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The Effects of Speech

An Argument for Resisting Crude Speech at Kenyon

Arguments over the first amendment have been prevalent across college 

campuses throughout America. Here at Kenyon, outcries over Wendy Macleod’s play 

The Good Samaritan sparked a much larger debate over the extent of free speech at 

Kenyon. When controversial or offensive speech arises on campus, many have argued 

that as a place of liberal education, Kenyon must accept it with open arms. However, I 

argue that when a community is directly affected by such harmful speech, as the LatinX 

community was in the wake of Macleod’s play, they shouldn’t have to accept it. Even if 

one is not a direct target or affected by the speech, if they disagree with it and see the 

language as harmful, one has every right to resist its perpetuation. 

On Friday, March 30th, a PDF print out was laid out across campus, titled at the 

top with script letters forming into an outlined bald eagle sketch. The new publication to 

be introduced to Kenyon subtitled its first issue with the words, “The Truth Hurts,” 

followed by a mission statement that asserts the following, 

What is the purpose of free speech? Is it to be able to call people whatever bad 
word you want? To be hateful? To be controversial? No. To have freedom of 
speech at Kenyon, or anywhere, is to be able to tell the hard truths others don’t 
want to hear. To say what we believe is the truth, even when others try to shout it 
down.

The self-proclaimed “conservative” newspaper deemed itself an outlet in which 

“passively silenced student[s]” can express “the truth.” Not their own personal truth, but 

“the truth” that liberals at Kenyon “don’t want to hear.” 



Free speech on college campuses has become a central debate due to the 

opposing desires to create an inclusive community for students of all backgrounds as 

well as an educational environment for open discourse. The publication released in late 

March welcomes its readers with a passage that defends the authors’ rights to express 

any belief or ideology without resistance from the rest of the Kenyon community. The 

mission statement writes, 

Think what you want of the political climate at Kenyon, but despite the inauthentic 
‘calls’ for conservatives to speak, there is no climate welcome to our views. We 

are students who have been given a choice: to be silent and conform to the 
people around us or speak for ourselves and risk being pushed into a corner.

An integral part of free speech is the right of others to resist concerning speech. The 

publication immediately uses its mission statement to organize a line of defense against 

any incoming backlash to the opinionated and inherently incorrect statements made in 

the articles that follow. While those who write for the newspaper do have the right to 

“say what [they] want,” they cannot accuse those who disagree and argue them of 

limiting their “god-given” right to free speech. 

Free speech is such a great concern to us due its very real and powerful effects. 

Resisting speech and expression is not a type of censorship, but a rise against 

dangerous or socially harmful ideologies. Speech can be a weapon that causes 

exclusion, and interferes with one’s education and employment. In writing that “male 

privilege does not exist” and that the statistics that exemplify the reality of male privilege 

are “incorrect,” the publication maintains a problematic and unsupported ideology. This 

doctrine is based in the belief that men suffer due to the advantages given to women. It 

is a direct attack on any female that attends college, specifically here at Kenyon. It is an 

attack against the legitimacy of struggles women face in education and the working 



world everyday. Not only is it necessary for publications like this to be resisted and 

argued against, but it is our first amendment right to state our disagreements and not 

accept such beliefs. 

In the mid 1900’s there was a French sociologist by the name of Pierre Bourdieu 

who studied power in society. He understood the dynamics of power as culturally and 

symbolically created by “habitus.” Habitus is a word Bourdieu used to describe 

socialized norms that guide society’s behavior and thinking. According to Bourdieu, one 

of the greatest cultural products that develop into habitus is language. Language is a 

part of culture that progressively inscribes a type of social order into people’s minds, 

eventually causing people to perform a certain social norm. By allowing certain speech 

to persist, people are also allowing a social understanding to be perpetuated and 

ultimately engrained as a norm.

 The power to resist is essential to any democracy’s success. In response to the 

uproar against MacLeod’s The Good Samaritan, that led to its cancellation, Professor 

Fred Baumann stated that the silencing of the play was comparable to Nazi Germany’s 

silencing of the Jews. I believe, however, that not allowing people to resist and stand up 

to something they don’t agree with or see as harmful is comparable to the German 

public’s inability to rise up against immoral acts during the Holocaust. Kenyon did not 

cancel MacLeod’s play, but she chose to cancel it herself after the backlash it received. 

She was not directly censored, but the resistance from the community to its concerning 

content led to her reconsidering the continuation of the play. 

In reflecting on the recent conservative publication and The Good Samaritan, I 

see a trend at Kenyon where people are discouraged from rising up against inaccurate 



representations in order to protect free speech. The dichotomy of free speech must be 

understood and accepted on this campus. While one can be given the space to present 

their beliefs, others have the right to argue them. If the first amendment is to remain on 

this campus without any further reconsideration, it is okay that people are made 

uncomfortable and forced to reconsider when their ideologies are challenged. 


