
that do not directly implicate matters of University governance.  

We have chosen to use open-ended questions to provide a full opportunity for you to share your 
experiences and unique point of view in the manner you think best. 

Please note that we are not asking for personally identifying information and your responses will 
be kept confidential to the extent permitted by law. The following questions seek your input, and 
you are free to choose which questions you would like to answer. 

We will hold open this call for input until June 30, 2024. 

Sincerely, 

The Advisory Committee on the University of Michigan’s Principles on Diversity of Thought 
and Freedom of Expression 

0.  Preamble: Demographics Questions 

Which of the following best describes your current role(s) in relationship to the University of 
Michigan?  (Select all that apply). 

● Alumni 
● Faculty 
● Staff 
● Student 

What would you identify as your principal University location? 
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● Ann Arbor 
● Dearborn 
● Flint 
● Michigan Medicine 
● Other 

1. Freedom of expression refers to the ability of community members to voice their views 
without inappropriate pressure or constraints, especially on matters of intellectual, moral, or 
political significance. 

How would you describe the climate for freedom of expression at the University of 
Michigan? 

Please tell us your stories about your personal experiences of the climate for free expression. As 
you respond, you might consider locations (e.g. classrooms, meetings, social spaces, 
performance spaces, online) and who welcomed or prevented expression (e.g. faculty, staff, 
students). 

1a. If you are experiencing barriers to free expression, what are they?  Do you see these barriers 
as targeting the subject matter of speech, particular viewpoints, the identity of the speaker, or 
something else? What do you see as their cause? Examples of barriers might be: 

● Formal or informal policies issued by the University 
● Instances in which you have been, or feared you would be, penalized for 

expressing your opinion (e.g., due to a power imbalance) 
● Instances in which you were selectively ignored, interrupted, or otherwise 

prevented from being heard 
● Informal pressure from faculty, students, other peers, or campus groups to 

conform, either in person or through social media 

1b. Please tell us your stories of examples you’ve seen of a constructive climate for freedom of 
expression at the University of Michigan.  Where and how have you seen free speech welcomed? 
Have your professors, supervisors, or peers instituted policies or practices that open up 
opportunities to speak? Please describe such observations, including, for example: 

● Formal or informal policies issued by the University 
● Instances in which you were supported, or expected to be supported, for 

expressing your opinion or others protected your right to do so 
● Instances in which you were invited to express yourself or felt heard 

Exhibit 12 

● Informal support from faculty, students, other peers, or campus groups to express 
yourself, either in person or through social media (e.g., attentive listening, 
expressing appreciation for the contribution, responding to it constructively) 

2. Diversity of thought refers to an environment where people encounter meaningfully different 
points of view about issues of intellectual, moral, or political significance. 

How would you describe the climate for diversity of thought at the University of Michigan? 

2a. If you see problems, where do you think diversity of thought might be lacking? 
Examples might be: 

● in course offerings and course syllabi 
● in the viewpoints expressed in campus talks and speaker series 
● in the personal views expressed by faculty, students, or staff, either inside or 

outside the classroom 
● in other forums associated with the university, such as faculty meetings, 

university offices, organizations, institutes, or clubs 
● in social media and other campus communications 
● in the types of viewpoints favored in recruiting or promoting graduate students, 

faculty, and staff 

2b. Have you seen examples of a constructive climate for diversity of thought at the University 
of Michigan, and if so, where? Examples might be: 

● You encountered people discussing things about which they or you disagree 
● You were exposed to new ideas, art, or perspectives 
● Instructors solicited opposing points of view in the classroom 
● Students engaged constructively with diverse points of view in class discussion 
● Unit leaders invited critical feedback on policies and practices in ways that 

protected respondents from adverse consequences (for example, anonymous 
surveys, focus groups led by outside facilitators with unit leaders not present) 

● Members of the campus community expressed an appreciation for diversity of 
thought, particularly ideas different from their own 

3. The University is considering a proposal to maintain “institutional neutrality” in its 
communications on social and political developments that do not directly implicate matters of 
university governance. This means that leaders would refrain from taking positions on behalf of 
the University about social or political issues and would comment on such issues only to the 
extent that these issues directly bear on University operations. Under this approach, individual 
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members of the University community would retain their existing rights to speak on their own 
behalf.  

What is your position on institutional neutrality and why? 

As you respond, you might consider the following: 
● What leaders and which units should be covered by the proposal? University-level 

leaders such as the President and Provost, unit-level leaders such as deans of 
schools and chairs of departments, both university- and unit-level leaders, or 
neither?  Should a unit, such as a department, be able to take a position on social 
and political issues on behalf of its members? 

● Should institutional neutrality be maintained for all social and political issues or 
should there be exceptions? 

4. What additional ideas do you have for how the University might support freedom of 
expression and diversity of thought, whether directly through its rules and policies, or indirectly 
through the campus climate it promotes? 
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Appendix A, Exhibit 13: Review of Campus Surveys 

As part of the committee's work, we reviewed a number of surveys of campus climate for freedom of 
expression and diversity of thought conducted by other organizations. We provide links and brief 
highlights from these reports below. 

Free Expression and Constructive Dialogue in the University Of North Carolina System 
(Link) 

● Faculty do not generally push a political agenda in class and treat broader political views 
inclusively 

● Liberal views are overrepresented 
● All students self-censor, but conservative students do it more 
● Though both are feared, peers are feared more than faculty 
● Students are seeking opportunities for constructive dialogue 
● Relatively few students perceive themselves to become more liberal or more conservative during 

college 

University of Wisconsin System Student Views on Freedom of Speech (Link) 

● 74% of very liberal students think professors encourage expiration of diverse viewpoints, but this 
decreases systematically across the political spectrum, with only 35% of very conservative 
students agreeing. 

● 15% of very liberal students felt pressured to agree with a specific political or ideological view 
expressed in class, while 64% of very conservative students did 

● 12% of very liberal students did not express their views because they worried the instructor 
would give them a lower grade, but 73% of very conservative students did 

● 28% of very liberal did not believe that administrators should ban expressions of views they felt 
were harmful but 40% supported such bans.  79% of very conservative students felt such bans 
were inappropriate but 7% supported them.1 

Politics on the Quad Report: Students Report on Division and Disagreement at Five US Universities 
(Link) 

1 This was muddied slightly when the question was asked in inverse: When asked if administrators should allow 
expressions of speech they found harmful, 68% felt such expression should not be or rare be allowed with 8% 
feeling they should be. For very conservative students 23% felt such expressions should not be or rarely be allowed 
and 54% felt they should. 

Similar divides of varying strengths are reflected when students are asked whether instructors should stop a student 
from speaking if some students feel the student is expressing a view that caused harm. 
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● At Michigan, 45% of liberals agree unpopular opinions can be expressed freely on campus, but 
only 21% of conservatives agree. That gap is the largest among the five schools studied, and 
contrasts sharply with University of Florida, where 57% of conservatives agree unpopular 
opinions can be expressed freely on campus. 

● It should, however, be noted that this is in part because at more liberal campuses, (Harvard and 
Brandeis), liberals and conservatives both hold the perception unpopular opinions cannot be 
freely expressed to a higher degree 

● Remarkably, the perceived climate for unpopular opinions did not have an effect on students’ 
likelihood to self-censor. Surprisingly, liberal were likely to self censor and conservative students 
very likely to self sensor regardless of the the campus climate 

● 40% of students of color and White liberals at the University of Michigan (and Penn) report a 
climate of hostility towards students of color. (The lowest reported rate was Brandeis at ~25%.) 
Moderate and conservative students reported much lower levels of hostility to students of color 
(~10-20%) 

Heterodox Academy Campus Expression Survey 2023 (Link) 

● 59% of students in 2022 reported being reluctant to discuss at least one of the five controversial 
topics the survey asked about 

● The primary reported reason for why students self-censor on controversial topics in the classroom 
was fear of negative reactions or retribution from fellow students (chosen by 62% of students) 

● Interestingly, Black or African American students were the least reluctant to discuss such topics 
in class 

● Students who reported high levels of interaction with fellow students were less likely to self-
censor in class. 

FIRE Campus Freedom Survey 2024 (Link) & Specific Results for University of Michigan (Ann 
Arbor campus only) 

● 69% of Michigan students surveyed said they would be very or somewhat uncomfortable publicly 
disagreeing with a professor on a controversial topic. Just 30% said they would be somewhat or 
very comfortable. 

● A majority of students (56%) report that self-censor during conversations with other students on 
campus occasionally, fairly often, or very often. 
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Appendix B: Additional Comments from the Survey 

1a. If you are experiencing barriers to free expression, what are they? 
Do you see these barriers as targeting the subject matter of 

speech, particular viewpoints, the identity of the speaker, or something 
else? What do you see as their cause? 

“Te election last fall where, rather than letting 
the necessary discourse and argument take place 

amongst the student body, was completely shut down 
by the University. In that case, regardless of whatever 
stance one may have on the climate surrounding the 
Palestinian genocide, interferring with student afairs to 
that degree is unacceptable. To me, that demonstrates 
the University’s commitment to maintaining regular 
institutional practices, and silencing any manner of free 
speech from either side.” 

“No DEI initiative is subject to critical examination. 
Efcacy cannot be questioned. No downsides or 

unintended consequences can be imagined. Te framing 
discourage any discussion of these issues. Tere are 
some unambiguous examples of public shaming and 
of punishment for suspected non adherence to dogma. 
Tere is widespread perception that even suspicion of 
being unsupportive of DEI will be penalized. Tis gives 
clear fear of speaking out in department meetings. Te 
department chair shows willingness to punish.” 

“I am frequently formally and informally pressured 
to agree to statements with which I do not agree 

particularly as it pertains to moral and political views. 
It is “assumed” that everyone agrees with the political 
leanings of the University, which tends to skew lef. If 
we expressed our disagreement, we would be prevented 
from holding certain positions, and possibly even fred. 
I have frequently been in meetings with those over me 
who express positions that I do not hold and ask me, 
“Right?” or “Don’t you agree?” or similar things. I know 
if I disagree, it could have negative consequences because 
of the nature of the question, so I remain noncommittal. 
When I was a student, there was extreme pressure from 
multiple faculty to agree with far lef-leaning perspectives 
that I did not hold.” 

“At its best, DEI initiatives at U-M are designed to boost 
opportunities for success for all. Sometimes, though, I 

feel some pressure in the classroom to only represent one 
perspective on issues. My students are far more liberal 
than I am and also less tolerant of multiple perspectives 
(DEI and beyond).” 

“Unfortunately, over the past several years a culture 
of competitive grievance has been allowed to 

thrive at the University, with each iteration of identity 
oriented groups becoming more extreme in their 
claims of marginalization, intersectionality and 
disenfranchisement. Moderate political expressions 
of almost all types are actively discouraged and too 
frequently punished. Any position that does not 
actively embrace the “anti-racist” orthodoxy of actively 
“disrupting whiteness” is responded to as if it were right 
wing hate speech. Tis silences moderates and empowers 
extremists on both sides of virtually every issue.” 

“Te University has adopted measures to limit freedom 
of expression of the student body. Particularly 

egregious examples include the unprecedented 
cancellation of student body voting on resolutions AR 
13-025 and AR 13-026, as well as the recent violent 
destruction of the encampment on the Diag.” 

“I have observed a situation where staf feel strongly 
pressured to not raise concerns about unreasonable 

faculty supervisors. Te power imbalance is obvious 
(relatively newly hired staf in “sof money” positions, 
reporting to a very senior full professor who appears to 
have little regard for working hours, among other things).” 

“My colleagues and I appealed to our department for 
acknowledgment and condemnation of the Israeli 

government’s actions, specifcally the destruction and 
genocide inficted upon Palestinians in Gaza. We . . . 
reached an agreement, which unfortunately was later 
reneged upon. Previously, we utilized the departmental 
listserv to raise awareness about the humanitarian 
crisis instigated by the Israeli military. However, [an 
administrator] criticized our email as inappropriate use of 
the listserv, disregarding our concerns expressed during 
the meeting. Tis institution consistently stifes student 
voices addressing humanitarian issues related to Israel, 
evident even within departmental spheres. Moreover, the 
recent police raid on a peaceful campus protest further 
exemplifes this suppression.” 

“Te climate of free expression here at the University is 
strained and imbalanced. members of the University 

community fear retaliation for expressing opinions that 
difer from the University leadership in any way. some 
points of view are protected because they are the same as 
those in power here at the University while the others are 
faced with the very real threat of retaliation for expressing 
an opinion that is critical of the University or diifers from 
the opinions of University leaders. students are getting 
banned from large parts of campus, being violently forced 
of of campus for peacefully protesting, and they are 
being doxxed. I am deeply saddened by the state of the 
University. protesting and civil disobedience are key parts 
of a democracy and those rights should be preserved and 
encouraged at academic institutions like ours.” 

“Te University’s proposed protest/disruption 
policies were extremely alarming; it seemed like the 

only purpose was to intimidate students from their right 
to protest.” 

“I wouldn’t say I felt personally discouraged by the 
University to speak my mind. My overall impression 

about the University of Michigan as a student, is that 
while there is certainly an identifable ideological aspect 
to every class, we are encouraged to share our opinions 
and have a constructive dialogue, regardless of what it 
may be about.” 

“Tere is a strong barrier to express criticism of policies 
related to DEI, antiracism, etc. Such criticisms are 

ofen branded as intolerant or racist, and brushed of. 
Substantial progress on these issues require robust 
engagement and discussion. 

One of my colleagues was attacked on social media 
(and elsewhere) by graduate students who found her 
not to be sufciently supportive in an encounter. In my 
opinion, this colleague would normally be considered 
progressive and an “ally”. Te incident was very 
disturbing.” 

“Te priniciples of DEI are understandable and 
acceptable. However the ‘execution’ of those 

principles seem to ‘miss’. Conservative and/or Christian 
Conservative beliefs become intolerable for the same 
people applauding DEI priniciples. Te expressions of 
conservative beliefs are normally met with intolerance 
and/or fear of being labelled as ‘rebellious...ignorant...not 
following expected Univ norms..’ Te ONLY reason I am 
comfortable saying this, because I am retired . . . . Ofen 
employees w Conservative or even ‘Republican’ points 
of view, ‘hide’ or simply give ‘lip service’ to the points of 
view being ofered by DEI advocates. HOWEVER, it is 
interesting to discover there are many many many more 
employees (conservative) hiding than thought. 
DEI is a solid steadfast principle ... espoused by 
conservatives as well... but not exeperienced by 
conservatives. No one should feel their chance for 
promotion is stuck on the DEI Scale.” 
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“Te proposed Disruptive Activities Policy, where 
the University expresses support for free speech, 

provided it doesn’t interfere with nor disrupt others 
- it was extremely vague and lef loads of room for 
administrative interpretation about what activities could 
be considered disruptive, by whom, when, and how it 
would be enforced.” 

“I found it appalling that my freedom of having a 
commencement and honors event disrupted by lefist 

protestors unacceptable. School policy should have 
had them immediately removed as my enjoyment and 
expression of honoring my students was disrupted.” 

“With my 15 years as a member of the community, 
the climate for freedom of expression is at an all-

time low. Tis expands all the way from overall political 
ideology to even just minor day-to-day exchanges with 
coworkers. You are only free to express yourself if it fts 
the accepted narrative. 

I do not share any personal opinions or pieces of my 
identity at the University despite being always encouraged 
to be my “authentic self.” I have seen students, coworkers, 
and guests who have been ostracized for saying anything 
that rufes the feathers of the student body. Guests 
are uninvited from campus (literally removing their 
expression), students are bullied to the point that they 
transfer (I personally know 8 students who have done 
this), and staf are treated in such a way that they become 
seen as a “problem” at work. 

In work meetings, there is always a pressure to 
conform - again, not just political opinions, but to 
whatever the desired outcome is that hurts the least 
amount of people’s feelings. Departments have become 
nonfunctioning in an environment where no one can call 
out poor performance.” 

“Tere are many stated policies for respectful 
conversations in syllabi, but what that actually means 

is that some professors can coerce certain opinions from 
being said, since there is a broad interpretation of the 
meaning of respect. Tere are also professors that make 
blanket and sweeping statements of opinions, trying 
to disguise them as facts (sometimes those statements 
are straight up false, e.g. one instance when an Arab-
American Studies professor blatantly said that the 
US is not a democracy with nothing to back up their 
statement). Tose who are very obviously opinionated 
also make it very uncomfortable for students to speak 
up (e.g. how can I feel comfortable responding afer 
such a statement?). Student organizations also always 
insinuate bias, which makes students very uncomfortable 
in expressing diferent opinions (e.g. SCPP openly 
complained about the Ford School administration 

ignoring the voices of a very vocal political cause, 
despite the University already making many statements 
on the cause, to a group of prospective students). Te 
competitive culture in the University is manifested in 
competition to conform with those who are the loudest, 
and those who do not hold the correct views ofen fnd 
themselves isolated. I believe there is a genuine culture 
of fear perpetrated to and by the student body due to the 
loudness of certain opinions. It also exudes an arrogant 
and entitled attitude one holds for possessing the correct 
views. Tis is manifested in how student organizations 
(or even University and school admissions) decide who 
to include, leading to an opposite efect of exclusion, 
contrary to the aims of DEI that everybody likes to 
champion. 

I think the University culture is too deeply rooted 
in fear because of some overemphasized voices, and the 
fear contributes to many negative aspects of the culture 
of U-M.” 

“In recent years, freedom of expression in the UofM 
became severely restricted, following the overall 

trend in the US academia. I am, and have always been, a 
moderate liberal. Tirty years ago, this was an academic 
mainstream. However, in recent years, far-lef views 
became a dogma, which you challenge at your own 
peril. As a tenured professor approaching retirement, I 
personally do not care much, but for a young colleague 
with opinions like mine this situation is really bad. 
At a condition of getting a job, one must write a “DEI 
statement”. What do you do if you are not a fan of the 
whole DEI thing, being an old-fashioned “color-blind” 
person who does not care about ethnic origins, sexual 
orientations, etc. of peers and students? It became 
generally acceptable to chant “from the River to the Sea...” 
( = destroy Israel) on campus. Absurd statements like 
“sex is only a social construct” became an orthodoxy. One 
can easily be branded a racist for thinking that there are 
substantial diferences between a wide variety of traits of 
diferent human populations, although the lack of such 
diferences afer 100 000 or more years of independent 
evolution would be a miracle. In good old days, 
to be a non-racist (non-sexist, etc.) it was enough to 
attribute the same dignity and rights to every person 
regardless of geographical origin, karyotype, etc. but now 
you cannot say this, because you would be accused of 
unconscious bigotry.” 

“In an interview I was requested to express my support 
for DEI. While I support diversity, I do not support 

much of the political baggage “DEI” comes with and 
the violations of procedural fairness it has become 
notoriously associated with. It seems to be a litmus test for 
a political afliation which I do not feel my job prospects 

at a public institution should depend on. My ofce also 
displays other symbols and slogans that are not politically 
neutral and reinforces a message that one political view is 
acceptable.” 

“I attended a Ross DEI presentation where my race, 
sexual orientation, and gender were simultaneously 

used as examples of classes of people whose achievements 
were not as important as those of other groups. I also was 
told that my political views on abortion and free speech 
were harmful. 

In a separate incident, my religion was used as an 
example of a group that is not diverse enough, and that 
because of my afliation I was made to feel like I owed 
something to society. 

I thought the University’s ofcial communications 
directly afer the Dobbs and the Students for Fair 
Admissions v Harvard decisions were inappropriate. 
Stating that the University welcomes speech and thought 
from all sides when these contentious issues were decided 
by the Supreme Court would have been appropriate. It 
would have been fair to characterize those decisions as 
controversial and invited dialogue and use of University 
resources to help the University community come 
to terms with what happened. However, announcing 
uniform disappointment with conservative outcomes 
felt inconsistent for an institution that seeks truth from 
all sources. Furthermore, I think such (mandatory 
and University-wide) communications reinforces the 
dangerous and misguided sentiment that the governing 
bodies are illegitimate when we disagree with its 
decisions.” 

“I am afraid of making an honest mistake and having 
it turn inot a witch hunt. I admit to my mistakes and 

if I am not aware of them, I am more than willing to 
learn from them in a constructive and civil manner. But 
the climate here lately makes it so that you can’t mess 
up. I worry about what will show up on my teaching 
evaluations, because these hold too much power. Expect 
a lot from your students, in terms of work (but you are 
fair and clear with your policies) and responsibility? 
Tat will likely show up negatively on your evaluations. I 
ignore Rate My Professor but it equates harassment in my 
opinion. I would never do that to my students, so why are 
they allowed to do that to faculty?” 

“Staf don’t seem to have equal free speech protections as 
others within the University.” 

“I feel like I cannot express my thoughts due to the 
radical nature of expression taking place on campus. I 

feel threatened by the extremists who are encamping on 
the diag, making me feel unsafe and unvalued if I’m not 

rioting in the streets, and I feel incredibly pressured by 
the students on campus, on social media, and even via 
email, who are demanding everything from the police 
being dismantled (and now even the US military) and 
that the students need to do more to stop the regents. 
Te emails the student government are sending is 
trauma-inducing and extremist in nature. I even heard 
some of the ‘campers” are looking up police addresses. 
How can I feel safe on a campus if this kind of behavior 
is happening? Tis pressure to protest and do harm to 
others is getting to be outrageous. I come from a long line 
of police, military, and fre... people who have given their 
lives to defend others, and it is horrifc and traumatizing 
to me to see, and hear about, people fghting the police 
on campus. Tis cannot continue. People have a right to 
remain quiet on issues and to protect their own peace. 
How dare ANY student on that campus demand others 
convict and criminalize entire nations when 1) the vocally 
active members have no idea what that other student is 
going through in their lives that requires them to remain 
quiet for their own sanity and health and 2) they are not 
willing to criminalize entire nations. Te people in those 
countries, regardless of what side one takes, are just trying 
to survive and do their best. We are all humans and, yes, 
we should all stand up for things that are unjust, but who 
gets to decide who’s right and who’s wrong? And when 
does peaceful protest get to turn into fghting the police 
and criminalizing people who are just trying to keep 
others safe? U of M students are out of control. Tis is just 
outrageous to me.” 

“I did not sign public protest letters, because I was 
concerned about possible consequences. I decided to 

keep quiet.” 

“Te policies instituted by the University and its 
administration constantly aim to limit freedom of 

expression related to particular topics, which I will refrain 
from mentioning here for fear that my opinions will be 
fltered out by keyword. Given these formal policies, I 
fear expressing my opinions in this climate of top-down 
governing by the University.” 

“When the current war started, I and many others 
more or less refused to mention the issue within an 

academic capacity. I am a [scholar] specializing in this 
confict. I’m not saying my point of view is right, but I can 
guarantee you that the academy is an intellectually poorer 
place because of people like me who are disengaging 
from academic involvement in the matter because we see 
people getting intimidated or doxxed.” 

“Te people had a right to encampment.” 
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“Te barriers to free expression that I encounter 
within the University setting primarily arise from a 

misalignment between the institution’s prevailing views 
and my own deeply held personal beliefs. As someone 
who adheres to Christian principles, I ofen fnd that my 
perspectives are marginalized and met with resistance. 
It appears that the freedom to express oneself openly 
and authentically is predominantly aforded to those 
espousing liberal ideologies, while viewpoints like 
mine are met with skepticism or even suppression. Tis 
disparity not only inhibits the richness of dialogue and 
diversity of thought within the academic community 
but also undermines the fundamental principle of free 
expression upon which the academic institution should 
ideally thrive.” 

“I have no confdence that responding to this will 
improve anything.” 

“Te University’s response to the encampment 
demonstrate a disregard for freedom of speech and 

assembly. It appears the University is willing to send 
police afer their own students at the request of donors. 
A true neoliberal University, the concern for academic 
freedom is merely a facade. Te only demonstrable 
interest the University of Michigan has shown is 
the accumulation of money. Maybe also the athletic 
program…” 

“For me, the recent confict between Israel (and its 
backers) and Palestinian communities (and their 

backers) is pretty instructive and there have been 
pressures from both sides to publicly adopt positions 
that ignore the nuances and roots of the ongoing armed 
confict. My department, for example, was asked by 
students and alumni to adopt what I would describe as 
a brash public position calling for University divestment 
from Israel, a ceasefre, and a broad condemnation of 
Jewish “settler colonialism.” Tere are clearly voices on 
the other side pushing for protesters to be treated as 
pro-Hamas, terrorist sympathizers, and antisemites. 
My discomfort is not that these pressures are on me 
personally, but that organizations to which I belong are 
being pressured to adopt positions that are indicative of 
blanket support for one political position or the other, 
which imply that I should support positions that I don’t 
necessarily. Te Faculty Senate in January, for example, 
adopted a toothless resolution to support divestment 
from Israeli companies complicit in the military actions 
in Gaza. Tis implies that I, as a faculty member should 
support this position and reduces my level of comfort 
with taking positions to the contrary. (For the record, 
I don’t disagree, but I don’t want the Faculty senate, 
my department, the University, or anyone else taking 
positions for me). Tese kinds of organizational position-

taking exercises (and the pressure for them to be taken 
- whether from Congress or the student body) is where a 
lot of informal barriers to particular positions are coming 
from in my opinion.” 

“Fortunately, I have not faced very many barriers to free 
expression. Most of the barriers I face are informal 

pressures from professors and peers to remain quiet 
on my beliefs because they difer from the majority, 
and I don’t want to be accused of being hateful because 
someone misunderstands what I believe. I think a lot of 
this tension comes from the terrible way the media on 
both sides paints those they disagree with.” 

“I am a Jewish anti-zionist and I have refrained from 
activism since October 7th *specifcially* for fear of 

University reprisal.” 

“I feel that the University’s proposed policy on 
disruptions was a barrier to free expression, as it was 

proposed in direct opposition to protesting that was 
happening at the time. Te policy felt very oppressive 
to students mostly, but as a staf member, I felt that I 
would not be able to keep my job and stand up for what 
I believed in. I did not take part in protests or support 
protestors on social media because I feared for my job. 
Tese fears did not come from my supervisor or my 
department, but from the policy and the University.” 

“I have experienced fear that I would be penalized for 
expressing my opinion. While I have not feared the 

University would penalize me directly, I have feared that 
a student, professor, or administrator would penalize me 
for self-expression. Tere is also informal pressure from 
certain faculty, students, administration, and organized 
labor groups to suppress dissenting voices. I think a cause 
of this tension is the intrusion of political polarization 
into areas of life where it doesn’t belong. Social media 
further creates a power imbalance since the slightest 
disagreement can balloon without warning into battle 
with strangers across the globe. Power has shifed towards 
the pearl clutchers and the easily ofended of all walks of 
life. Te “Doxxing” phenomenon is a barrier to all speech, 
but especially surrounding popular topics about which a 
chronically online mob can be summoned.” 

“Tere is a certain amount of conformity expected 
surrounding issues of moral relevance, especially 

around the use of pronouns, gender expression, abortion, 
and sexuality. Tese are things that many Americans have 
difering viewpoints on, but there is not room for that 
conversation at U-M. Tose that disagree must remain 
silent so they are not tagged as closed-minded, bigots or 
religious zealots.” 

“In most cases, I do feel as I don’t have a say or I 
would be penalized for having an opinion. Tere is 

an immense pressure for ideas or opinions to lean into 
one political side and I fnd it very hard to even have the 
courage to express my opinions in class. I fnd it very 
plausible that if I do speak out on a certain issue in a class 
setting or online, that I would get some blowback.” 

“Te biggest barrier to free expression is self censorship 
from students who think there will be repercussions. 

Tese are usually students with conservative viewpoints 
afraid of being labeled in negative ways. Tere is also a 
problem of self censorship by faculty in the classroom 
because of concerns that if they make a mistake (e.g., 
get someone’s pronouns wrong) or voice an unpopular 
opinion, they can be reported by students and sanctioned 
by the University.” 

“To me, the biggest change I’ve noticed over the past 
several years is a shifing of norms and informal 

pressures to conform, especially around political issues. 
It’s unfortunate, but in the classroom, I have increasingly 
tried to steer clear of issues that are politically 
controversial because the discussions are increasingly 
unproductive.” 

“I am terrifed to express myself on campus. You 
have broken my trust and it will be difcult for you to 

regain it.” 

“I’m concerned about the compulsary (in some depts/ 
colleges) or expected (e.g., by students in large lecture 

courses) recording of all classroom lecture/discussion. 
It is not clear how long these recordings are retained, 
who has access to these recordings and the criteria 
under which such recordings can be viewed by staf and 
administrators. Te fact that the recordings exist are a 
potential threat to academic freedom of faculty and free 
speech of students who participate in the discussions.” 

“You literally sent police to pepper spray your own 
students and faculty for being encamped on the Diag. 

In this moment, you are somewhere between George 
Wallace and Bull Connor. 

You implemented a Regents policy that limits the 
number of community comments and restricts the 
number of speakers on a particular issue. Tis led to me 
not being able to share my experiences trying to be a 
father . . . trying to navigate cost of living and educating 
kids in Ann Arbor. 

I have been told that the department email list is 
basically only available to celebrate publications and to 
mourn the deaths of former colleagues, even though I 
am grateful to those who share information about issues 
afecting members of the University community and 
many people have expressed gratitude to me when I have 
done likewise. 

You made very clear that speaking at all about 
Palestinians is not allowed, given the number of people 
who had to have meetings afer being reported-on. I was 
one of those people . . . So you are not being equal in 
your policing of expression (though, let’s be clear, you are 
defnitely policing expression).” 

“Tere seems to be a lack of acceptance towards 
conservative viewpoints amongst many students at the 

University, to the point where dialogue is ofentimes shut 
down. However, in the classroom, I feel as though my 
professors and other instructors made a concerted efort 
to address all viewpoints.” 

“I have some difcult individual faculty colleagues 
who set a department culture where there is not much 

dialogue, and even little action. Te Dean is aware of 
these issues but no action is ever taken.” 

“When speaking about current issues, it’s clear where the 
University lies in its opinion. Terefore, this past year, it 

is difcult for students to react in regular ways via protest. 
Because the University has clear bias in its viewpoint, 
students speaking towards a diferent perspective have 
feared not only for ramifcations in their educational 
standing, but also in their personal lives. Speaking 
out in a way that difers from the University’s opinion 
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causes students to be fearful of both law enforcement 
that the University provides for their “safety” and fellow 
students who victimize themselves in the situation. Te 
University’s continued harsh attitude toward protesters 
reinforces student divides and provides little avenue for 
students to express themselves.” 

“I consider myself progressive but compared to my 
perception of the majority of students, I feel practically 

conservative. Since younger people drive the zeitgeist 
-- and many of my fellow staf are strong advocates for 
students -- I feel informal pressure to conform by keeping 
my opinions to myself and paying lip service to things I 
don’t necessarily believe strongly in. As a staf member 
who is supposed to be out of the fray, I feel nervous about 
trying not to get painted as out of touch or “unsupportive” 
of students.” 

“As an international student, I have self-censored out of 
fear that the professors or some of my fellow classmates 

simply won’t even entertain my points of view, which 
signifcantly difer from their U.S.-centric perspectives 
on many social, policy, and ethical issues. Terefore, 
professors and students should do more to express 
openness to diferent points of view, particularly those 
of international students, who can always provide new 
perspectives to important issues.” 

“I have been involved with the University the past 23 
consecutive years, and have never once felt unable 

to freely express my thoughts or opinions if I desired 
to do so. I have ofen been aware of others expressing 
themselves respectfully without incident.” 

“I don’t personally feel barriers to free expression. 
However, I am a liberal surrounded by liberals, so I 

don’t hesitate to share my opinions. If I were conservative, 
I might feel intimidated.” 

“My classes have been disrupted by protests on campus 
and students at the encampment purposely made it 

difcult for me to get to the library. I respect the right for 
students to protest but not when it is done in a disruptive 
way that afects my education and makes me feel unsafe 
walking through the diag.” 

“I would be very afraid to question any University D.E.I. 
policy or publicly say anything negative about the 

GEO for fear of social consequences or being labeled a 
bad person by faculty and graduate students. In general, I 
don’t think the University of Michigan is friendly place for 
a conservative or even someone who believes in personal 
responsibility. And that’s true even though, I think most 
of the faculty do believe in personal responsibility; there’s 
just an imbalance in terms of who speaks the loudest. 

And it seems the faculty lives in fear of getting yelled at by 
the graduate students.” 

“a) As a faculty member speaking about vitally 
important but potentially controversial topics 

(specifcally race, religion, sexuality) I am aware that there 
are organized groups that delight in taping classroom 
presentations looking for a “gotcha” moment. I talk about 
these topics anyway, in part because they are important, 
in part because I am in a privileged position (tenured 
full professor, cis, white, male) but I suspect that others 
in more vulnerable positions might not talk about 
potentially controversial topics, to the detriment of our 
students’ education.” 

“I believe while there is no barriers to free expression, 
it must come with a sense of responsibility. In today’s 

world, students are heavily infuenced by social media and 
are eager to engage in activism. However, this enthusiasm 
needs to be channeled correctly. 

It’s important to ensure that activism does not disrupt 
the University’s plans, study schedules, or ceremonies, nor 
should it force others to participate or witness it against 
their will. Universities should remain places of learning 
and respect, where all students feel safe and valued. 

Tere are many ways and avenues for students to 
express their views and engage in activism (University 
campus defnitely is not) without causing disruptions or 
making others (students, staf, faculty, and leaders) feel 
threatened, disrespected, or humiliated. Campus activism 
should be conducted in a manner that respects the diverse 
perspectives and needs of all students. 

Tank you for considering my thoughts on this 
matter.” 

“I consider the University’s decision to cancel a CSG 
vote on resolutions AR 13-025 and AR 13-026 a 

signifcant suppression of free speech. Te reasoning for 
doing so was dubious, and cancelling an entire vote on the 
basis of one improperly sent email feels disproportionate 
and targeted, and gives of the impression that University 
administration will cancel any votes they personally do 
not like. Te email sent out by University administration 
brought up the content of the resolutions, heavily 
implying that the decision to suppress these votes was 
not content neutral, but a deliberate silencing of speech 
relating to the current war in Gaza. Tis feels convenient 
for the University, as a strong showing for the pro-
divestment side might pressure administration to take 
action. Suppression of votes like this makes me feel as if 
the University will limit the visibility of and legitimacy 
of any speech that calls into question University policies 
and administration, which I fnd incredibly troubling. 
It also makes me feel like in the future, I cannot trust 
more ofcial channels like CSG to make my voice heard 

in the University community.. I consider the University’s 
decision to cancel a CSG vote on resolutions AR 13-025 
and AR 13-026 a signifcant suppression of free speech. 
Te reasoning for doing so was dubious, and cancelling 
an entire vote on the basis of one improperly sent email 
feels disproportionate and targeted, and gives of the 
impression that University administration will cancel any 
votes they personally do not like. Te email sent out by 
University administration brought up the content of the 
resolutions, heavily implying that the decision to suppress 
these votes was not content neutral, but a deliberate 
silencing of speech relating to the current war in Gaza. 
Tis feels convenient for the University, as a strong 
showing for the pro-divestment side might pressure 
administration to take action. 

Suppression of votes like this makes me feel as if the 
University will limit the visibility of and legitimacy of 
any speech that calls into question University policies 
and administration, which I fnd incredibly troubling. It 
also makes me feel like in the future, I cannot trust more 
ofcial channels like CSG to make my voice heard in the 
University community.” 

“As a . . . faculty member here at Michigan Medicine, I 
am afraid to even say what ethnicity I am while at work 

in fear of penalization, scrutiny, and/or hate speech. It’s 
incredibly disheartening to be part of a community that 
says they celebrate diversity and allows free speech, but 
their actions clearly demonstrate otherwise. Removing 
posters expressing support for Palestinians from graduate 
students’ ofce windows, suppressing freedom of thought, 
arresting student activists, and pressing the Washtenaw 
County Prosecutor to prosecute some 40 student activists, 
demonstrates how the University of Michigan constructs 
barriers to freedom of expression.” 

“How wonderful it would be if we could cultivate an 
environment where the best ideas win out through 

rational, rigorous debate within the bounds of respectful, 
civil discourse. Is it possible to create public forums where 
people can come from diferent angles on a given issue to 
detail their respective argument for or against a position? 
Tis would take time, patience, and understanding - 
all severely lacking in our social media age of instant 
gratifcation and diminished attention spans.” 

“Te University of Michigan continues to practice what 
is likely an illegal form of compelled speech. Forcing 

faculty to issue statements on issues that implicate one’s 
personal morality (as DEI statements do) is wrong, and 
these are clearly being used as an ideological litmus test. 
I was forced to do this to keep my job and I considered it 
humiliating and unethical.” 

“Students with strong views bully other students, faculty, 
and administrators to hew to their perspectives. Te 

corporatization of the University leads to treating the 
students as customers and falls in line with a narrow set 
of beliefs leading to an orthodoxy of thought, instead 
of a diversity of perspectives that is fundamental to the 
purpose of the University, which is to seek truth.” 

“I do not experience or witness barriers to free 
expression. In my unit, in fact, I see more free 

expression than sometimes feels appropriate for a 
workplace. Faculty, staf, and students seem to feel free to 
use bulletin boards and workplace email listservs to freely 
communicate their strongly held convictions. For those 
who may not share the same convictions or beliefs, it can 
be overwhelming to be surrounded by strong messaging, 
and be receiving non-work-related emails. On balance, 
I think that’s the price to pay to work at an institution so 
devoted to freedom of expression and belief. But all that 
to say, it does not appear the University is formally or 
informally putting up barriers to expression.” 

“If I were honest about my political beliefs that are 
relevant to DEI, I don’t think I could get hired if I were 

applying to a junior UM job today, because I am in favor 
of treating students without regard to race or gender in 
most educational contexts. Tis makes me concerned that 
my opinions will be seen as contrary to the University’s 
mission by colleagues and administrators. I am also aware 
that the graduate students in my department would not 
be pleased with my opinions, so I am very selective about 
what I say around them, since I don’t want my graduate 
courses to be canceled for low attendance.” 

“I feel that Michigan Medicine is pushing 
transgenderism and gender ideology on its staf. We 

should not be forced to adhere to this ideology.” 

“Te University should ofer a secure (fenced) dedicated 
space for protesting that allows others to avoid the 

area of they choose. Activities or signage that promote 
violence should be banned. Only students, faculty, staf 
with valid Mcard should be allowed in the protest area.” 

“Faculty should have the right to teach and express class 
materials openly and freely without fear of a grievance, 

complaint, or fring.” 

“Te University of Michigan is an ideological 
monoculture. Messaging from ofcial UM channels 

(e.g. the Record) is narrow and highly politicized. 
Students are rewarded for parroting the dominant 
narrative, and critical thinking is actively suppressed. 
Many faculty aggressively police student speech and 
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encourage students to seslf-censor and shut down 
discussions that challenge the “elite consensus”. Open 
discussion about many important issues is impossible.” 

“Silence has become a more comfortable position for 
conservatives.” 

“You will not get accurate feedback on these surveys 
unless you guarantee anonymity and make it clear that 

you are not collecting email or personal information on 
survey respondents. If you want a true measure of what 
people think, you need to make them feel safe. Tose feel 
marginilized are afraid to speak otherwise. I will answer 
surveys that guarantee anonymity.” 

“Tere is freedom to express opinions here on 
instances as long as they align with social norms that 

are publicized. Tere is informal pressure to fall into 
alignment on policies, opinion law, and elections. For 
example, I do not believe in abortion, and I am afraid to 
express this opinion here as I am confdent people would 
retaliate against me (verbally). Tis makes me feel isolated 
and alone. I do not judge or nor would I refuse to care for 
someone who had an abortion, nor would I ever share 
my opinions with them, as they are personal and morally 
and ethically defne who I am, therefore, why should 
someone chastise me for this? Its not hurting them. While 
I understand that the University is choosing to continue 
reproductive care and thats within their jurisdiction as a 
health care entity, bringing additional light to it via emails 
allows staf the opportunity to think its okay to talk about 
and therefore not inclusive.” 

“Email “storms” are also pernicious. a loud group of 
people dominate and no one else wants or dares to 

get involved. Tis leads to cynicism and disengagement. 
Department chairs should be trained in how to prevent 
and, if necessary, stop email storms. Serious discussions 
cannot be conducted over email.” 

“Te climate for freedom of expression is heavily 
supported by the University, if you are a student or 

professor. As a staf member, I know I am not allow to 
speak my mind, or even speak up or there will be serious 
consequences. We are to keep our mouths shut on matters 
political or other at all times even in the face of protestors 
who are spitting in our faces and getting physical with us, 
we are not allowed to say anything back.” 

“It is terrible. Professors face serious risk of investigation 
and cancellation for saying anything that might make 

a student even the slightest bit uncomfortable, where 
uncomfortable includes having a diferent point of view.” 

“As a faculty member from a minoritized background 
who teaches on issues of race and culture, it is my job 

to challenge students in their ofen reductive thinking on 
matters of ethnicity, race, and racism (from both sides--
there are overly-simplistic versions of “the US is entirely 
racist!” as well as “there’s no such thing as racism in 
society!”). Students push back on this because I am asking 
them to grow. 

Minoritized faculty members, especially those tasked 
with teaching that we consider so important that we have 
an entire requirement for it, need the assurance that our 
administrators will similarly press back on students who 
feel challenged in their thinking, as challenging thinking 
is exactly what we’re here to do.” 

“Yes, there are certainly barriers to free expression 
for fear of retaliation and an inability to advance in 

leadership positions. I have been involved in DEI training 
exercises, where members of the DEI executive leadership 
team have boldly stated, “Leaders who cannot align 
with such initiatives do not belong in leadership roles.” 
Tese types of statements directly go against the Board 
of Regents Statement “as a great public University … we 
enthusiastically embrace our responsibility to stimulate 
and support diverse ideas and model constructive 
engagement with diferent viewpoints.” I understand my 
responsibility as a leader to promote professionalism, 
fairness, and equitability for patients and staf alike, 
however, not all organizational initiatives align with 
my values and morals. Should my personal viewpoints 
and values be discredited because they difer? Does the 
organization prioritize “diversity” or only when it benefts 
their agenda. As a result, I did not feel safe to speak up 
and share experiences with DEI leadership members.” 

“Due to the extremely strong anti-Israel sentiment on 
campus, I fnd it prudent for me to avoid talking about 

my heritage as an Israeli.” 

“As a . . . member of the Event Management Team, I 
have never experienced a barrier to being able to freely 

express my ideas. I have always believed, though, that as a 
proud member of the University of Michigan community, 
that what I say and what I do while on campus or while 
representing the University of Michigan needs to be 
an appropriate representation of the University and 
myself. Being a part of Michigan is bigger than just me. 
When you are representing the Block M, you act like it. 
Respectfully. Responsibly.” 

“I wish I could say that freedom of expression 
thrives on campus. But it doesn’t. In particular, self-

censoring occurs all the time. I know I do it. And I know, 
specifcally, that students do it -- a lot -- as they have told 

me this. Yes, there is a general commitment to freedom 
of expression. But it exists only to the extent that that 
one’s views are consistent with the prevailing consensus 
on campus, some of which stems directly from University 
policies, such as DEI. I should add that I am a liberal; 
that I support the goals of diversity, equity and inclusion; 
and that in my job I believe I am more proactive than 
most faculty in supporting students from disadvantaged 
backgrounds. But I cannot imagine speaking out against 
anything related to DEI that I disagree with, such as 
that job applicants should not be required to submit 
statements that say all the right things about DEI. And 
again, this is coming from a liberal supporter of DEI. I 
cannot imagine being a conservative student on campus.” 

“Draconian penalties levied against student protestors 
have a chilling efect on a climate of free expression on 

campus, as do surveillance cameras placed on the diag 
and especially inside the Hatcher Library. Police presence 
on the Hatcher Library steps, requests to remove tables 
during a work-from-the-diag event are all indications that 
the University will not permit any speech that threaten 
relationships with donors. All of these actions make our 
campus less welcoming to the broader community and 
undermine the integrity of UM as a place of learning and 
inquiry.” 

“Te requirement for DEI statements for promotion 
and tenure is compelled speech. It is unconstitutional. 

MIT recently dropped these tests of loyalty to approved 
institutional viewpoints. We have a history of the DMN 
annual lecture in response to the House Un-American 
Activities Committee in the 1950s, where compelled 
speech focused on a diferent set of call-letters: loyalty to 
the “USA”. 

Tese statements read very much like a confessional 
that may be required by a religious seminary, i.e. tell how 
your faith in xyz is expressed in your daily activities. 
However, instead of a religion, it’s UM teachings of 
preferred thought. 

Tis is wrong, and UM should do as MIT 
and stop it.” 

“I have seen graduate students be pressured by the GEO 
leadership to espouse and promote specifc viewpoints 

and make it hard for those with other political/social 
opinions participate in the union (even though it governs 
their contract).” 

“Even though we say and promote that we welcome 
feedback and freedom of expression, there’s still a 

strong sense of fear in this organization. Employees are 
concerned about the safety of their job or well-being if 
they speak up and our lived hierarchy presents barriers. 

We don’t have balance throughout the institution. Even 
the formation of this Freedom of Expression Committee 
is imbalanced.” 

“Given the outstanding quality of much of the education 
and research and public service of the University of 

Michigan, it is difcult, and at some level seems unfair, 
for me to be as critical as I am of the University on this 
topic. However, here is my honest opinion. I believe 
that the main barrier to free expression in the areas 
of political, moral, or social signifcance is simply the 
overwhelming progressive orientation of the entire 
institution and statements by its leaders supporting this 
orientation as the only defensible one. I express my more 
conservative or traditional opinions in private emails, 
but not more publicly, since this seems unwelcome. 
Progressive political statements have been made over 
mass emails by leadership at various levels decrying 
systemic racism alleged to be rampant at the University, 
open support for the pro-choice position on abortion 
by the University President, institution of a pronoun 
policy impacting faculty speech rights without asking for 
broad input or debate, and other progressive positions. 
No statements decrying the de-platforming or fring 
of conservative faculty from other universities are ever 
issued by our administration, even though such incidents 
have become common. When police are uniformly 
and unfairly maligned by students and faculty with no 
expression of appreciation for the professionalism of most 
of them, or courses and lectures on “toxic masculinity,” 
eliminating “whiteness” and so on are ofered, one senses 
that complaining about this would be futile and possibly 
dangerous. A conservative who thinks required DEI 
statements from faculty candidates is unwise could not 
feel free to defend this in his or her faculty application; it 
would be an invitation to rejection. Te Davis, Markert, 
Nickerson Lecture on Academic and Intellectual 
Freedom is invariably given by a progressive. Tis seems 
to contradict the spirit of the award, which celebrates 
individuals (Davis, et al.) who around 1950 opposed the 
then-orthodox anti-communist position of the University. 
Today, a thoughtful conservative, or at least a non-
progressive, might be the most appropriate recipient of 
such an award, since it would take courage to be an open 
conservative at the University of Michigan. But it seems 
that it is inconceivable to most University of Michigan 
leaders that there could be such a thing as a thoughtful or 
moral conservative. It seems that only progressives can 
be awarded for supporting “academic freedom,” while 
conservatives do not deserve such freedom. I have made 
suggestions to DEI ofce, Deans, and others, that, in 
addition to the views progressive thinkers such as Kendi, 
Hannah-Jones, and others, the views of moderate and 
thoughtful black thought leaders such as Glenn Loury, 
John McWhorter or Bob Woodson might be given a 
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hearing. Tese suggestions are ignored, and seemingly are 
unwelcome. 

In sum, I have found that the most interesting debates 
and discussions on important issues such as climate 
change, race, sexuality and gender, abortion, censorship, 
the true condition of our universities, and many other 
hot-button topics are best, and most honestly, carried 
out on-line and outside of the purview of the University. 
I learn more in a month or two about these topics from 
Bari Weiss’ Free Press, and from Glenn Loury’s podcast 
than I could ever learn at the University of Michigan. Te 
University of Michigan is a great place to learn science, 
computing, languages, and other specialties, but is simply 
not the place to discuss the burning political and social 
issues of the day. Tese discussions are fortunately taking 
place elsewhere.” 

“Te reality is that the University of Michigan is one 
of the most powerful and prestigious institutions 

of higher learning in the world, and its incentives 
(fnancially and otherwise) are geared towards serving 
this legacy as much as possible. Tis leads to an embrace 
of freedom of expression under the condition that the 
institution remains comfortable and “undisturbed” 
by that freedom of expression. While that is an 
understandable qualifer, it naturally and reasonably 
creates tension with the community — particularly 
student activists — because true freedom of expression, 
especially in opposition to administrative choices the 
University makes, will inherently be very uncomfortable 
for the University of Michigan as an institution.” 

“Tere is routinely informal pressure (with the implicit 
threat of ofcial pressure in the form of reporting) 

from students and other faculty to profess agreement 
with doctrinal ‘progressive’ beliefs, no matter how poorly 
supported those beliefs may be by actual empirical 
evidence.” 

“Barriers to free speech abound at the University of 
Michigan and arise not for lack of rules and bylaws but 

due to lack of enforcement, a weakness of the will to act 

by those who are meant to protect our community as a 
whole. Ofenders act with impunity, knowing there are 
no consequences. Will the new policy include measures 
that will be taken against violators, bullies, those who 
fear debate and only wish to drown it out? Will all 
guest speakers be allowed to speak at the University or 
will they be blocked by those who fear debate without 
penalty? Will calls for death go unpunished with weak 
explanations? Will students continue to storm through 
reading halls, ofces, intentionally disrupting and 
intimidating other students and faculty without any fear. 
Will University of Michigan continue to be a place where 
students are afraid to state their mind on social media for 
fear of bullying and intimidation? Will U of M faculty use 
their position to try to infuence their students, thereby 
instill fear in those students who disagree (names can be 
provided)? Will the call death to jews and death to Israel 
continue to echo in the halls of U of M in the name of 
“free speech”. All these are not hypothetical situations 
but real events from my / my family/ my friends and 
colleagues experiences. What this proposal lacks is a clear 
defnition of the consequences for those who violate these 
laws and a promise to act upon it.” 

“I assume that I’m not the only one struck by the irony 
of this committee. It has been formed in the wake of 

a unilateral—and immediately challenged—presidential 
statement on related issues, the use of police to break up 
the Israel-Palestine encampment on fimsy pretexts and 
with suspect timing, and the dystopian-named kickof 
of “Te Year of Democracy and Civic Engagement.” It 
is chaired by the University Counsel—in contrast to the 
recent Harvard report on similar matters, which was 
co-chaired by a law school professor (a good idea) and 
a philosophy professor. It is important to recognize that 
the head of a committee always has disproportionate 
infuence on the workings and conclusions of the group. 
Te problem with the Michigan approach here is that 
the Counsel’s ofce functions in much the same way 
as in-house counsel does at private corporations large 
and small—to protect the client (risk management, 
response to law suits, legal liability, etc.). Tis is ofen a 

useful, indeed necessary, function—but not here, where 
the issues are primarily of a qualitatively diferent sort, 
involving as they do intellectual and academic goals, 
internal disagreements, and so on. A committee of 44 
persons may sound inclusive, but it is almost surely a 
bad idea. At best, it will be inefectual. At worst, it will 
be dominated by a small number of its members. People 
of good will will be asked to compromise on all kinds of 
matters because that is the nature of committee work. 
Such compromises will almost certainly involve (sacrifce 
of) principles. Better to write a dissenting minority 
report, on the grounds that any compromise is likely to 
be worse than what we currently have on the books. In 
this context, it’s worth asking why our current policies are 
considered so defective that this committee needs to exist, 
or why the results of such committees routinely end up 
being at odds with AAUP positions. One of the lessons of 
campus protest of the 1960s is that University presidents 
who came down hard on protesters, as our president has, 
tended to stay in ofce but are not remembered fondly. 
Tose that sought compromise were routinely booted 
out but came to be honored in retrospect. It is hard 
to see how, in the current academic/political context, 
this committee can fail to be an appendage of the frst 
group. Tere are people on the committee whom I like 
and respect, friends and colleagues who understandably 
felt the issue at hand was too important to say “no” to. I 
believe they are likely to regret how the committee report, 
whatever it says, ends up being used. Naturally, I hope 
they are right and I am wrong.” 

“Since learning about the University as a young 
person growing up in Detroit’s Downriver suburbs, 

I’ve always considered U-M to be a place where free 
expression fourishes. Tis was evidenced during my 
time as a student in the 1990s and, in my opinion, 
remains true today.” 

“Tere have been instances where I have feared for my 
safety through intimidation. As a Jewish student on 

campus, allowing hate speech to proliferate among the 
faculty and students has made it hard to be fully Jewish in 
any space. Tis hate speech and antisemitism makes me 
fear that being openly Jewish would hurt my standing in 
any space I am in, including evaluations from faculty that 
make up our grades.” 

“U of M has a comparatively good speech environment 
as compared to other campuses. I have not felt formal 

or informal ofcial pressure to constrain my opinions. 
Te major source of speech constraint is what you call 

“informal pressure to conform.” Especially around topics 
that code as “social justice” oriented—equity, identity, 
etc. TO be clear, my own views are very much on the lef; 

the constraint on me is much less than it would be on 
students and colleagues who *don’t* generally have lef-
liberal politics. 

But on “those kinds” of topics—race, gender, 
orientation, identity, religion—it’s remarkable how much 
pressure can be felt to express un-nuanced views in a 
completely confdent way. Tis afects the students more 
than it afects me, especially in my own classroom—I 
teach plenty of controversial topics, and the only one 
I regularly experience internal anxiety in discussing is 
abortion (I’m a man). But it afects me too, especially in 
non-classroom discussions, whether on social media or 
in print. Te layers of explanation required that you don’t 
mean X or Y or Z (genuinely illiberal views or whatever) 
when what you’re simply trying to say is A or B or C 
(complications to liberal views) is a huge disincentive to 
discuss nuanced hard issues where you don’t really have 
to. And then the social media rage mobs that randomly 
descend, both in response conversations on social media 
*and* in response to conversations of social media are 
really quite upsetting at a personal level.” 

“I have been “selectively ignored” in my long-standing 
requests to include antisemitism content in my 

department’s DEI training modules.” 

“I have to hide my conservative viewpoints, which is 
extremely isolating. One will fnd that they can slowly 

learn of other conservatives in the community only 
through a very careful inquiry.” 

“I just graduated last month, and for the past year 
I experienced MAJOR pressure from my peers to 

conform with their views on the Israel-Palestine confict 
- specifcally the pro-Palestine side (for the record, I do 
not feel strongly about the confict either way). If I did 
not, I would be ostracized in person, attacked on the Law 
School’s all-school email listserv, and generally made to 
feel like the entire body of my peers was against me and 
thought I was an evil, inhuman individual.” 

“I think there are two large forces, that are not 
necessarily the fault of the University. One is peer 

pressure, or *perceived* peer pressure. Tere is certainly a 
sense that certain opinions are not to be voiced in public 
in academia these days. I have no skin in the game, so 
this isn’t something I sufer from academically, but I can 
imagine that people with unorthodox vies about gender, 
DEI, or politics, to name just that, are unwilling to speak 
their minds freely. Te other issue, or the elephant in the 
room, is the confict in the Middle East, which has led to 
extreme reactions on both sides of the aisle and makes the 
rest of us shut up to avoid repercussions (again, not from 
the University). I emphasized twice that I don’t think 

96 97 



the pressure comes from the University, but one might 
ask whether the University should foster an atmosphere 
in which those pressures are reduced. Te word “safe 
space” is used ofen to silence people, but I would argue 
that “safe space” could mean the opposite: this is where 
students, faculty, and staf should feel safe to say what 
they really think.” 

“I think the University does a very nice job trying to fnd 
a middle ground in an otherwise almost impossibly 

divisive environment. I feel the ability to raise issues is as 
good as could be expected.” 

“Te fact University leadership, department leadership 
and others state opinions on social and political issues 

creates a chilling atmosphere on campus for speech and 
free expression. Te way the University handled the 2016 
election was inappropriate, in how there was a day of 
grieving hosted and promoted by the president’s ofce.” 

“As a non-tenured faculty member, I’m simply not 
going to express my opinion on anything that goes 

against what I perceive as the prevailing opinion of my 
department. Tere is so little upside to doing so, and 
plenty of potential downside. For example, I don’t agree 
with plenty of my department’s DEI initiatives, as I think 
the relentless focus on race and gender isn’t helpful for 
anyone involved, but I’m not going to say that since it’s 
obviously a priority for our chair. 

Te campus climate, particularly among students, is so 
overwhelming liberal that I don’t think the students ofen 
even hear a conservative viewpoint. Tis does not seem to 
be a huge issue within the College of Engineering, as most 
faculty simply teach their technical content and most 
students are simply here to obtain that training and go get 
a job.” 

“Te recently adopted U-M Principles on Diversity of 
Tought and Freedom of Expression are a dangerous, 

insidious, and politically-motivated attack on higher 
education in the State of Michigan. Te statement 
follows a playbook that has been used to undermine 
academic freedom in other intellectually repressive 
states such as Florida, Ohio, Texas, Wisconsin, etc. 
Embedded in the frst paragraph is a selective invocation 
of SPG 01.01 that deemphasizes the right of protest or 
the responsibility of those in power to engage in good 
faith with constituents who have legitimate grievances. 
Te most recent evolution of the University’s position 
assumes that all intellectual and academic exchanges 
occur on an equal playing feld and fails to engage with 
diferences of privilege and power. As such, it seeks to 
further disenfranchise the disenfranchised. Tis line of 
thinking follows a problematic trajectory of prioritizing 

the free speech of those already in power, even extending 
freedom of speech to institutions and corporations, while 
suppressing the free speech of the marginalized, who 
ofen have no recourse but protest to address systemic 
inequities and harms. I fear this is evidence that the 
University’s position has unfortunately been infuenced 
and even coopted by a political ideology whose 
proponents seek to protect privilege (and specifcally 
“property” rights--the right of individuals to hoard wealth 
at the expense of societal good) at all costs and see true 
democracy as a threat to their extractive, hegemonic 
power.” 

“While the formal policy demands freedom of 
expression, there seems to be a Palestine exception and 

little freedom of speech about Palestine. Whether wrongly 
dubbed anti-semitic or breaking up the encampment on 
the diag, the practice is quite clear. It is hypocritical. Tere 
should be freedom of expression for ALL points of view.” 

“As a political conservative and Christian, I never talk 
about political issues at work. It seems that many of 

my colleagues are extremely liberal politically, and I fear 
that they would lose respect for me and/or not want to 
me friends any more if they knew my true opinions. 
Additionally, I strongly disagree with many of the emails 
sent by department and University administrators afer 
consequential political events. For example, afer supreme 
court decisions about abortion and afrmative action, I 
strongly disagreed with the political sentiments expressed 
by many University administrators.” 

“In general, I have not encountered many barriers to 
free expression at the University. Te most signifcant 

one took place in 2021, and was around the issue of 
Palestine. Students in my unit were pushing for the 
program to make a statement denouncing the May 2021 
missile attacks on Gaza. While we were reluctant to make 
such a statement for many reasons (and did not), in 
conversations with administration it was very clear that 
we were extremely circumscribed even in the language 
we could use to respond and that any language had to 
explicitly “both-sides” the question. So the “Palestinian 
free speech exception” has been the one I have 
encountered most directly.” 

“U-M needs to continue to be a bastion of free speech. 
For me, this starts with erring on allowing more speech 

rather than less. Tat said, U-M also needs to be more 
specifc and restrictive in when and where certain speech 
takes place. For example, it is grossly inappropriate for 
protesters of any ilk or opinion to interrupt teaching in 
classrooms or labs. Similarly, impeding access to buildings 
should not be allowed. Protesting during student 

celebration or other public events is questionable. Taking 
protests to private homes and property is of-limits and 
simply illegal.” 

“Te protests on campus have been a nightmare as of 
late, and I have been scared to go near them, especially 

having a difering opinion. Of course protesters have 
the right to do so, but there really needs to be some sort 
of parameters regarding the places these protests take 
place. Tey have been incredibly disruptive to academic/ 
classroom productivity, meetings, ceremonies, etc. Places 
that should be considered apolitical, separate, and safe. 
Even the Michigan Union has been on occasion overrun 
by protesters while I was studying in there, and I was 
nervous due to the sheer capacity of people in the facility 
and the potential for harm in case of emergency. Protests 
need to be safe, and those of a difering opinion shouldn’t 
feel threatened by protest.” 

“University administration is the sole restrictive force 
that is preventing my free expression. University 

policies are targeting the subject matter of my speech. Do 
better.” 

“I think many faculty have a difcult time distinguishing 
and balancing free expression and expression that 

creates harm. In class situations individuals state their 
opinions that may be based on false or misleading 
information and in some cases it is not challenged by 
the faculty person and ofen harm is done to the folk 
that are most ofen marginalized. When brought to 
faculty a defensive posture is taken with the statement of 
free expression. Tus, more works needs to be done to 
inform, educate and practice with faculty navigating these 
nuances and difcult spaces. As well as more in person 
mandatory sessions for students to learn about free 
expression and ways in which in can create harm. We are 
in a cancel culture moment that really leads to silencing 
voices that is more damaging and harmful to us all.” 

“I’ve felt like it’s taboo (or not welcomed from higher-
ups) to talk about salary equity and the lack of living 

wage for many positions, including my own, at the 
University.” 

“I haven’t faced any barriers regarding my free 
expression. In fact, I feel very comfortable being myself 

and voicing concerns. Faculty and staf have used my 
correct pronouns, listened to my struggles, and given me 
tons of feedback and attention.” 

“I have not personally experienced barriers to free 
expression, however, the University could do a better 

job to de-escalate the tension connected to the confict 
in Gaza. Te University hasn’t been a place to have 

constructive conversations on the topic as it’s sensitive.” 

“Tere has been an increasingly pervasive institutional 
“group think” developing within the institutional 

culture over the past several years, to the point that 
Orwellian “newspeak” seems to have overwhelmed and 
replaced the traditional intellectual culture. Diversity 
of thought has increasingly meant only politically 
progressive forms of ideology—just the opposite of the 
original meaning of the word, diversity. Moral content of 
sensitive topics (e.g., gender identity politics) has assumed 
an almost triumphalistic, even religious character when 
much of the assumptions upon which they are based are 
a matter of opinion rather than being established on any 
solid evidence. Toughtful and polite dissent from the 
accepted, dominant ideology is not tolerated. Students 
and trainees have been subjected to indoctrination rather 
than actual education in many areas that should be 
matters of open debate. Te result is herd mentality rather 
than a truly diverse exchange of ideas.” 

“I have found it extremely difcult to openly and 
honestly express my viewpoints at the University of 

Michigan, and I ofen remain silent to avoid repercussions 
for expressing views that difer from the progressive 
orthodoxy. For example, I have concerns about how DEI 
statements are used as a political litmus test in hiring and 
promotion, but anything short of enthusiastic support 
of these policies immediately gets one labeled as “part of 
the problem” and “holding back progress.” I have seen 
colleagues sharply criticized for voicing very reasonable 
concerns along these lines, and so, as a pre-tenure faculty, 
I have felt compelled to muzzle myself many times. 
Basically, any conservative or even centrist viewpoint is 
simply not welcome. It is more than a little ironic that 
those who enforce conformity to this single progressive 
dogma through intimidation and slander view themselves 
as champions of diversity and inclusivity.” 

“Sadly, freedom of expression and liberalism have been 
under attack for the past 5 years at the University of 

Michigan. A new ideology has fourished and become 
institutionalized which does not allow for any dissent. 
While the origins of this new ideology were noble and 
addressed major social problems, it has become corrupted 
and demands fealty from faculty, trainees and students. 
It has become commonplace to remain silent or face 
severe retribution in response to perceived transgressions 
of speech or thought. Te brazen disregard of Title 
VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 is truly astounding. 
Racial preferences and adherence to the new dogma are 
commonplace for hiring and promotion. I have witnessed 
many such examples and mentioned meritocratic 
principles (a hallmark of liberalism) at my own peril. I 
have seen an exceptional, talented, and accomplished 
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candidate dispatched because they said “I treat all people 
equally” in an interview. (Te backroom discussion was 
chilling - and it may go without saying that I did not 
feel comfortable speaking up on his behalf due to fear 
of retribution) Tis new climate is toxic and a complete 
inversion of liberal values - freedom of expression, open 
debate, equality and justice.” 

“I do not feel free to express my views, especially afer 
receiving emails from UM leadership that did not 

maintain neutrality and included messaging that was 
heavily skewed towards one side of ongoing international 
confict.” 

“Students are reluctant to speak freely about 
controversial topics including race, gender, sexuality, 

and nationality because they fear the reaction of other 
students. A small minority of students see themselves 
as allies of every possible minority group and look for 
reasons to be ofended. Tey have been trained by DEI 
administrators that view their role as social justice 
warriors rather than University staf addressing specifc 
problems for particular groups.” 

“As a PhD student, I will not raise many convictions and 
arguments due to the potential costs these perspectives 

will have to my career. Tese topics are particularly those 
related to Israel, race, and current strands of lef wing 
thinking.” 

“Te way this administration has bullied the black 
and brown students on campus is repugnant and has 

been hard to take. Even just the continued messaging 
re: antisemitism at the most recent regents meeting 
didn’t take into considerations the many accounts of 
antisemitism experienced by Jewish members of campus 
who are protesting for an end to the genocide.” 

“Te University’s communication on the protests 
surrounding the confict in the Middle East has had 

a profound chilling efect on my speech. Te University 
President and Regents have criticized and condemned 
antiwar protestors repeatedly, labeling them as a group 
by the worst actions taken by a small minority of 
protestors....I have lost all confdence in President Ono 
and the Regents and am actively looking to leave the 
University.” 

“I have had doctors that I work with make nasty, 
horrible statements about President Trump, never 

giving any consideration or care that others may not agree 
with them.” 

“Many of us are in a difcult spot of having diferent 
political beliefs than others with we share an identity 

with.” 

“I think that there is informal pressure to not express 
positions that are too conservative. And there is ofen 

little acknowledgment that opinions on hot-button issues 
may be non-binary. Tere is also a tendance to group 
“conservative” issues into a single category and expect a 
single opinion. I received a survey once that said “what 
is your opinion on abortion, gun control, and afrmative 
action?” Tere was only one response scale given! So, 
since my opinion is against, for, and undecided, what 
answer was I supposed to give?” 

“Te most prominent barriers are coming from students 
in the classroom. I have had many students share 

during ofce hours how they have learned not to not 
saying anything because they are either white males or it 
might not be politically correct. I see this as very serious 
issue because a large percentage of students’ grades in 
my classes are based on class participation. I have also 
seen attempts from students to cancel faculty in my 
department through social media.” 

“As a person on a visa to be able to work here, there is 
always a concern over losing the job and being evicted 

out of the country if you say something that the school 
doesn’t like. Luckily until now, I don’t have any issue 
that needs me to speak out. It might be benefcial for 
us to have an active international student and scholar 
association that speaks for us.” 

“Calling protests disruptions when in fact protests are a 
right and meant to be disruptive.” 

“I have no doubts I cannot express anything 
conservative. I have to spin my papers towards liberal 

viewpoints and the DEI nonsense for my grades to not be 
impacted.” 

“I am an older alumni/staf member who tries very hard 
to understand all sides of an issue. But, whether it is my 

age or mu life experience, I am constantly worried that I 
will “say the wrong thing” in a work setting. Tis relates to 
cancel culture and what I view as our inability to tolerate 
even the smallest of missteps. I would to feel comfortable 
asking questions, learning more, and educating myself 
without the fear of reprisal. Tat said, I have not been 
called out for anything in particular. But, I live in fear 
of speaking up on the wrong side of an issue simply 
because I am uneducated and/or unaware. Tere is a lot of 
pressure to be perfectly on point at all times.” 

“I have experienced fear that I would be penalized 
for expressing my political opinions. I identify as a 

conservative and I would be judged and demonized by 
several members of my school if they knew. Tey assume 
everyone is libral and on many occasions have openly 
expressed their disgust of anyone who would not vote 
according to their beliefs.” 

“Yes, I am taking a class now where I feel like it is 
not safe to share my true opinions due to a power 

imbalance. I had a professor refer to Republican 
governors as “confederate governors.” 

“As a result, I don’t really share my opinions for fear of 
reprisal, and I am now in a mode of disengaging and 

“just get through the class,” which is a bad place to be.” 

“All policies and communications make it pretty clear 
that the University is very liberal. It makes conservative 

voices feel the need to be hidden and invites ridicule from 
others when they speak up. I also believe that the use of 
group emails for political causes and protests should not 
be allowed by faculty or students. it creates negativity 
and takes away from the education freedom and positive 
learning environment. As a conservative, I keep my 
opinions to myself on campus at all times because I don’t 
feel comfortable sharing them because of the extreme 
bias. I feel it would negatively afect my status and faculty 
position.” 

“Te RECORDING of Zoom conversations is BAD for 
development stages of group opinion generation. 
Many wish that their exploratory views not be made 

part of a “permanent” record; so they do not ofer 
opinions at all. 

Valuable voices are muted.” 

“I am an independent. Been that since John Anderson. I 
cannot speak on many topics because they are not the 

typical campus oxthodoxy. Te atmosphere is stultifying. 
My entire departement is afraid to have a discussion on 
grades, course content, incoming grad class composition, 
exams etc.” 

“I think if you lean liberal and would like to express 
liberal ideas and beliefs, you are safe. However, if you 

have conservative views then you cannot express those 
ideas or beliefs equally, or freely. You would be instructed 
to leave “politics” out of the workplace, and possible 
would be treated diferently. Tere seems to be a double 
standard when it comes to free expression. It seems to be 
free, only if it aligns with certain ideologies.” 

“Te climate for free expression on the Flint campus has 
been positive. I don’t fear expressing my opinion and 

have had the opportunity to share it where appropriate. 
Our students also seem to be able to engage in expression 
with minimal barriers. SPG 201.89-1 does a good 
job of regulating the tension between expression and 
harassment on our campus.” 

“It is well known and felt personally, that as a 
conservative, you must keep all opinions to yourself. 

Te University of Michigan is completely intolerant of any 
conservative feedback. I want to keep my job! 

 I am fabbergasted that the school of medicine chose 
to publish a photo of palastinian supporters and others 
who wore their afiation scarfs as the primary photo 
respresentative of medical school graduation. Seriously? 
Te graduates who didn’t wear the afiation around their 
neck weren’t worthy of recognition? It infamed many and 
supported a few. Unconscionable.” 

“I’ve been working remotely since 2020, so it has been 
a blessing to remove myself from the daily informal 

campus pressure in many routine business activities 
that are standard practice. Some examples that occurred 
almost daily prior to remote work: 
• Walking into a management ofce and seeing 
“#NotMyPresident”. 
• A large staf meeting where a leader states a disparaging 
remark about President Trump, then says “I mean, we all 
feel the same, right??” to the group. 
• Te University sponsoring ‘grief ’ sessions in various 
departments when Trump won in 2016. 
• Every US or world event that does not refect the UM 
think police requires an ofcial email apparently to 
explain and condemn an action that may not have been 
faculty’s preferred outcome. 
• Professors wearing political shirts during voting season 
with their hoped for outcome.” 

“In my opinion, Te University Record has a very lef 
leaning views on social issues, especially political.” 

“Freedom of expression is constrained by an oppressive 
culture, constantly expanding, that emphasizes fragility 

and ofension over free exchange of ideas, experiences, or 
opinions. Self-censorship is part of our daily life.” 
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1b. Please tell us your stories of examples you’ve seen of a 
constructive climate for freedom of expression at the University of 

Michigan. Where and how have you seen free speech welcomed? Have 
your professors, supervisors, or peers instituted policies or practices that 
open up opportunities to speak? 

“I have found other UM folks who are fully 
underground about their concerns about what has 

happened to this once wonderful campus. Tat’s where I 
get my freedom of expression: these small hidden oases 
of reality and critical thinking in the desert of secular 
religious zeal and unquestioned “social justice” and 
“DEI” dogmas—nothing from UM leadership thus far 
has made any of this better.” 

“I miss the time in which we could talk with each 
other about controversial issues too. Now anything 

controversial is avoided at almost any cost. And, if there 
is a conversation about it, it is monopolized by those who 
know how to talk.” 

“Te statement of the Regents in support of the free 
thought is a step in the right direction.” 

“In housing students are allowed to put whatever they 
want on their dorm room doors. When something 

creates distress in the community, the practice is to 
talk to the student about the impact of their decisions 
and work towards, at a minimum, a recognition of that 
impact. Te goal is to help them understand their choices 
in a deeper context.” 

“I think the formal policies issued by the University 
surrounding freedom expression are good. Taking 

this past year as an example, I appreciate the way that 
the University handled the protests. Although I do not 
agree with some of the viewpoints of the protestors as 
the situation is quite multi-faceted, I think it’s important 
to ensure freedom of expression and the right to protest 
while still ensuring that all students feel safe on campus. 
I think the University did a very good job handling this, 
especially considering the responses of other universities 
throughout the country. I did notice that the protests on 
our campus were quite peaceful all things considered, 
so I appreciate that protestors were allowed to continue 
in expressing their viewpoints. All that said, from a peer 
standpoint, some of the protestors were not welcoming 
whatsoever to difering viewpoints, going back to my 
previous point regarding informal pressures and such. 
I think that living within this bubble/echo-chamber of 
a college campus, many peers/students have become 

very intolerant to diferent viewpoints- which will not 
suit them well in the world outside of a college campus, 
in my opinion. I’m truthfully not sure how to fx this 
because again- I think this comes naturally with a 
college environment - but I wish in terms of informal/ 
social situations, people are more accepting of difering 
viewpoints (of course, as long as those viewpoints are not 
inherently hateful/bigoted/dangerous). Tis has become 
quite subjective on our campus where even standard 
conservative/centrist viewpoints are labeled as bigoted. 
In turn, this provides no opportunity for constructive 
discourse. Te reality is that not everyone thinks the 
same, has the same life experiences, or perspectives. 
And in my experience, I truthfully don’t think that the 
curriculums do a sufcient job of teaching this in a way 
that fosters collaborative, tolerant discourse. College is 
supposed to prepare us for the real-world. I personally 
dont feel that I’ve learned how to engage in constructive 
discourse without labeling/classifying difering 
viewpoints.” 

“In general, throughout my college (Engineering), the 
climate seems pretty welcoming of free expression.” 

“Our chair has helped develop a more constructive 
climate in my department. She requests input from 

many members of the department, including those who 
are not supportive of the initiative discussed. 

In her correspondence to the department, she has 
highlighted points of view that would be considered as 
forming a range of the political spectrum. I think this has 
been very helpful for the climate of the department.” 

“Tis survey is an example of a constructive climate for 
freedom of expression at the University of Michigan.” 

“Maybe I only see this because I sometimes enjoy 
playing devil’s advocate, that is, being a contrarian, 

in discussion settings. I pride myself and being able 
to understand many viewpoints of an issue at once, so 
I sometimes bring these viewpoints up in classes or 
discussion sections to create diversity of thought. Overall 
I’ve Felt like professors and GSIs respect and appreciate 
diversity of thought, from the classes I take at LSA to my 
core courses at SMTD.” 
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“Professors and other students at fint have made it 
feel easier for me to express and talk about what is 

happening.” 

“We have such a wonderful diversity of talks, 
performances, and arts that represent many diferent 

experiences and identities.” 

“Te policy issued on January 16, 2024 is encouraging. 
Te fact that you are soliciting this feedback is also 

encouraging. I frmly believe that any institution that 
makes a stand for free expression and ideological 
diversity will reap an enormous windfall of public 
goodwill. We do not have to react to every issue in the 
news. We do not have to ofer constant reassurances 
that we are ‘on the right side.’ What we need is to stay 
laser focused on OUR MISSION AS A University which 
is to educate our students (allowing for diverse and 
controversial views) and advance our science.” 

“Free speech does not extend to threats and harassment 
and the University should stop pretending that it does.” 

“Tere are individual courses I’ve taken in the SMTD 
where professors have done a great job establishing a 

classroom climate welcoming of free expression. Ofen, 
this has meant ensuring that each student in the (small, 
seminar-type) class is given an explicit turn to speak, 
including the quietest students, and that if one student 
is speaking signifcantly more than others, they are 
gently reminded that enough time should be lef for each 
student to speak. In small classes, this has worked well.” 

“In several instances I’ve been required to choose a 
pronoun even when I don’t feel comfortable doing so. 

For example, to enter Zoom meetings I’ve had to select 
one of 3 (he, she, they) when it should’ve been optional 
to share that. I’m at work and don’t want to share my 
pronouns nor be judged on whether the rest of the group 
feels I’ve selected the one they think I should have.” 

“Despite some challenges, I have also experienced a 
constructive climate for freedom of expression at the 

University of Michigan. In particular, some professors 
have actively fostered an inclusive atmosphere in their 
classrooms by establishing clear guidelines for respectful 
discourse and encouraging diverse viewpoints. Tese 
formal and informal policies have been instrumental 
in creating a safe space for all students to share their 
perspectives.” 

“One of my managers openly encouraged and welcomed 
diferent ideas and viewpoints. However, it was not the 

words that mattered, but their actions. When someone 

would speak up with an idea or comment that may have 
been counter-cultural or unpopular, this manager did not 
berate the person or act to undermine them, but rather 
fostered discussion to better understand why someone 
believed what they did. Constructive conversations CAN 
happen, but it takes humility among those in power and 
bravery among those afraid of consequences.” 

“I have had constructive conversations with colleagues 
with whom I disagree when those colleagues are 

informed and basing their arguments and positions on 
evidence rather than meaningless slogans. Te more 
informed we are about the issues we take positions on, 
the easier the conversation becomes. I have also had 
positive experiences in the classroom environment, 
when students are faculty are focused on shared readings/ 
texts rather than drawing from what they learned on 
TikTok or in a slogan. If we can take some of the disputes 
out of the Diag and into the classroom, I think we can 
foster a more inclusive and understanding community. 
No one student group should ever be given a monopoly 
over the conversation or be permitted to claim a space as 
their own.” 

“My professors do not penalize students who miss 
class to protest as they respect their constitutional 

and human right to protest and understand they will 
most likely already be penalized for exercising a basic 
right on their University campus in a violent and 
disproportional manner.” 

“Te vast majority of my students appreciate that [my] 
course follows the University of Chicago freedom 

of speech policies and that I do not accept students 
complaining about controversial topics on behalf of other 
students. Everybody is expected to speak for themselves.” 

“I witnessed a vigorous but respectful debate between 
a student protester and a visitor to the encampment 

about the Israel/Palestine confict. I wished that 
interaction could have been viewed by the nation as it 
encapsulated precisely the kind of exchange of ideas we 
hope to facilitate at this University.” 

“For the most part, I think freedom of expression is 
alive and well on campus. Although I worry about 

what could happen with my lecture captures, I don’t 
let that restrict what I teach or how I teach. I have not 
experienced repressive attitudes from other faculty 
or students. Tis is true in department meetings, 
classrooms, and other meetings on campus that I have 
participated in.” 

“I found it constructive that the illegal encampment of 
students in the Diag were removed by the police.” 

“Individual professors have provided excellent avenues 
for constructive conversation and dialogue about 

difcult social issues in their classrooms. Usually I fnd 
this looks like them providing an introduction to the 
topic we are going to discuss, and then largely turning 
the discussion over to the students. I fnd the students 
here to be very capable of informed, respectful dialogue, 
and the professors usually only have to intervene to 
provide clarifcation on a point or to remind us of time 
constraints. Te most impactful discussions happen 
when professors pose an issue to the class that they 
themselves are having trouble wrapping their minds 
around-- when we are able to dialogue with professionals 
in the feld, we learn even more than if they were to just 
tell us what to think.” 

“Tose regular messages during election periods that 
spell out what can and can’t be done as a University 

employee: they provide a framework for understanding 
and constructive engagement.” 

“Te law school has organized lunch talks where 
faculty and guest speakers presented on various issues 

within the Israel-Palestinian confict which I felt were a 
constructive climate for freedom of expression.” 

“I also appreciated in my frst year, the University 
being willing to host a presidential debate, and 

reminding the student body that decorum and open-
mindedness are just as important as expressing our 
opinions on the issues.” 

“Tere have always been protests on the diag for 
decades- I feel students and faculty know they are 

welcome to speak their mind but recently protestors 
are stepping into traditionally academic areas and 
interrupting daily life.” 

“I have been allowed to conduct peaceful outreach on 
my campus, even though the vast majority of students 

and staf disagree with my position. I have been able to 
have countless conversations with people, and I think 
regardless of our positions, afer speaking to each other, 
we are able to see that the good in the other person, 
rather than looking at the other as an enemy.” 

“Formal policies issued by the University talk about 
creating an atmosphere for all voices to be heard, but I 

don’t fnd that to be true in the day to day.” 

“Allowing the encampment until serious safety 
considerations arose made me feel that the University 

was at least trying to provide an opportunity 
for free speech.” 

“Forums driven by faculty and institutes on campus are 
by far the best way the University supports freedom 

of expression. Concerts, performances, debates, lectures, 
art installations, and protests have all contributed richly 
to the discourse that the University fosters. Te use of 
digital platforms in a free, privacy-preserving manner 
has also been historically a great way the University has 
allowed for free expression.” 

“I appreciated Dr Runge not buckling to student 
pressure regarding the speaker for last year’s medical 

school white coat ceremony.” 

“Dearborn itself has been a lot better than Ann Arbor. 
I feel this is likely because we have such a high 

percentage of Arab American students. Our students 
are more free to speak openly with faculty and amongst 
themselves than they are at Ann Arbor.” 

“Freedom of expression does not include the right to 
interfere with other’s movement or safety.” 

“I used to attend WeListen sessions that were a fantastic 
open forum for constructive debate of tough issues.” 

“Tough it should never have happened and should 
have been enforced sooner, the removal of the 

Palestine group from campus grounds was a positive. 
Completely removing ANY political angle or belief, 
the campus has RULES to follow for protesting, and 
it should be followed fairly, no exceptions. No one is 
allowed to interrupt the learning of another individual, 
and that includes disruptions preventing access to that 
learning. When rules are broken, you pay the price - 
no political coloring whatsoever. I also appreciate the 
campus not caving to demands asking for LEARNING, 
EDUCATION, and the Sharing of information globally to 
be inhibited or stopped by anyone.” 

“Tere is no free speech for staf. 
We are never invited to share or express ourselves.” 

“In individual convserattons with fellow students 
however, I have had my viewpoints changed on 

multiple subjects and I believe have swayed others as well 
both to the “lef” and to the “right”. Healthy dialogue 
thrives ofine at U of M.” 
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“Free speech is welcomed as long as it takes a very lef 
leaning view. Just look at the posters on the walls in 

the medical school. “Tell us about your microaggressions 
you’ve been exposed to”, “Please join our rent control 
union”. All lef leaning causes and concerns. You will 
not fnd one single poster representing a right leaning 
political viewpoint on a board anywhere in this 
institution that isn’t immediately ripped of the wall. Just 
walk around and try to fnd one. I did. None.” 

“Multiple professors have been able to foster great 
atmospheres for discussion in which it was clear that 

dissent was not just tolerated but welcomed.” 

“I love that the University allows employees to have 
tattoos, unnatural hair colors, and otherwise express 

themselves through clothing and their appearance.” 

“Our seminars are truly what a seminar should be. 
People are encouraged to talk and contribute. If they 

do not participate,they are asked to give their opinions.” 

“In my role as an instructor, I try to encourage 
students to share their opinions/thoughts even if 

they are diferent from what I am teaching in class. I 
want students to realize there are diferent ways to view 
issues and to understand some of the reasons why those 
opinions exist.” 

“Te best experiences that I have seen are in the 
classroom, when someone raises a contentious 

issue and we confront it head-on, but at the same time 
tactfully and sensitively. It is so satisfying to see students 
leave their “corners” and meet one another half-way, 
recognizing complexity where before they saw things 
very simply. In departments, Chairs could facilitate open 
discussion by actively inviting everyone to participate. 
Not just: “would anyone like to comment on this” (where 
some will, of course, speak), but “so-and-so, would you 
like to say anything” (for someone who has remained 
silent). Tis can happen in the classroom as well. 
Otherwise, you tend to see some people speak, but many 
others remain silent out of fear or hesitation. Te Chair 
or teacher could also say at the start: “I would like this to 
be an open and frank discussion, conducted respectfully 
toward all. I will ensure that everyone has an opportunity 
to speak.” Tis lets everyone know the ground rules, and 
also that everyone will speak if they wish, not just those 
who feel comfortable doing so.” 

“I gotta say, I’m a little worried that any positive 
experiences I list are going to be used in a biased 

“Look, we’re doing so well!” campaign. Please don’t do 
this. Tings aren’t going well.” 

“University policies encourage staf to turn in other 
staf for expression that is considered “harmful” or 

“triggering” of others, usually those on the political lef. 
Yet, individuals are increasingly categorized/defned 
by their race/sexuality/gender. Ofensive terms like 
“Whiteness” are tossed around by campus speakers 
and DEI staf. I don’t think that this is improving the 
inclusiveness/diversity on the campus, just the opposite.” 

“During the 2024 Honors Convocation there were 
protestors that disrupted the ceremony. Tis was 

extremely frightening to me as a honors recipient. I am 
all for more strict policies concerning protestors during 
private events on campus.” 

“DEI events in our department have opened spaces for 
many opinions and experiences to be shared.” 

“My advisor is great about asking people to speak up. 
All of my professors have been great about this, too. 

Granted, I’m an engineering student (and it’s probably 
pretty hard to say something politically incendiary about 
fuid dynamics).” 

“Te atmosphere is not diferent from that of 
totalitarian regimes such as the former Soviet Union. 

Tere is such a pressure to conform with the ideological 
platitudes of the day, a new orthodoxy based on the 
excesses of identity politics and the subjection to the 
“principles” of Critical Race Teory, that there is little 
room to express any critical views. Te Library, where 
I work, is a good example: the Library administration 
strongly encourages adhesion to this ideology. I am 
sure that there is a silenced majority that is critical of 
this situation. I have seen colleagues being humiliated 
by a mob who, as self-declared social warriors, decide 
what is ofensive. I miss a strong leadership from the 
president and the administration in general to avoid 
insane situations such as the suspension of a professor 
of musicology for displaying an old version of the flm 
Othello, where the main character appears with a black 
face as it was widely accepted at the time. Is this a new 
inquisition?” 

“Te only time I’ve felt free is when discussion/feedback 
is anonymous.” 

“It means a TON when colleagues reach out to say 
‘hey that thing you said, I agree with it, you’re taking 

a lot of unfair fak for it, thank you for saying it.’ Tose 
are some of the best ‘intellectual freedom’ / afrmation 
moments I’ve felt here, when it feels like colleagues 
afrmatively bolster the value of my participation in 
some optional discussion.” 

“I’ve defnitely had great discussions in classes about 
really interesting (even if controversial) topics. But I’ve 

found more and more students acting hostile (both in 
in-class interactions (i.e. the questions they ask following 
when you speak, acting mad at you directly in class for 
something you stated, etc.), and outside of class), when 
someone says a viewpoint in those classes that they do 
not agree with. I found my Criminal Law class two years 
ago to have great potential for discussions, but typically 
students were shut down by their peers in follow-up 
questions/discussion points if they said anything other 
than the most liberal viewpoint. (I am liberal myself, but 
I cannot stand shutting down other people in that way 
and threatening them with being labeled racist in front 
of their peers and/or the entire school when they say 
something moderate/conservative).” 

“Only privately amongst colleagues with whom I have 
a relationship based upon trust have I been able to 

engage in respectful discussions where we can agree 
to embrace our diferences and attempt to learn from 
one another. Te University has a tremendous amount 
of work to do on allowing conservative viewpoints to 
be respectfully heard on campus, and allowing for true 
discourse.” 

“Te most freedom of expression I have ever 
encountered has been at DEI committees, at both the 

department and University level. In particular, one of 
the research centers at MM has a diversity committee 
who has it in its bylaws - and as a reminder at the start of 
every meeting - that all voices are welcome and all issues 
will remain confdential. THAT is a safe place for me. 
THAT is the only place in the University where I feel free 
to express my mind.” 

“People in my department are supportive of speech 
broadly, though I have seen students express such open 

disdain for conservative viewpoints (and those that hold 
them) that it has caused other students (who I suspect 
hold those viewpoints) to stay quiet and, in one case, 
leave the University completely.” 

“I have taken many classes with professors who care 
deeply about free speech and who have sought out 

unpopular opinions on controversial issues. Tese faculty 
members should be the model for the school at large. Te 
point was never to make us accept a particular viewpoint 
but to critically engage with both sides.” 

“Te only time any opinions seem to be requested are 
surveys like this one, and I am not confdent that these 

surveys are even read or considered.” 

“My very close faculty colleagues know how I feel, 
because we’ve discussed in person in informal settings 

(like over drinks or lunch). Te new principles on 
diversity of thought and freedom of expression seem like 
a good start for providing formal structure to allow real 
discussion and learning around these issues.” 

“When people keep their emotions in check, productive 
conversations about contentious issues can be held. 

I have had really respectful conversations with many 
professors and peers on campus of drastically difering 
viewpoints from my own when we are able to set aside 
emotional reactions to perceived injustices and difcult 
issues without anyone feeling invalidated, or especially 
scared. I don’t know whether that comes with maturity 
and practice or with training and policies though.” 

“On paper, the climate at UM is one where freedom of 
expression is celebrated. For example, I am responding 

to this survey without fear of retribution, and I am 
grateful for the opportunity.” 

“My department has maintained a policy of not taking 
departmental positions on controversial social or 

political issues. Tis included not taking sides in the 
recent GEO strikes. I think this policy has allowed for 
diferent positions on these issues to coexist peacefully 
within the department.” 

“In our team huddles, we welcome discussion from all 
members. Tis is a common practice.” 

“Te LSA Inclusive Cultural Liaison program has been 
a haven for respectful, empathetic, accountable, and 

productive discussions regarding some of, if not the most 
difcult issues we are facing as a community.” 

“I appreciate the guidance from CRLT, IGR, and 
Ginsberg. Tey are the true leaders and experts on 

campus.” 
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“View UM as a very liberal/lef-leaning institution. In 
actuality, I think views and perspectives are much more 

diverse on campus.” 

“I only see one viewpoint in all communications 
distributed by the University. It favors liberal, far lef 

perspectives. It feels like an underground community 
shares viewpoints and information not allowed in the 
general University population. Jobs feel as if they are in 
jeopardy otherwise.” 

“I think the main area diversity of thought is lacking 
on all three campuses is social class. Te Ann Arbor 

campus feels like a walled garden that is not interested in 
engaging with the working class populations primarily 
found on the other two campuses, especially the Flint 
campus.” 

“Te University caters far too much to far-lef student 
groups. Te most current example is the pro-Palestine 

demonstrations - although UofM’s response has been 
much better than other institutions, they have been 
given far too much leniency, much more than a similar 
movment from the other side of the aisle would be given.” 

“Students and faculty who dissent from group 
orthodoxy face penalties ranging from social ostracism 

to administrative and grading penalties.” 

“Diversity of thought is disappearing at UM unless 
it adheres to the social-political agenda of DEI. We 

desperately need to return to focusing on matters of 
scholarship. Especially in STEM felds, the emphasis 
should be on scientifc and mathematical content, not on 
social-political themes.” 

“I think the University is strong in respecting diversity 
of religion and race and other demographics but 

not necessarily in respecting politically controversial 
viewpoints. I can see challenges involved in doing so but 
also the need for individuals’ ability to express their views. 
Respecting others’ views without treating them diferently 
when their views difer is crucial to an inclusive 
environment and feeling accepted.” 

“Te “University Record” is highly and unduly political, 
in choosing and presenting its coverage. Te LS&A 

Dean used to insert political commentary in her messages 
to the College in 2020-2021, which was inappropriate. It 
appears that she is not doing it anymore, which is good.” 

“I worry that generationally, our campus feels diferent 
about diversity of thought/First Amendment rights. 

Both extremes of the political spectrum want to shut 
down thoughtful discourse.” 

“Same comments as before. I think it is lacking in course 
content- I’ve been required to read Marxist ideology, 

but conservative viewpoints, in my experience, have 
been entirely neglected. Even when we disagree, I think 
it’s important to understand & thoughtfully refect on 
difering viewpoints to truly create leaders and the best. 
Without this understanding, we tend to fall back into 
classifcation and labeling which does not set us up well 
for constructive discourse. I attended the University for 
undergrad as well, and in an extracurricular organization 
that I was involved with, a peer was running for a 
leadership position. He was dismissed from the election 
because he had re-posted “pro-life” content on his 
Instagram. Solely based on this, peers complained that 
he was “hateful” and “bigoted” toward women. I am 
a woman, and I am pro-choice, but this is an entirely 
inappropriate “reason” to ban someone from a leadership 
position. Tis is a pretty good example of the echo-
chamber that I previously referred to.” 

“Te center of campus, the Diag, should be held 
accessible to all points of view. It is a very meaningful 

place on campus, and as such, all students should have 
access to expressing their views in this location. Tis 
location shouldn’t be at the mercy of the frst group to 
squat down and disrupt open discourse of all kinds. Tere 
are a range of issues that could be aired in the center of 
campus, but what we have seen in the last few months is 
the views of a small minority usurp all others.” 

“Tere is very little diversity of thought in this 
University. Every other email I receive seems to be 

pushing some lefist position. Te outside speakers that 
are brought onto campus are almost exclusively lef 
leaning.” 

“In my teaching at UofM, I actively encourage “diversity 
of thought” in my classroom. My students ofen 

disagree with each other, and I ofen disagree with my 
students. In fact, I encourage my students to question the 
readings, challenge my analysis, and come up with their 
own interpretations of the assigned texts. By encouraging 
debate and disagreement in my classroom, I have learned 
a great deal from my students over the years. 

However, I won’t entertain certain viewpoints in my 
presence, and I don’t believe that all ideas are equally 
worthy of consideration. [  ] I am keenly aware that 
a growing number of Americans believe that all trans 
women are pedophilic “groomers” who should be banned 
from public life and imprisoned as “sex ofenders.” I am 
not interested in “dialogue” with people who do not view 
[trans women] as . . . human beings, and I would be 
deeply troubled if the University hired anti-trans scholars 
under the guise of promoting “ideological diversity.” 
During this heightened moment of anti-LGBTQ politics 
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2a.If you see problems, where 
do you think diversity of 

thought might be lacking? 

“I’ve seen a lack of diversity of thought among 
professors and administration, particularly but not 

exclusively in the law school. I’ve found the professors 
and administration to be overwhelmingly moderate or 
conservative in political viewpoints.” 

“I feel the University/Michigan Medicine promotes/ 
endorses a “lefward” culture on social issues such 

as abortion, DEI policies, LGBT related issues without 
acknowledgement that a substantial portion of students/ 
faculty/employees are not in full agreement with the 
University leaders’ promoted perspectives on these 
issues.” 

“I think diversity of thought is threatened across the 
entire campus because if someone were to truly voice 

opposition to the mainstream or counter narrative they 
face widespread criticism and blowback. Look at the Israel 
Gaza confict on campus. Both sides have demonized 
each other and by doing so shutdown any possibility of 
frank and honest conversation. No one is willing to make 
concessions and that leads to a deeper rif between the 
populations on campus.” 

“In my opinion, entire departments (eg. Women 
and gender studies) are ideologically homogeneous 

and their course oferings refect that. Te absence 
of conservative speakers on campus probably also 
contributes to the lack of diversity of thought.” 

“Diversity is lacking if it runs contrary to the DEIJ 
programs, especially diversity of viewpoints on Israel.” 

“Te University makes decisions and statements with a 
liberal, and usually quite progressive, lens. If one does 

not agree, it can be a very uncomfortable institution to 
work for and represent.” 

“Tere is a lack of conservative thought that is allowed 
on campus.” 

“Tere is little evidence of diversity of thought in 
the University’s communications including emails, 

newsletters and ofcial messages.” 

“I don’t think the University lacks in diversity of 
thought, but the University doesn’t allow for equal 

expression of all thought.” 
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in the United States, I implore you to avoid platforming 
anti-trans and anti-gay voices. Tere are many hateful 
ideologies in this world, and they do not deserve greater 
representation on this campus.” 

“Most speakers especially MLK speakers are recruited 
from very liberal groups or media sources. When has a 

conservative speaker been recruited to speak. Tey would 
typically be labeled as ‘hate speech’ advocates.” 

“It is a pretty lef leaning organization in practice, 
process, and communications. I don’t experience this 

negatively, but if I were a student who more centrist 
or right leaning and evangelical, I’d experience a large 
amount of group think here.” 

“I think the University and Medical School are doing 
an outstanding job of trying to educate people, lead 

by example, and promote inclusiveness. I think there 
are still some individuals (trolls, really), who just are 
not interested in educating themselves about race, 
inclusiveness, discrimination, equity vs. equality, etc. I am 
not sure what can be done about it aside from continuing 
to do what we’re doing. Encourage more individuals at all 
levels to speak up-- and show them that it’s safe to do so.” 

“UM has never been a beacon of diversity of thought. 
I have long criticized that UM LOVES to talk about 

diversity *except* if it include diversity of thought.” 

“Te research done on campus, especially through the 
School of Social Work, is consistently dehumanizing of 

diverse ethno-racial groups that have been grouped into 
monolithic racial groups and blamed for all of the world’s 
evils--while refusing to hold the microscope to the same 
ofenses of other ethno-racial groups. I see this efort as 
being consistent and the opposite of diverse. 
• Encourage study of the Western cannon, the Classics, 
etc., alongside other disciplines. 
• Have an appreciation day for invisible ethnic minorities, 
who know their identities while others do not. 
• Allow conservative voices to fourish on campus--and 
protect them from all favors of violence 
• Allow Catholics and evangelical Christians and “pro-
life” zealots and pro-U.S. Students and speakers to be 
visible and protect them from violence on campus. 
• Te antidote to limitations on free speech is more free 
speech. 

I am a Liberal in the truest sense of the word--and 
a life-long Democrat. Universities, unfortunately, have 
become, increasingly, anti-Liberal (regressive politically), 
anti-inquisitive, and almost like military camps for 
turning out like-minded soldiers who hate all things U.S. 
U-M should do its part to reverse this trend.” 

“Mandatory commitments to DEI are I believe a litmus 
test to weed out applicants and constrain diversity 

of thought. Te University should go the way of MIT 
and get rid of these commitments. Tese are present 
in interviews, job applicationa dn daily work life. I was 
instructed to readabou “white supemacy culture” as an 
employee of the University. Tis came across as ofensive 
to me as whiteness was disparaged to an uncomfortable 
level. My appointment at the University involves me 
dealing in HR and fnancial concerns. I do not see why 
I needed to be made to read politically divisive and 
speculative at best information.” 

“Diversity of thought is discouraged by many faculty 
teaching undergraduates, and it certainly is not 

represented in the University Senate of SACUA.” 

“Lecturers’ viewpoints are suppressed insofar as they are 
kept in suspense about their continued employment. 

Economic precarity makes these teachers unwilling 
to speak out controversial issues. Lecturers routinely 
bring the University hundreds of thousands of dollars in 
tuition beyond their own modest salaries/benefts. Yet 
lecturers do not enjoy the same job security as the army of 
bureaucrats whose salaries depend on revenue generated 
by lecturers on the “frontlines.” 

“Tere’s a reason universities are currently being derided 
for being bastions of illiberal lef-wingers: they are. 

And UM is not much of an exception. I’m a lef-winger, 
and I think there are too few conservative voices on 
campus and in campus events. I don’t trust myself to be 
right all the time, nor do I trust that what is an apparent 
consensus today will seem right a few years down the 
road. If I had ideas (and evidence to back it) that ran 
against the consensus on UM campus (say, evidence that 
racially homogeneous teams were more efective than 
diverse ones), I would hesitate to say it very loudly on 
campus. Many students are illiberal, many faculty also are, 
and the campus environment writ large is not really open 
to meaningful, respectful dialog with more conservative 
voices.” 

“Michigan, as a whole, is a more liberal leaning campus 
like many higher education institutions. While not a 

true echo chamber, there is a lack of diverse speakers. 
However, trying to balance the lies, misinformation, 
disinformation, and blatant discrimination that is more 
prevalent now from certain popular speakers with sharing 
a diversity of opinions in getting more difcult.” 

“Tere is a wide diversity of thought on campus and 
eforts to portray it as a monoculture are grounded in 

the desire to destroy the culture of free expression here 

and suppress the formation of identities and political 
perspectives that are inclusive of minorities and freeing 
to espouse.” 

“A few immigrants who’ve yet to earn their ability to 
stay permanently in the states still want to be here, but 

they have fewer choices. Part of my job is talking with 
many diferent members of labs on campus. I have met 
people years deep into doctoral and post doc studies who 
have expressed feeling trapped, silenced and stuck, for 
fear of losing their one job which allows them to 
stay away from a home country which would seek to 
destroy them.” 

“We don’t see a lot of encouragement to see two sides 
of an issue. Te exchange of ideas needs to be more 

transparent as a model for our students. What does 
proper debate and reasoned logic look like? How do 
you respectfully disagree with a position instead of with 
a person? How do people come to consensus? Tis is 
lacking in society as a whole, but what better place to give 
it a platform that at the University of Michigan?” 

“I don’t know that there is a lack of diversity of thought 
at the U, but instead an inability to listen to nuance on 

many occasions. Very few issues are straightforward and 
there always seems to be an us against them mentality 
voiced by those who speak the loudest.” 

“If we want to be a global University, which I believe 
is critical for fostering a robust understanding of 

diversity, we need to enable and encourage more of our 
students to see the world. Tis doesn’t mean going to 
Europe or other “familiar” locations. Tey need to see, 
with their own eyes, the lives of people Africa, Southeast 
Asia, Pacifc Islands, and/or Middle East, etc. Without 
this perspective, how can they really begin understand 
diversity in its fullest sense?” 

“Our students lack exposure to viewpoints from those 
with Republican, third-party, and independent political 

perspectives. I fear they will be shocked and ill-equipped 
to deal with others afer graduation and entering the 
“real world.” 

“We need conservative perspectives on campus, while 
still prioritizing science and facts. We need voices 

from those who are not among the educational and 
economic elite. We need to be able to critique the acts of 
governments, our own and others. U-M administration 
should be willing to answer questions from the 
community and to hear concerns raised without being 
immediately defensive.” 

“Te climate in several classrooms I’ve been in is 
intolerant, and at times, aggressive. Tis is an issue 

with mostly students not respecting diversity of thought, 
though I think professors can help keep things focused 
and respectful. Tere are students who take up the entire 
space and don’t leave much room for others to speak, and 
if someone has a difering view, they do not respect that. 
Some students strongly expect everyone to have the same 
opinion as themselves. Professors are not responsible for 
other people’s behavior, but I think some of them could 
do a better job of steering discussions to being calm 
and respectful, and keep the conversation from being 
very one-sided. I can think of many times where I was 
afraid to say my perspective in a classroom discussion. 
Te most important thing to me is creating a culture 
where everyone can say what they really believe without 
backlash.” 

“I’ve been at four universities and Michigan is by far the 
least friendly to diversity of thought. My sense is that 

there is some diversity, but buried because nobody wants 
to speak out of line.” 

“Diversity of thought is lacking in most, if not all, of 
the humanities-oriented schools and departments and 

across most of the social science oriented schools and 
departments.” 

“I don’t think diversity of thought is lacking at UM; I 
think the idea that it is is ofen a bad-faith argument 

put forth by people seeking to discredit academia more 
broadly -- both its research and teaching missions.” 

“While agree with the student protestors, I don’t like the 
fact that Jewish students on campus feel threatened. For 

example, the whole ‘from the river to the sea’ chant could 
be really upsetting and I wonder if students saying it even 
understand what it means.” 

“I can’t speak for other departments, but I know my 
department tries to ensure our courses represent 

various perspectives, modalities of learning, canons of 
knowledge, etc. I have found our faculty meetings as a 
generative space of rigorous discussion on a variety of 
topics.” 

“You do not have diversity of thought. You have a 
singularity of thought, which is fne. Your brand is 

a Unity of Liberal think. Unity makes you stronger. 
Still, you keep saying that it’s Diversity that makes you 
stronger, but you are not diverse. You indicate Equity 
is fairer than Equality. It’s not. It’s punishing some and 
rewarding others. And Inclusion. Please. Your Inclusion 
excludes a lot of people.” 
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“In major campus communications (e.g., the University 
Record) I rarely ever see an opinion or viewpoint 

published that represents a more “Conservative” or 
“Republican” or “Right-leaning” perspective. Most of the 
articles highlighted focus on issues and opinions that 
demonstrate afnity for “Liberal” or “Democrat” or “Lef-
leaning” points of view. Tere is no doubt that universities 
in our country lean “lef” when it comes to politics, but 
it would enrich our community much more to infuse 
diversity of political viewpoints from “right-leaning” 
individuals or groups. Let the best ideas and rationale win 
out; break down the echo chamber.” 

“I think the University as a whole is very biased in 
socioeconomic representation and viewpoints. We 

have a lack of perspective for the viewpoints held by 
those who work blue-collar jobs and/or don’t have 
college aspirations or backgrounds. We operate in the 
world in our communications as if everyone else has 
the same motivations and priorities as we do. Tis state 
of mind leaves little room for diversity of thought and 
can make people feel pushed away if they have diferent 
backgrounds or beliefs.” 

“Again - there is no diversity of thought promoted here. 
At best, it’s paid lip service. Let’s pick an easy example 

of commencement speakers. When was the last time the 
commencement address was given by anyone remotely 
identifed with the political right? It was probably Rick 
Snyder.” 

“Diversity of thought” is a dogwhistle for “conservative 
thought.” Shame on y’all.” 

“I actually don’t think diversity of thought is lacking in 
an overall sense - just about every viewpoint can be 

found in some corner of the University. But I don’t think 
anyone doubts that there’s a dominant (strongly liberal) 
viewpoint on this campus, especially among faculty and 
students. Staf, in my experience, are more diverse in their 
viewpoints than either faculty or students, but feel much 
less free and able to be outspoken about their thoughts, 
on either small scales or large scales.” 

“Te Collegiate Fellows program seems designed to 
reduce diversity of thought by only hiring faculty who 

are extremely progressive on social issues. Indeed, all the 
fellows I’ve encountered were noticeably to the lef of 
typical UM faculty members.” 

“Te humanities seem particularly culpable for a lot of 
worrying trends in my opinion on college campuses. 

I think that professors with a particular political agenda 
embolden students and ‘activists’ within the classroom 

to express sometimes radical viewpoints (from my 
perspective) and be virtually unchallenged.” 

“I believe the most prominent struggle I see is in the 
personal views expressed by fellow staf members. 

People communicate with the assumption that everyone 
sitting in a room agrees, and they are more interested 
in talking than listening. I am confdent that my views 
would be rejected and that I personally would not be 
accepted into the community holding the views I do. 
Tere is only tolerance for those who agree.” 

“As a classical Enlightenment Liberal myself, there are 
way too few Conservative faculty and students (more 

students than faculty), which is a problem because our 
Progressive students get poorly trained in debating and 
defending their viewpoints because they face very little 
resistance.” 

“I have no desire to see conservatives speak, but there 
are some doing serious work and they are so clearly 

and obviously eliminated from the University writ large. 
It’s an obvious failing that gives way too much credence to 
conservative attacks on the system. What are we so afraid 
of? Let them speak and air the best of their arguments. 
Te University should have better ones and if not, that’s 
something to think about.” 

“Ofcial UM social media and campus communications 
tend to paint a rosy picture of the University. While 

not wrong, this ofen means that dissent and legitimate 
critique of the University is not given the same weight.” 

“Course syllabi, especially in my feld/school (LSA) 
take for granted a single, generally far lef world 

view. Tis is bias of *omission*: I ofen agree that the 
individual texts on syllabi are worth reading! But what’s 
not there is important, too. Tis flters into the priorities 
for specialities in new faculty hires and grad student 
recruitment, as well, creating a feedback loop. Moreover, 
some of my colleagues and many GSIs in my department 
don’t seem willing to recognize that there are limits to 
academic free speech in the classroom: that pressuring 
students, politically, and on topics not relevant to the 
course, is inappropriate.” 

“I think there’s a lot of sane people like me that believe 
in common sense and are afraid to share their beliefs t 

o unjustly be called racist or sexist, it’s really hard to 
defend yourself. Typically, the larger the classroom, the 
more afraid I am to share my beliefs. In a smaller group 
where all of us know each other, I feel more confdent as 
I’ve gotten friendly with everyone else, and everyone else 
with me.” 

“I have not experienced a problem regarding freedom 
of thought. I have heard opinions across the political 

spectrum in the context of class, faculty meetings, and 
public expression.” 

“I do not accept the idea that universities are bastions of 
lef-wing radicalism that suppress more conservative 

viewpoints. If lef-wing viewpoints are expressed more 
ofen than right-wing ones are, that is because members 
of universities tend to be more lef-wing: they are overall 
more cosmopolitan, more exposed to diverse and 
multiple cultures, more willing to see beyond existing 
social norms, etc.” 

“Te University is inclusive of diversity of thought. New 
ideas are valued and encouraged.” 

“I believe this University has a very polarized climate 
for diversity of thought. Given that, I believe there is 

a diverse presence of thought, particularly within social 
dynamics, but the course oferings and University led 
forums/settings seem to be lacking.” 

“Funding programs like the Humanities Collaboratory, 
Arts Initiative, OVPR Anti-Racism grants, & 

NCID enable the creation and communication of new 

knowledge, connections with diverse cultures and 
societies - these self-conceived projects are absolutely 
political acts of free speech that the University is deciding 
to support. Tese projects are done BEST with the 
most value for our world when experts, students and 
community are all part of the work. In my opinion, any 
and all project funding by U-M should be required to 
produce a public-oriented communication of its fndings.” 

“We have an overabundance of course oferings and 
educational courses on DEI initiatives, but yet I do not 

believe the organization truly stands behind the concept 
of supporting “diversity.” It is pushed in leadership 
meetings, our hiring practices, and our committee work, 
yet HR has not been helpful or supportive when leaders 
seek guidance and direction. Tere is more to diversity 
than the color of our skin, gender, or sexual preferences. 
Our minds are what make us diverse and that is what 
creates a beautiful work environment.” 

“Like most American colleges these days the range of 
opinion is heavily tilted to liberal / lefist thought. Tis 

in itself is not a problem, but the predominance of liberal 
ideas leads to a smugness that stifes fexibility of thought. 
I have seen colleagues talk to their students like children, 
imposing their own political views on them without even 
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being aware that there may be other views on the issue. 
Tis turns the classroom into a place of indoctrination 
rather than inspiration, and is diametrically opposed to 
the stated ideals of the University.” 

“U of M needs to reckon with the reality that it is 
actually a conservative institution, and to make more 

space for genuinely lefist and anti-racist and anti-sexist 
and anti-ableist diversity of thought.” 

“And here at UM I was part of a search . . . this year 
where an exceptionally qualifed candidate was 

summarily dismissed because they did not say the right 
words about DEI. (Ironically, this person had taken more 
actions to support students from diverse backgrounds 
that I’ve ever seen. But words, not deeds, were what 
mattered.)” 

““Diversity of thought” is not an academic value; 
evidence-based thought is an academic value. Te 

premise of this question is deeply troubling and in fact 
anti-intellectual.” 

“Diversity of thought is most lacking in the coursework 
ofered and viewpoints favored in the humanities and 

social sciences.” 

“Te University has an ideological mono-culture. It is 
close to impossible to get a conservative hired to the 

faculty, and conservative students generally feel shunned.” 

“Diversity of thought is defnitely most lacking in 
regards to the University’s own communications and 

policy that refuses to deviate from a status quo that 
upholds the violent, militaristic, and imperialist ideals 
of the United States. Rather than doing what is right, 
the University is siding with whatever makes them the 
most money while ignoring the students they are meant 
to serve and educate while also using its infuence to 
undermine the opinions of these student’s who are 
supposed to be the “leaders and the best.” 

“Within our immediate team that meets every week, I 
believe we have cultivated a really good culture where 

people can speak freely, and we have political and social 
discussions regularly and respectfully. However, outside 
of that, I still have concerns.” 

“Diversity of thought is not able to be constructive or 
present when one side camps in the Diag, yells hate 

speech and intimidation, and multiple listservs and 
groupchats are full of anti-Israel and antisemitic speech.” 

“I don’t think diversity of thought is lacking, rather I 
think the climate around thoughtful discourse can be 

improved.” 

“Te graduate student union is a huge force against 
diversity of thought, and aggressively enforces their 

views over graduate students who want nothing to do 
with them.” 

“Tere has been no room for pro palestinian speech 
among University leadership, and there has been no 

room for genuinely anti racist speech (not transparently 
fake platitudes).” 

“I think this question is fallacious. We should seek 
diversity of identity, diversity of experience, but not 

diversity of thought for its own sake. We don’t need 
balanced representation of every opinion.” 

“Most of the above lol. Overwhelmingly lef liberal 
mood on campus. People can be really blind to just 

how naturalized that ideological set point is. One of the 
classic ways this happens is in how it’s acceptable to talk 
about certain groups, especially where those groups are 
associated with ‘bad’ views: Christians, rural populations, 
poor whites. Crude generalizations are fne, pejorative 
language is fne, contempt is fne, etc etc. People aren’t 
even *really* being mean about it most of the time; it’s 
just that the lefy set point of the entire background 
conversation is so entrenched that the problems with 
talking about groups that way is...invisible to them? Like 
these are ofen well meaning kind people who just don’t 
see what they’re doing. I think that’s a clear result of 
ideological homogeneity.” 

“Te most important area in which we lack diversity of 
thought is in accepted versions of our shared history. 

We are not allowed to describe the unique and important 
steps taken by the world and the United States and the 
West as leaders that have led to human fourishing and 
individual freedoms, the destruction of slavery and racial 
segregation, and the reduction of normalized violence 
between nations. In short, there is not diversity of thought 
when it comes to asking how we arrived at the privileged 
position we are in because it is not possible to describe 
the history of Western culture in positive terms.” 

“Naysayers aside, U-M has, and encourages, a wide 
diversity of thought.” 

“Tere is not enough diversity of thought in 
administrative faculty; i.e. deans, executive committees, 

etc. It is unthinkable to question the merits of DEI or 
discuss how it promotes bias and discrimination, and the 

harms it causes for students. Bias against white or Asian 
students and faculty applicants is ignored (or perhaps 
even desired) to achieve the sacred goal of promoting 
under-represented minorities. Logic, reason, and analysis 
are not valued anymore, you are just expected to parrot 
the prevailing view and fall in line.” 

“Tere is very little diversity of thought. Te use of 
DEI statements (performative statements that declare 

fealty to a set of questionable beliefs) in hiring decisions 
exacerbates the problem. (It makes hiring iconoclastic 
stars very hard, and easy to hire middling academics.” 

“In my experience, the University of Michigan is 
slightly more conservative that the typical fagship state 

University. I do not necessarily believe this is a bad thing; 
it likely refects the views of taxpaying Michiganders. Tis 
means that the University must work to cultivate more 
liberal perspectives on campus (while simultaneously 
maintaining dialogue among its more conservative 
populations).” 

“I think when we are experiencing things we need to 
think, how would we approach this if it was happening 

to another group. I cannnot imagine that if students or 
faculty were calling for the death of another minority 
group in the manner it is currently for Jews, that the 
University would allow it. Again, diversity means “alike” 
not actual diversity. I feel any conservative within the 
University is automatically looks at as the problem and 
being against diversity. It truly feels like a farce.” 

“I’m sorry, but we do not have problems with “diversity 
of thought” on this campus. Concerns about “diversity 

of thought” are dog whistles for those who wish to silence 
voices in favor of diversity, equity, and inclusion.” 

“I have seen diversity of thought frst-hand among 
staf, faculty, and students, as well as events around 

campus. I think that all sides insist, incorrectly, that their 
viewpoint is the one being oppressed.” 

“I think diversity of thought is strong here. I do think 
that progressive voices are well represented and are 

most prominent. I think there is more opportunity to 
hear truly productive dialog between people on opposite 
sides of an issue in conversation together. But those 
conversations need to be productive, empathetic, and 
respectful. I think we need more evidence of diversity of 
thought in action where people are honest about what 
they think and feel but can engage in respectful and 
productive conversation as a way to show us how to do it 
better.” 

“I see a reasonable enough diversity of thought on 
certain intellectual issues, but ironically, there is little 

diversity of thought on the issue of diversity itself. In fact, 
the University’s DEI mission is self-contradictory, because 
it’s not possible to not support it (or various aspects of 
it). Let’s unpack this: Tere is plenty of evidence that a 
diversity of ideas is a good thing, and so I certainly believe 
in cultivating it. I do think there is a point beyond which 
diversity becomes so great that it’s impossible for people 
to communicate at all, but in general, it’s easy to believe 
that diversity is a good thing. Inclusion is also a good 
thing. Who in their right mind would exclude someone 
from full participation in the classroom, or University 
life in general, because of the person’s race, gender, sexual 
orientation, gender identity, religion, nationality, national 
origin, veteran’s status, age, or any other demographic 
characteristic? So diversity is good and inclusion is 
good. Equity is a bit trickier, because it can be defned in 
multiple ways. Despite Proposition 2 (or whatever it was), 
there is no doubt that we continue to put our thumbs 
on the scale to favor applicants of color. If that were not 
the case, then there would be no diference between the 
academic performance of students of color and white 
students. It’s quite obvious that there is a diference, which 
means that it’s obvious that we’re still favoring students 
of color in our admissions processes. One can view this 
as a good thing, a bad thing, or a mixture of good and 
bad. What one can’t do is assume that the performance 
diferences are due to racism among faculty and within 
the University in general. Yet that’s what is ofen assumed, 
and my department (and other units on campus) go 
through the most twisted mental gymnastics to try to 
either deny it, or fnd a way to change the rules so the 
diferences disappear). Tis decision to do away with SAT 
and GRE scores is just the latest manifestation of this. 
At least Rackham gave us an opportunity to defend the 
use of GRE scores- not as the be all and end all, but just 
as one potentially helpful piece of information among 
many. Unfortunately, the decision to abolish their use 
had already been made, and the discussion- despite the 
fact that the few of us who argued for keeping them were 
on far stronger intellectual ground- had already been 
made. So what happens? Almost all of the entering grad 
students in my department come from elite colleges. 
Afer all, if someone has a mediocre GPA from a non-
exclusive college, we don’t have high GRE scores to 
provide evidence that the student could hack it in our 
doctoral program, so these applicants have no chance. So 
yeah, DEI in general is a good thing, but the “E” part of it 
is tricky, and we can’t have a serious discussion about the 
issue because too many topics and views are taboo.” 

“Te climate is generally very good at the classroom 
level. Conservative pundits make hay of the most 

outlandish claims emanating from America’s classrooms, 
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but the reality is this: 80-90% of my students are middle 
class or rich, and UM is part of the network of 80 or 100 
elite colleges and universities that reproduce the country’s 
upper middle class. For those intent on defunding 
education in the US, or on drumming up Facebook 
interest in the supposed menace of “woke” campuses, 
zooming in on the most extreme quotes by the most 
extreme students or faculty is a useful exercise. But it 
is absolutely not representative of what takes place in 
classrooms day in, day out.” 

“Tere is certainly a lack of politically conservative 
thought and opinion in the University relative to the 

nation as a whole, and I believe we should create an 
environment in which many diferent opinions can be 
voiced. But this is challenging to address in a context 
in which the rising form of “conservative” thought 
is authoritarian and antidemocratic: is it really in 
keeping with the mission of the University to engage 
and further legitimize ideas antithetical to democracy, 
for example? Te University needs to frst identify 
the principles it actually stands for, and then work to 
create an environment in which people are able to have 
difcult conversations. But that does not mean treating 
all perspectives as equal. Tere’s no neutrality here -- any 
stand the University takes is a political one, so that stance 
should refect its values.” 

“I think the environment regarding diversity of thought 
is robust! I’ve heard many diferent viewpoints and 

have always felt we were safe to speak our opinions and 
perspectives.” 

“I have seen diversity of thought frst-hand among 
staf, faculty, and students, as well as events around 

campus. I think that all sides insist, incorrectly, that their 
viewpoint is the one being oppressed.” 

“I see the University of Michigan in some cases 
upholding diversity of thought regarding speakers, 

events, and so on, but as someone from Canada, I think 
that overall U of M skews as the rest of the United States 
does towards conservativism.” 

“Perspectives from lower-income and lower-status 
members of our community are not as valued.” 

“My own course syllabus doesn’t contain much diversity 
of thought. I draw on thinkers from the center and 

the lef primarily; I don’t look for folks who think about 
community building, economics, justice, etc. from the 
right, justifying my approach by fguring “the devil 
doesn’t need an advocate.” In my area, we don’t have a lot 
of campus talks and speakers that express conservative 
opinions. I also don’t hear genuinely conservative 
opinions from fellow faculty, staf, or students. In 
attending an event sponsored by We Listen (a student 
organization) about an economic topic, I was very 
impressed by students’ erudition, but thought I could 
characterize all opinions expressed as lef to center lef. 
Many, maybe even most departments, ask faculty and 
staf for DEI statements in hiring. Does this have an 
impact on diversity of thought? Could someone express 
commitments in diversity, equity, and inclusion and also 
hold conservative opinions?” 

“I see no evidence whatever of diversity of thought. 
Rather I see a self-righteous, intolerant, and generally 

uninformed minority dominating campus life and 
forcing recalcitrant individuals -- and the administration 
itself-- either to capitulate or keep silent.” 

“To be honest, in this polarized society, I avoid most 
conversations with UM friends or colleagues with 

whom I suspect may take on the “other” side of a 
viewpoint than my own, for fear that the conversation 
could end badly. Most of my colleagues, I believe, do the 
same... What a shame too, because there are so many 
bright minds here to learn from!” 

“In this election year, it would be nice if the University 
were able to facilitate truly inclusive dialog on the 

many important issues facing our country. I am not 
optimistic that this will happen however, and I fear that 
the University will continue to drif further away from 
the prevailing moderate political sentiment in the state 
of Michigan.” 

“Te student orgs on campus do a fantastic job 
facilitating diversity in thought and powerful 

conversations.” 

“Te only place I had seen have a constructive climate 
of freedom of expression was at the encampment for 

Palestine. Tere was a variety of thoughts & expression 
shared during the month the encampment blessed the 
campus. Speakers came to give lectures, literature was 
shared, and it became a community space for freedom of 
expression.” 

“I have seen people express privately an appreciation for 
diversity of thought, but not publicly.” 

“CRLT trainings are especially ripe for discussions 
about diversity of thought.” 

“Most instructors I had always presented both sides of 
arguments, however you could usually tell which side 

they believed in. Tey are only human.” 

2b. Have you seen examples of a constructive climate for diversity 
of thought at the University of Michigan, and if so, where? 
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“In small group settings, it’s a lot easier. People are not 
out to get you, and this is highlighted when you have 

genuinely constructive conversations in groups of less 
than 6. More than that, and it begins to feel like a mob.” 

“People discuss diferent points of view in various 
required workshops, but certain points of view, 

though in some people’s opinion are valid are held up 
as being incorrect. Tus, when the groups meet (e.g, in 
ADVANCE workshops) there really is only one correct 
answer based on the opinions of the organizers. All of 
us are required to sit through these meetings in order to 
serve on certain committees. If there was real discussion, 
then these could be valuable, but there isn’t. Instead 
the few courageous participants to challenge the ideas 
are criticized and, once in my case, yelled at for being 
non-conforming. Tis sets up an atmosphere of self-
censorship with the idea of just get me out of here. Tis 
is exactly the opposite philosophy that the organizers of 
these workshops claim to want to instill. Te atmosphere 
is wonderfully supportive if you agree and stifing if you 
do not.” 

“Most of the opportunities to hear diversity of thought 
as staf are the learning and professional development 

zooms. We also follow other schools and sometimes, but 
rarely, hear a difering viewpoint.” 

“Displaying art and imagery that has the capacity to 
upset in a legitimized institution (many people assign 

strong truth values to museums) can make people who 
natively hold those ideas feel more welcome. U of M 
still struggles with allowing art in its institutions that 
criticizes itself, but it is a step in the right direction that 
must be followed through on.” 

“Students are respectful of other students’ opinions in 
class. usually too respectful, since actually the range of 

opinions expressed is limited.” 

“I’ve had some classroom discussions that covered 
controversial topics where professors preface it by 

saying everyone’s opinion is important and we need to 
be respectful of each other. One professor gave everyone 
a chance to speak and asked students specifcally if 
they wanted to give some input. If the professor overall 
disagreed with the student, she would fnd something 
she could agree with and build of of the student’s idea. 
I think it’s important to fnd some common ground. 
Tese discussions should be “how can we learn from each 
others perspectives” instead of “it’s you vs me in a debate 
and someone has to win.” 

“We have healthy debates in our breakroom.” 

“Our department held a listening session afer Hamas 
attacked Israel. It was awkward and there was a lot of 

silence, but it was well attended and once people started 
to talk, they were given respect and were heard. I would 
do it again and I would ask several questions that I have 
now.” 

“I was in a team building conference years ago and 
the presenter said, “no one here thinks that a baby is 

born just a boy or just a girl, do you?” Te way this was 
presented made interjecting difcult.” 

“A number of my classes promoted critical thinking 
and a diversity of thought was evident in these classes.” 

“What goes too far is protest activity that interrupts 
classrooms, study time/spaces, and U-M operations. 

U-M can continue to champion free speech, diversity 
of opinions, and First Amendment freedoms, while still 
enforcing policy and law and preventing these unfair and 
unwanted disruptions. But, there must be consequences 
for violating policies and law. Tere will be consequences 
for violations of policy in the workplace and in society 
afer students graduate or leave from U-M. As an 
institution of higher learning, this should be a lesson 
taught at this institution, as well.” 

“I have set many “point/counterpoint” debates in my 
classes and if the parameters are described and the 

classroom culture is welcoming, it can be beautiful. 
However, most faculty do not know how to create that 
kind of classroom culture.” 

“In small, seminar-type courses, I’ve heard students 
productively disagree about a variety of ideas, 

frameworks, and current events. (Tese are the 
aforementioned courses where professors have made 
a deliberate attempt to make time and space for each 
student to speak.) I’ve been exposed to many new ideas 
through UM coursework and heard many professors 
express the desire to make people of all thought 
backgrounds feel welcome.” 

“I actually found that my sorority (Chi Omega) was 
a great place to experience diversity of thoughts. 

Because we maintained genuine friendships, people felt 
free to express their opinions, learn from others, and 
ask questions. Te current confict in the Middle East is 
an obvious issue right now, and I genuinely felt that my 
sorority fostered an open climate for discussion. People 
shared their experiences and discussed concerns and 
opinions without fear of being lambasted.” 

“I’m really happy that the University generally stood 
by Kristin Collier as the speaker at the white-coat 

ceremony in 2022. She gave a great speech and was 
extremely professional and respectful, including toward 
those who were not being professional and respectful 
toward her. And, as far as I’m aware, she has not 
been institutionally penalized in any way, even as her 
character and qualifcations were attacked and vilifed (in 
wildly unfair ways, as anyone who knows her will afrm) 
informally and online. It seems to me like her way of 
approaching colleagues and students is a model of what 
constructive engagement should look like.” 

“I have ofen seen undergraduate students raise 
thought-provoking issues about matters on which 

I have a diferent opinion, or that are contrary to 
the ofcial position of the University. Te students 
ofen come to class with a skepticism born of their 
own experiences and tend to be eager to try out new 
ideas. Tis is all wonderful! Unfortunately, I have 
also seen graduate student instructors try to penalize 
undergraduates for expressing views the GSI regarded as 
ofensive. It is important to allow students to foster and 
develop their own viewpoints, even if those diverge from 
those of the instructor, provided that they are based on 
evidence.” 

“Te University of Michigan does a good job of 
bringing experts from many diferent areas together to 

solve many problems. People do a good job of reaching 
out to other department and felds of study to create very 
well improved conference, research, lectures, research 
projects that utilize the diversity of thought and expertise 
on this campus.” 

“Most of the faculty I know who truly value these ideals 
are retired or nearing retirement. Tis is a growing 

problem of long gestation.” 

“(1) Instructors soliciting various points of view in the 
classroom, or even presenting them so that students 

can consider them. 
(2) Exposure to scholars in other departments and 

felds so that we get outside out own frame of mind and 
assumptions. 

(3) Critical feedback through surveys, etc., can provide 
an occasion for open discussion of the results.” 

“I think the Diag has a historic place as a center for 
freedom of expression and protest. I just wish people 

remember it is a public place for all of us to share and 
respect that as well.” 

“I feel like all of my professors are willing to engage in 
thoughtful conversation and appreciate students with 

deep thinking.” 

“I have been awed by the way in which diversity of 
thought is handled in the spaces I am in which center 

on disability and accessibility.” 

“Tis survey feels like a small step forward, though 
I admit I have my doubts about whether it is really 

anonymous, which gives me pause about answering 
honestly.” 

“Before the pandemic, I felt like there was more 
diversity of thought and you could actually discuss 

issues with other faculty in a constructive way. You could 
disagree with someone, but still be on good terms. Since 
the pandemic, this is gone. People form factions and 
aren’t interested in engaging in meaningful discussion.” 

“Te inclusion of policies that ofer scholarships or 
free tuition to students from poorer households, and 

the opportunities for frst-generation college students, 
are both examples where the University is seeking true 
diversity.” 

“I am a scientist, so my personal experience with 
support for diversity of thought comes during the 

brainstorming sessions we engage in while writing grant 
proposals, interpreting data, and designing experiments. 
I can also “think through” questions on social issues with 
my close colleagues.” 

“I can’t really remember the University ever really 
expressing any appreciation for diversity of thought 

at any level, until just recently. Tey’ve turned a blind 
eye or been overtly hostile to diversity of thought. At 
almost every level. While there are exceptions professors, 
students, administrators have been one sided and 
completely unwilling to consider anything “equal.” Back 
in the day sometimes over a beer you’d have a fun student 
debate but I can’t imagine that goes on much anymore. 
One example I can think of is I heard a Dean speaking, a 
DEAN, and she apologized for referencing a Wall Street 
Journal article, and that she read it. Te WSJ, not some 
far right Q website, but one of the biggest fnancial papers 
in the world. Because it leans a little right. Tat’s the 
mentality we’re dealing with.” 

“Anonymous surveys are great for a constructive 
climate for diversity of thought as we can be honest 

without consequences or feeling of discomfort.” 

“I have been exposed to many, many new and diferent 
ideas and concepts as a student and employee of U 

of M. Tis has happened mostly as a result of discourse 
with other students, staf, and faculty. All leaders I have 
worked under have encouraged open dialogue.” 

118 119 



“As a postmodern scholar, I neither believe in the 
existence of pure objectivity nor neutrality.” 

“Neutrality is incredibly dangerous. Te University is 
funding genocide, and being neutral is evil.” 

“It is an ethical responsibility of entities with power 
or voices of power to stand up for those without or 

who have lost their voices. I don’t think institutional 
neutrality is a responsible direction for the University. I 
don’t think the University needs to take a side on every 
issue but I do think when signifcant issues arise that 
the University should be vocal and take action against 
inappropriate actions of others. Take a stand against the 
wrongs of others, not of the others themselves.” 

“I’d like to see institutional neutrality across the board. 
I don’t think departments need to “speak for their 

members” because even if you don’t agree, you’re not 
going to step out and say “I don’t believe that” for fear 
of reprisal or negative consequences. People can have 
their own opinions and they can say “Tese are my 
opinions and don’t represent those of the University or 
anyone else.” 

“I think colleges/schools, programs, and ofces should 
be able to voice political stance (i.e. the school of social 

work may refer to its code of ethics when condemning 
a major political event). I don’t think that there should 
be institutional neutrality in that the institution should 
address the campus community in terms of emotional 
and physical wellbeing (i.e. acknowledging specifc 
groups that may be afected, shedding light on related 
campus resources).” 

“I strongly oppose an “institutional neutrality” policy. 
True ideological “neutrality” is impossible, especially 

given the University’s professed commitment to 
“diversity, equity, and inclusion.” How can an institution 
promote anti-racism without commenting upon racist 
developments in society that directly impact students, 
faculty, and staf of color?” 

“First, will there be actionable consequences for 
violations of institutional neutrality. If not.... then 

why have a policy.” 

“I want the institutions I am a part of to be bold and 
courageous in standing up to oppression 

and injustice.” 

“When it comes to political, moral, and social debates, 
the job of a University is to teach students to think 

about and question the positions of both sides, not to 
choose a side for them.” 

“Tis is pretty disgusting to be honest. We are on the 
brink of catastrophic climate change; we are party to 

unprecedented genocide on multiple international fronts; 
we are witnessing AI advancement that is redefning 
every aspect of science, education, and art; and we are 
staring down a presidential election that might dissolve 
the foundation of democracy in the United States. What 
an absurd time for a University to decide it doesn’t have 
opinions on the state of the world. What is it that we’re 
trying to teach here? How to go bury our heads in the 
sand?” 

“I do not think institutional neutrality is a good idea. I 
have been proud of the statements Chancellor Grasso 

has made on local and national issues that refect the 
values of our institution. His written communication 
a “Response to Wall Street Journal Opinion Piece” on 
February 7, 2024, not only showed the University’s 
commitment to the Dearborn community, it also 
reafrmed the University’s values of free speech. His 
written communication “Support for Human Rights 
and Expression” on December 14, 2022 is another 
example of an important statement communicated 
by UM-Dearborn’s Chancellor that expressed the 
University’s values while reinforcing the freedom of 
speech. Although one could argue these were written 
with political neutrality principles, I fear the future where 
these communications are challenged as partisan and 
ultimately silenced. President, Provosts, unit-level leaders 
must be able to communicate on local and global issues 
when those communications support the University’s 
values in a non-neutral manner. Tis is what it means 
to be a leader and the University of Michigan as an 
institution is a leader.” 

“If there is wide consensus among a department on a 
pressing social issue, that department ought to be able 

to take a position. Tat consensus might be measured 
by a petition, survey, or poll, for example. Departments 
can and should actively create avenues for this to occur. 
Departments at UM can constitute communities of 
experts in felds that are deeply afected by social issues. 
Te Department of Afroamerican and African Studies, 
for instance, should be able take a position on issues 
relating to anti-Black racism.” 

3. What is your position on institutional neutrality and why? “Professors should not be able to provide comments 
during class unless it is the subject matter of the class 

(e.g., a course on middle eastern politics could rightly 
discuss, and the professor provide a personal opinion 
based on their expertise in the subject matter, this 
topic whereas it is hard to see how a particle physicist 
or organic chemist would realistically integrate their 
opinions on the IDF or Hamas while discussing the 
Higgs Boson or a claisen condensation). When professors 
do this, it intimidates the students in their class to 
conform to the person in power’s viewpoint to “get a 
good grade or recommendation.” 

“People who are more highly educated tend to embrace 
more progressive beliefs. 
People who are less highly educated tend to embrace 

more reactionary beliefs. 
It is only natural that an institute of higher learning 

should be progressive in its beliefs and its culture. Tis is 
the result of higher education. 

It is only natural that conservative, reactionary belief 
systems just can’t hold up in a truly academic setting, for 
they are the inevitable results of ignorance, intellectual 
laziness, and “sound byte” culture. 

I therefore think it is impossible for the University 
to honor “institutional neutrality” in any realistic sense 
without violating its core mission, which is necessarily 
progressive by nature. Te fact that reactionary groups 
feel alienated on campus is a good thing - it means the 
University is successfully doing its job.” 

“As a department chair, I am in favor of an institutional 
neutrality policy. I do not issue statements on behalf 

of the department related to social or political issues, 
despite requests to do so. I think that such statements 
could come from student groups, faculty groups, or 
professional societies. One challenge to an institutional 
neutrality policy, however, may be disagreement on what 
counts as a political or social issue.” 

“Te health system should be entirely neutral on all 
political and contentious social issues. Patients should 

not feel that unwelcome or minority opinions might 
impact their healthcare.” 

“Te University cannot know everyone’s position and 
no individual at any level should say that they speak 

for the University.” 

“Tere can be no true academic freedom without 
institutional neutrality. Only that neutrality allows 

for intellectual diversity and risk-taking that leads to 
education, creation, and discovery.” 

“Given the heightened political climate right now I do 
think institutional neutrality is sorely needed. We 

saw that any statements issued this year from University 
leadership were quickly interpreted as “good” or “bad” by 
the campus community, which then leads to additional 
back-pedaling and staf trying to provide additional 
context. It is impossible to please everyone and is so 
fraught that statement are issued in a watered-down 
fashion, or not issued at all. If we had a practice of not 
issuing statements, then our stakeholders would not 
be waiting and wondering why a statement hasn’t been 
issued, or poised to poke holes in it. 

I think when it comes to practical matters about 
campus safety, or actions occuring on campus where 
faculty, staf and students need to be informed, those 
should be OK. But making a statement about activities 
being “right or “wrong” that have no direct bearing 
on the functions of the University is throwing kerosene 
on a fre. 

Best of luck to the committee in sorting out the 
guardrails around this topic!” 

“Te last 8 months have demonstrated the very obvious 
problems with not maintaining institutional neutrality. 

Absolutely it should be maintained for all social and 
political issues. As soon as exceptions are made, the 
entire exercise is pointless.” 

“A unit of any kind should only take a position if 
it’s able to express the nuances of the individuals in 

the unit. It’s up to each unit to do its due diligence of 
engaging its members, staf, faculty, and students, to 
determine the collective beliefs. Having done that, it is 
also the unit’s responsibility to be accountability for how 
it expresses them.” 

“How do you reconcile institutional neutrality with our 
DEIA values? Tey can’t be separate things.” 

“Neutrality is a vote for the status quo. How can a 
University that calls itself “Leaders and Best” or 

that trumpets its DEI initiatives or promotes the MLK 
Symposium stay neutral on issues of justice, especially 
when it has billions of dollars to invest?” 

“I absolutely think the institution should adopt a policy 
of neutrality EXCEPT in cases of racism and attacks 

on other identity groups that will have large ripples 
across our campus. Tere should be a mechanism for 
identifying how those on our campus might be impacted 
and providing a list of resources for helping those 
afected.” 
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“I used to support the idea that it was necessary to take 
positions on certain issues. Tis has been so perverted 

by virtue signaling and its theater that I think I would 
welcome institutional neutrality. I am sick of the constant 
need that many people feel to be outraged about every 
little thing. Tere is real work to be done to make the 
world a better place. What we’re currently doing isn’t it. 
It’s performative and does nothing to move the needle.” 

“I do not think institutional neutrality should be 
maintained, as the University stands for principles and 

values that are not neutral. Values of intellectual honesty, 
free inquiry, DEI, reasoned dissent, artistic expression 
are not neutral, and social and political developments 
will sometimes compromise these values. In these cases, 
it would make sense for the University not to remain 
neutral, and to take a position that would reinforced 
these principles and afrm the University community.” 

“I think that all leaders should be expected to follow 
institutional neutrality when it comes to issues of 

social and political matters. I would go beyond applying 
this expectation for chairs and deans and also include 
center and institute directors. I cannot see a compelling 
reason for exceptions. I think the policy should include 
clarifcation of the distinction between academic 
products that may arise from a unit (e.g., white papers) 
and statements of support or alignment with one side 
of an issue. Simultaneously, individuals should be 
encouraged to express opinions on their own behalf.” 

“I think that the University has a moral imperative 
to support human rights, including POC and queer 

rights. I think it is important for the University to be a 
voice for social justice and change. I think it has failed 
miserably at this in the past, especially in response to 
issues that the University has exacerbated.” 

“I understand the theory behind the Kalven Report, and 
while there is some appeal to it, I also get concerned 

about how it might hamstring the University advocating 
for women’s rights, LBGTQ+ rights, taking a stand 
against dictators and fascist governments, and more. In 
some ways, institutional neutrality seems like a copout 
and puts higher ed into even a more isolated ivory tower.” 

“Who decides what is “close enough” to the University 
for leaders to take a position? I think it depends on the 

situation.” 

“I am against institutional neutrality. Te University 
is an incredibly powerful American institution. By 

default, the University sides with conservative policies 
until pressured to change.” 

“I think in order to not make the DEI eforts & the 
University values feel like “hollow” eforts or lip 

service, that University-level leaders should not be 
neutral. I think they need to model the values and speak 
out when they see injustice, harm, discrimination, 
etc happening in the world. Tis would also help 
with making a more diverse student, faculty and staf 
population feel welcome and safe here. It seems wrong to 
not address injustices that literally afect their lives and 
act like everything is okay when it’s not.” 

“A unit, such as a department at least, should be able to 
take a position on social and political issues on behalf 

of its members.” 

“In terms of level, I think it is extremely important for 
departments and Institutes to be able to have collective 

statements. Given the hierarchy of our institution, where 
some faculty and all staf are much more vulnerable than 
others, it is imperative we not only allow individuals to 
speak freely and thus be more open to being targeted. 
Especially when a department is speaking about or 
from their academic expertise, statements of collective 
comment can and should be allowed.” 

“I have recently found myself dismayed by the 
political posturing of my former union, GEO, during 

discussions and actions on campus regarding events 
in the Middle East. It impressed me as far outside their 
mandate and responsibilities to declare a position on an 
international crisis. Terefore, I’m generally supportive 
of the idea of “institutional” neutrality, that is, by those 
who are explicitly speaking on behalf of the University 
as an entity. I do think that it’s entirely appropriate for 
University leaders such as deans, chairs, and directors 
to express concern or support for members of their 
communities who may be afected by some external event 
or policy debate and would not want to see them held 
back from such expressions.” 

“I believe that institutional neutrality is a good thing 
because at the level of notoriety that the University of 

Michigan is, professors and faculty, not limited to, seem 
to use this great institution as a platform for their beliefs. 
Once that happens, it refects on the University as a whole 
and that is wrong. Of course, the media is one-sided and 
slanted toward acquiring clicks but that is another story. 
Tere must be a way for a separation to occur. Tough frst 
amendment argument.” 

“I would be cautious about adopting this neutrality 
stance. Tere are many political and social issues 

that, while not directly afecting matters of University 
governance, may have indirect but very important 

consequences for the University and its community.... 
issues that make the state an appealing (or not) place for 
University members to reside, for example. I would like 
the University to have freedom to take positions where 
they deem appropriate. Ultimately I would like to place 
my trust in the Regents and the University President to 
use their good judgement about where or when or why it 
is important and benefcial and meaningful to weigh in, 
versus where it is too divisive and/or unnecessary or low 
impact to take a position.” 

“One can’t be neutral on politics, and one shouldn’t 
aspire to in the frst place. I think the best anyone can 

do is be aware of their biases and try to be explicit about 
them. Asking for neutrality on an issue would put the 
University in an embarrassing position if, for instance, 
if teaching evolution were at issue again, like it was in 
the aughts. Taking no position on the foundational 
cornerstone of biology would be contrary to the mission 
and work of the University. I think we should all continue 
to speak, recognizing we are accountable to those of us in 
the institution- staf, students, faculty, patients, and also 
to our broader community.” 

“Te way the University of Michigan is balkanized 
into its separate schools that are fercely independent 

requires every level of admin to be neutral. Tere is 
almost never a right and wrong answer on issues, and so 
admin taking a side on things where a distinct portion of 
students disagree chills dissent and creates a climate of 
fear to speak out. If the school is not neutral, it becomes 
an echo chamber of all the same ideas being bounced 
back and force, and people who disagree are silenced, and 
as a result, we leave this school much more ignorant than 
when we entered it.” 

“Te University has a large platform and considerable 
infuence, and it would be an absolute waste to 

maintain institutional neutrality for all social and 
political issues. University pressures contributed to the 
end of apartheid in South Africa -- imagine how much 
would have been lost if all universities had scrupulously 
adhered and encouraged their students to adhere to a 
principle of institutional neutrality.” 

“I feel the institution should remain neutral on social 
and political issues. Whereas the individual faculty, 

employees should be able to voice their personal views on 
political issues, the institution should not promote take 
“ofcial” stances on divisive issues as there should not 
be an assumption by leaders that this view refects a vast 
majority of the constituents.” 
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4.What additional ideas do you have for how the University might 
support freedom of expression and diversity of thought, whether 

directly through its rules and policies, or indirectly through the campus 
climate it promotes? 

“Truly have a diverse work force. Tis would include 
conservatives in the leadership roles along with faculty.” 

“Hire professors with diverse viewpoints, get rid of 
DEI statements, promote initiatives geared towards 

healthy conversations between individuals with diferent 
points of views.” 

“I really appreciate UM taking community feedback 
on this topic. It is near impossible to please all in 

the community regarding this topic, but important to 
try. Regardless of the outcome, I think so long as this 
community feedback is reviewed earnestly, this was a 
good process.” 

“While hiring is controlled by faculty who will only 
replicate themselves, there is nothing to be done.” 

“Host moderated debates between prominent fgures/ 
scholars (who will particpate in good faith, i.e. 

not social media trolls) with opposing poltical views 
on important subjects: climate change, economics, 
AI, healthcare, etc. Encourage student questions and 
discussion afer. Tis is already being done extensively in 
the podcast sphere.” 

“Fundamentally reorganize the faculty hiring process to 
promote political diversity in the same way that student 

admissions and faculty hires have been reorganized to 
promote ethnic diversity. Surely intellectual inclusion 
is as central to the University’s mission as is social 
reengineering.” 

“Find a way to hold departments accountable and follow 
through.” 

“Clear rules never hurt anyone. Most of the issues that 
we have had with activists over the past year have been 

due to a lack of concrete rules and consistent enforcement 
of those rules. Defning what is and is not acceptable 
behavior not only prevents unacceptable behavior from 
occurring, but also protects frst-amendment activities.” 

“Embrace a culture of controversy, exchange of ideas, 
ofensive and violent opinions, and prepare people 

for real life. Train people on how to receive criticism 
and engage in conversation or negotiation with absurd, 
ofensive, or radical people, instead of training people on 
how to express their opinions without ofending anyone. I 
do not know if you have realized it, but those trainings do 

not serve their purpose: people simply shut up. Perceived 
cost/reward almost never makes honesty worth, in any 
controversial topic.” 

“It has to become safe for faculty, students, and staf to 
express opinions that contradict the positions taken by 

the University without repercussions. Students need to be 
supported by faculty when they express ideas contrary to 
the majority in the room and not denigrated or belittled. 
Even something as simple as saying, “Yes, there are many 
people who hold that position, let’s talk about that a little 
more...” instead of the routine shutting down of the idea 
and assigning derogatory labels to those who hold the 
idea. Leaders should be educated about when and how it 
is appropriate to discuss political positions with their staf 
and not to assume agreement nor to pressure agreement. 
Te campus has a signifcant number of faculty, staf, and 
students who hold more traditional moral perspectives 
that may be diferent than that held by the University - 
there has to be a way for these individuals to hold their 
moral positions without being pressured to endorse 
positions or take actions they view as immoral.” 

“I think that it’s important to make avenues for peaceful 
conversations and to hear staf, students, and faculty 

views in a meaningful way. To try to heal divisions and 
move towards a more positive future. I think what is 
going on now on campus is serious and stressful for 
everyone, but not everyone is being heard in a meaningful 
way and it’s leading to discontent.” 

“Actually listen to the criticism of the populations you 
serve--even if it isn’t worded in the way you want to 

hear it.” 

“Te University should support reasoned analysis 
and positivity, dialog, resolution and positive things. 

Students who break the rules and especially laws should 
face the consequences.” 

“It would be interesting to see the University sponsor 
a regular point/counterpoint forum of some type for 

volunteer speakers/writers to present their point of view 
on a given topic (anonymously if necessary) to help 
re-establish the norm of principled and fact informed 
debate.” 

“Te entrenched faculty will not allow change.” 

“Enforce the rules that are already there and don’t 
cater to violent protesters, ie: allowing them to camp, 

providing them electricity, water and other resources that 
support their unlawful behavior.” 

“University leaders should follow established processes 
and policies when implmenting any enforcement 

actions, and it should be applied consistently, not with 
preference to certain political viewpoints. Students should 
be allowed to protest if peaceful and not be removed with 
patently biased pretexts. Leaders should dialogue with 
protesters and take steps to make protesters feel heard.” 

“Bring in speakers from many diferent walks of life, 
including and especially those who would challenge 

the majority of people here, to give public talks. Provide 
them with ample security as I suspect that there may be 
intense protests at the slightest bit of deviation from the 
mainstream view here. Education should be about how to 
think, not what to think, and introducing people to a wide 
range of viewpoints encourages the former. People need 
their ideas challenged. Perhaps it will make them more 
open and empathic to each other.” 

“Make it very clear what activities are permissable and 
which activities cross a line into non-permisseable. 

Make it clear up front and understood what consequences 
are for crossing the line and why.” 

“Te State of Michigan and the U.S. have a lot of 
people with many diferent backgrounds, beliefs and 

ideologies. Te University could consider why freedom 
of expression and diversity of thought within UM is 
not nearly as varied as the freedom of expression and 
diversity of thought that is evident throughout the State of 
Michigan and the U.S.A. as a whole.” 

“Tis would be difcult to accomplish, but it would 
be helpful for the student experience if there was a 

way to discourage moral policing. Te students who do 
it tend to be the most engaged in University matters, 
but their actions cause other students to withdraw and 
disengage. Tis is especially harmful given the difculties 
associated with college and graduate level learning and 
the widespread prevalence of depression and anxiety 
disorders in students.” 

“Create campus conversations or ways to have 
discussions that are meaningful. Host “tell me more” 

discussions where people with opposing views have 
conversations but cannot interrupt each other and can 
only respond “tell me more.” 

“We can’t have true freedom of expression and 
diversity of thought when people with disabilities 

are included only as second class citizens, when grad 
students with disabilities drop out because they can’t get 

accommodations, when access to extended sick-leave 
lacks fexible access for waxing/waning conditions and is 
managed by risk-management and not by healthcare in 
collaboration with the employing unit.” 

“Because the faculty tend to hire “more of the same” 
political and sociological viewpoints, then there is little 

philosophical diversity on campus. Sadly, for a University 
diversity of thought should be our real currency.” 

“Give the broadest protections possible to 
constitutionally protected free speech and expression. 

Any and all rules and policies should be informed by and 
cite the relevant case law (Supreme Court). Tis serves an 
educative function and may prevent avoidable violations 
of constitutionally protected speech.” 

“I would also like to see more training and discussion 
about how to handle and respect those who have 

difering points of view, instead of trying to get everyone 
to think the same...” 

“Hire a more diverse faculty. Stop demanding loyalty 
oaths from new employees including faculty and 

administrators. Same goes for student applicants.” 

“Tis is such a loaded questionnaire that I’m not 
bothering to respond to it--it’s clear the University 

is much more interested in pandering to right-wing 
politicians and their supporters (i.e., University 
donors) than it is in fostering freedom of expression. 
I am extremely disappointed in the direction that the 
University of Michigan seems to be taking.” 

“Take a strong stand against the “heckler’s veto”. 
Disruption and harassment should be met with 

sanctions if the behavior is not corrected.” 

“Tere are so many presentations, workshops, 
etc. on specifc kinds of DEI. I would like to see 

more programming and opportunities to support 
communicating across political, social, and other 
divides. If we can communicate and really care about 
what someone else has to say (rather than prove how 
much better informed we are) that would be a truly 
revolutionary change for our institution.” 

“I appreciated the clarity of thought that went into the 
decision to clear the recent protest encampment. It 

has been many decades since I participated in antiwar 
demonstrations, but I understood then, as now, the 
diferences among peaceful demonstration, civil 
disobedience, disruptive protest, violent resistance, and 
unrestrained riot. Tat needs to be made clear to this 
generation, as well.” 
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“I am plainly in support of cultivating an environment 
where diversity of thought is supported and 

championed. I think this past year, freedom of speech 
impacted accessibility for folks within our community, 
and I was disheartened to see students losing access to 
services, events, celebrations, etc. because their peers 
were “disrupting” the status quo. I don’t think that one 
group should impact another’s access to various campus 
resources, and that students have the right to utilize and 
access resources that they, in part, help fund.” 

“It would be useful to have some classes or training on 
the topic of how to hear unpleasant or disagreeable 

ideas expressed and how to appropriately respond 
to them.” 

“I appreciated the efort to create this survey. I don’t 
normally answer surveys, and especially if there is some 

ideological bias in them. I think this is a problem, because 
then the University only gets one part of the picture. I 
think this is another argument to support institutional 
neutrality. If the University is not neutral, that means it 
will have a certain leaning to one side, and therefore, it 
will be hard to reach out to the people on the other side. 
Tank you again for this! GO BLUE!” 

“Te University should not ban students from protest. 
It should have a look back at the history of protests 

students have done on this campus and look at today. Te 
University should be ashamed by its harsh punishment 
to students who are doing what they’ve always done: 
supporting what they believe and inciting global 
movements for peace.” 

“Create additional avenues for criticism of the 
University to be legitimized within the 

University itself.” 

“I think unit leadership should consider how they — 
though their most mundane meetings, convenings, 

and teams — actively do or do not foster freedom 
of expression and diversity of thought through the 
intentionality (or not) of their approach and the support 
they provide.” 

“I couldn’t even be on the diag and had my classes 
interrupted. Tat is unacceptable. Te policy for 

freedom of speech to include marching with drums and 
bullhorns through my classes is ridiculous!” 

“Te undergraduate student body is not diverse -- 
especially in terms of income. A system that admitted 

students from within the state -- either automatically 
or via lottery -- who meet certain minimum criteria 
would diversify the racial and income makeup of the 
campus. Tat would likely also lead to a diversity of 
thought on campus. 

But in general, departments, college, and other units 
on campus need to fnd a way so that the people most 
willing to yell and bully others don’t dominate discussion.” 

“Te University should enforce time, manner, and place 
limits on First Amendment speech.” 

“I think consistency of enforcement of policies is key. 
If one group is permitted to bend the rules for, say, a 

protest, other groups should also be permitted to bend 
those rules or else the rules should be changed.” 

“Tere is a rich tradition of protest, but there have to be 
consequences when rules are broken. Te University 

needs to enforce these rules. So if protesters want to 
do a sit-in or break into a University building, or cause 
damage or disruption, consequences need to be enforced. 
Freedom of action, but not without consequences if 
they are disruptive or violating rules. MLK was happy 
to be arrested and go to jail, the student protesters today 
want to be able to do the same thing but without any 
consequences. 

Te students at the encampment should be punished. 
Tey stole the Diag from other students and prevented 
freedom of expression for those with opposing 
viewpoints. Allowing them to do that unpunished, stifes 
freedom of expression for others.” 

“I think there is the most work to be done on the 
campus climate and norms. We have to fgure out a 

way to give people “low stakes” opportunities to engage 
with ideas and perspectives they may disagree with, and 
we need to do a much better job promoting values of 
intellectual curiosity and humility.” 

“Administrative support of the faculty is the most 
important thing. 
Tis is especially true when facuty have been attacked 

or threatened by outside forces. Administrators (chairs, 
deans, provost, president) must have the faculty member’s 
back. I’m still waiting for examples of the “full-throated 
support” recommended by the advisory committee on 
targeted faculty.” 

“Te faculty need to be reminded that they (we) 
have been entrusted to do the very important job 

of education and research. We have obligations to the 
populations of Michigan and the US to promote objective 
inquiry and critical thinking. We should be humble and 
consider the possibility that the elite consensus is not 
correct on every issue, and that there might actually be 
something to learn by considering the diverse experiences 
of Michigan residents.” 

“Don’t squash student movements.” 

“I think DEI is incredibly important but for some 
students it seems very overbearing. For example, 

students feel compelled to include preferred pronouns 
even if they are indiferent to how a person addresses 
them.” 

“If you’re reading this--and I pray there is a reasonable 
human on the other end of this interface, I urge you to 

pass on this message: *lead from the top*. Don’t just issue 
a communication or policy. *Show* faculty that you have 
their backs. Take a principled stance to support freedom 
of speech, even when some community members may 
feel uncomfortable. Tere needs to be categorical support 
for freedom of expression on this campus that does not 
make an exception for faculty who are critical of Israel. If 
we can’t even discuss things in a classroom or on campus, 
where else can we turn?” 

“I am among those who believe that there are already 
adequate rules and policies in place at the University of 

Michigan to support freedom of expression and diversity 
of thought. We do not need more rules and policies. More 
rules and policies, particularly in a time of increased 
tension and polarization, will inevitably lead to rules 
being weaponized by those in power, in arbitrary ways, 
against vulnerable targeted groups and individuals. We do 
not need more repressive penalizing judgments against 
members of our own community. We need dialogue, 
understanding, and tolerance, and dispute resolution 
that seeks to reintegrate disafected members, rather than 
penalize and extricate them.” 

“Upper administration needs to stop being hypocritical 
and actually defend free speech, even when that 

is irksome to the administration. Tat is the ethical 

thing to do. And we look to our administration (and 
administrators) to take ethical positions.” 

“I think the University has been handling these complex 
issues relatively well. Te most important component 

in educating students and afecting climate in these 
regards will be to increase the emphasis on face-to-face 
conversations, rather than didactic presentations. I’ll 
never forget an initial faculty DEI meeting in which 
there was a powerpoint presentation with a brief “break 
out” session in which faculty could talk about difcult 
personal situations. Te group discussions took of and 
were compelling and valuable but they were cut short 
so the presenters could cover more of their powerpoint 
presentation, which nobody remembers.” 

“I strongly believe that universities are places where 
people - young and not-so-young - must be encouraged 

to build critical thought and test the boundaries of what 
they think is the right way to make change. Freedom of 
expression and the space for critique is not only a vital 
tool of learning regardless of age, but builds stronger 
communities. I encourage UM to suspend the power 
dynamics that are inherent in a huge bureaucratic 
institution and listen to divergent thought - especially 
when it is coming in such large numbers. I think that 
the way in which UM has dealt with the Gaza solidarity 
protestors is lacking in its ability to respond in a way 
that respects concerns, builds trust, and creates safety for 
the larger community. I also think that not addressing 
concerns about divestment and transparency are not 
neutral stances and should that be the case there would be 
many policies that UM would have to review.” 

127 126 



“Our University (among many others), has lost its way 
on freedom of expression and diversity of thought. 

We need to clearly state and focus on our values in this 
regard, and then consistently apply them. I suggest this 
involves 1) Institutional neutrality, where the University 
and its units do not comment on various issues of our 
time. 2) Restructuring of DEI. As currently manifested, 
one, narrow ideological perspective is the only acceptable 
viewpoint in DEI. DEI should be restructured to, 
ironically, be broader and more inclusive or varied 
perspectives, thoughts and groups, including those that 
might be contrarian. 3) Outline free speech policies and 
consistently apply rules. Tis means actually enforcing 
rules that intimidation, bullying, and other tactics and 
behaviors are not acceptable and defended by free speech. 
Freedom of speech necessitates not allowing ‘mob’ tactics 
to shout down and intimidate, as this is done to impede 
on others speech.” 

“Tere need to be actual, real consequences for people 
who violate University policies, regardless of what 

political positions those people hold. Until such time 
as the University decides its going to enforce its own 
rules in a viewpoint-neutral manner, all the surveys and 
statements in the world are meaningless.” 

“I think our policies (specifcally SPG) work pretty well 
to support freedom of expression. I think we could be 

more intentional about pursuing pluralism as a University 
value and creating spaces for responsible expression of 
diversity of thought, and training/supporting faculty, 
staf, and students to engage with those who disagree with 
them through dialogic strategies. We need to learn how 
to disagree better and how to be open to and remain in 
relationship with those who disagree with us.” 

“Te main recommendation I have is to hire faculty that 
have diferent opinions and provide more opportunities 

for collaboration between diferent view points. Currently, 
both political sides have made scapegoats out of the 
other. It’s easy to hurt people you don’t understand. As an 
academic institution, it should be your duty to bridge that 
gap through knowledge.” 

“I’m waiting for the pendulum to swing back to some 
sort of sane place where we welcome a true exchange 

of ideas. I’m not sure this is something the University can 
make happen though.” 

“Students who break into buildings and vandalize 
University and private property while intimidating 

their peers must be punished. Te University needs a 
no-tolerance policy for these students, and those who 
committed such acts must be suspended or expelled. If 
there are no consequences for these unacceptable acts, 
these students will continue to commit them.” 

“Refrain from bringing police on campus at 6AM to 
dislodge an entirely peaceful, outdoor protest. Stop 

defning impermissible “disruption” so broadly as to 
cover just about anything other than quiet deference. 
Tis makes “anti-disruption” into a potential pretext 
for halting otherwise normal, traditional forms of noisy 
protest.” 

“It’s not conservative to uphold our principles espoused 
through the Constitution. It is still a radical new idea to 

allow such freedom of thought and expression that even 
those who hate us and want to bring us down are allowed 
to express their views. Our democratic norms are the 
least hypocritical ever known and allow for the unlimited 
human potential we have unleashed. Tey are rare, still in 
the infancy of progressiveness, and need your protection.” 

“Ban DEI statements and any other compelled speech in 
faculty hiring. Only research and teaching statements 

should be required.” 

“Te DEI bureaucracy at the University is too big and 
enforces a political environment that’s extremely 

hostile to anyone who disagrees with their niche radical 
views (by which I mean views that run much deeper than 
their stated surface-level purpose to promote diversity/ 
inclusion). Te problem will only be solved if the DEI 
bureaucracy is cut back.” 

“Tere must be immediate refection and reforms in the 
DEI bureaucracy, which currently has a strangle hold 

on the UM climate by promoting the binary oppressed/ 
oppressor narrative.” 

“Tere is too much to put into a survey like this, but I do 
applaud the fact that institutional neutrality is actually 

being discussed by the University of Michigan which at 
times seems desperately separated from reality. Improve 
the climate for conservative viewpoints on campus, 
perhaps afrmative action for conservative faculty, 
administrators or others can be pursued to allow for more 
balanced discussion. Tere is virtue to be found on all 
sides if you allow yourself to listen.” 

“Hire based on merit and not on race/gender. You will 
get much more diversity of thought if you actually hire 

the best person and not look at identity on hiring, etc.” 

“Make it clear that University serves to be a forum 
for ideas and not an arbiter for the validity or 

appropriateness of those ideas. Ideas must stand on their 
own and the best way to evaluate them is through the 
crucible of debate and dialogue.” 

“Don’t give in to a loud minority.” 

“As other universities have done, replace DEI statements 
with a service statement in the hiring process. Faculty 

jobs consist of research, teaching, and service. It makes far 
more sense for the hiring process to refect that.” 

“Stop shutting down student votes. It was very 
disappointing to see a University that claims to pride 

itself in civic engagement suppress a student vote because 
they didn’t like the question it was asking. You can 
disagree with a topic, and it’s clear that this specifc action 
did very little to no efect on de-escalation. If anything, it 
further infamed tensions.” 

“Diversity of thought should be given equal importance 
to other forms of diversity. We have made marked 

strides in valuing our diversity in race/gender/sexual 
orientation which we can be proud of, but have not yet 
lived up to the goal of more inclusive diversity of thought 
in our system.” 

“All courses and all teachers should be trained in 
asking their students the following “regardless of what 

you believe about this particular issue, please take the 
following position and argue for it. (Or against it.)” 

“I think the University frst has to focus on admitting 
students / hiring faculty and staf from a wide range 

of backgrounds, experiences, etc. in order to have a 
diversity of thought. Tis could targeted recruiting, 
special grants/scholarships. Tis could also mean that HR 
and supervisors should go through anti-bias training to 
expand job opportunities to others. 

Another area should be more transparent ways to share 
feedback and concerns with leadership. Perhaps, there 
are avenues that exist already, but it would be helpful to 
outline it to others. 

I appreciate the University taking time to consider our 
views. In some moments, it will be uncomfortable, but 
one needs to be out of their comfort zone in order to 
experience growth.” 

“I am concerned about retaliation against students, staf, 
and faculty who choose to express their personal or 

professional opinions. Increasing higher education in this 
country feels less free.” 

“Tank you for engaging the community in this 
discussion. I realize there is no easy answer to this! I 

am proud to be part of an institution that is willing to 
grapple with it.” 

“Consciously begin to recruit invited speakers and 
potential faculty that can challenge in a civil manner 

the groupthink that is sufocating this University. Faculty 
and senior administration must be the role models for 
this culture change to occur. If this does not happen, 
the Academy will become an echo chamber (if it hasn’t 

already) in which the true believers talk to each other and 
no real exchange of diferent (diverse) ideas will occur. 
Without a conscious efort upon the part of universities 
like UM, the divide between the two Americas will just 
become wider and will eventually lead to some form of 
rupture.” 

“Acknowledge the long history of student protest, and 
protest in general, as disrupting outdated ideas and 

pushing for positive social change. Allow students to 
express their opinions freely, including through public 
demonstrations, without fear of a disproportional 
response from the University or from law enforcement. 
Acknowledge the diversity of thought on campus by 
actually recognizing all viewpoints, and meeting with 
student leaders to listen to what they have to say. Show 
us that you’re actually listening to the responses on this 
survey. Make students feel like you actually care what we 
have to say.” 

“Te University should apply its existing time, place, and 
manner rules equally. For example, student groups who 

want to hang banners in the Diag must get permission. 
Tis was not applied to the students who erected the 
“encampment.” No one should be able to disturb a class by 
marching through it with a megaphone. Tis is obvious. 
No draconian measures are needed, just an enforcement, 
and therefore promotion of, civility.” 

“Allow the students to create another encampment on 
the diag. Promote diverse thought leaders from the 

region of confict to direct institutes and collaboratives.” 

“U-M has a long tradition of campus protest and we 
need to respect and support the right to such protests 

in the future. In the modern era, with greatly diferent 
means of communication, the possibility of manipulation 
and use of disinformation alters the environment in 
meaningful ways.” 

“Much as I hate to say it, we may even need “afrmative 
action” for conservatives. When our law school only 

has 3 Republican faculty members out of 60-some, 
something is of. We risk becoming irrelevant if we 
only hire from one small part of the very large political 
spectrum.” 

“By waiting until students have graduated or moved 
of campus to start their summer jobs and internships 

the University is burying this survey. Te University 
intentionally waited until fewer students were paying 
attention to their emails so that they would receive fewer 
responses to this email. Tis manufactures results which 
make it appear as if there are fewer instances of repression 
than there really are. Tis is yet another reason why this 
survey is illegitimate.” 
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