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grams and policies of which large segments of the tax-paying public
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Of the tens of thousands of projects funded by the NEA since its in-
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and even deviant views. For art to be valued in a free society, it is es-
sential that all art be allowed a public showing in an unencumbered
and nondiscriminatory atmosphere.

Chapter 2: Should Unrestricted Speech Be Allowed
on College Campuses?

Political Correctness and Campus Speech: An Overview 71
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The issue of “political correctness” (PC) has generated a national de-
bate and has led to a new educational ideology. The debate hinges in
large part on the subject of free speech, since proponents of PC have
succeeded in imposing official speech codes on numerous college
campuses. The debate promises to widen and grow more heated.
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College Campuses

All Speech Should Be Unrestricted on College Campuses 7S
by Gerald Gunther

Free speech should not be suppressed because members of a commu-

nity find it offensive. In fact, protecting the right to express offensive

and even harmful opinions, while a difficult obligation, is a central

test of a community’s commitment to free speech. Historically, one

need look no further than Nazi Germany to recognize the importance

of free speech.
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