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White, J., Court,opinion Rehnquist,delivered the of the in which
J., Stevens, O’Connor, Scalia, JJ., J.,C. and joined. Brennan,and

opinion, JJ.,filed dissenting Blackmun, joined,a in which Marshall and
post, p. 277.

Baine, Jr.,Robert P. the cause forargued petitioners.
onWith him the briefs were John Gianoulakis and Robert T.

Haar.
Leslie D. Edwards andargued the cause filed a brief for

*respondents.

Anthony*Ronald A. Zumbrun and T. Caso filed a forbrief the Pacific
Legal Foundation as urgingamicus curiae reversal.

urgingBriefs of amici curiae affirmance were filed for the American
Powell,by Benshoof,Civil Liberties Union et al. Janet L. John A. Steven
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opinion the Court.the ofWhite deliveredJustice

maythe extent to which educators exer-This case concerns
highof news-over the contents a schooleditorial controlcise

journalismpartpaper produced the curriculum.as of school’s

I
District in Louisthe Hazelwood School St.Petitioners are

EugeneCounty, officials;school RobertMissouri; various
HighReynolds, principal School;of Hazelwood East andthe

Respond-inEmerson, a teacher the schooldistrict.Howard
whoformer Hazelwood East students wereents are three

newspaper. TheySpectrum, the schoolstaff members of
violated their First Amendmentthat school officialscontend

by deleting pages Mayrights 13,of thetwo articles from
Spectrum.1983, ofissue

bySpectrum IIwritten and edited the Journalismwas
publishednewspaperThe wasclass at Hazelwood East.

every during year.1982-1983 schoolthree weeks or so the
copies newspaperof the were distributed4,500More than

personnel,during year students,that to school and members
community.of the

fromof Education allocated funds its annualThe Board
budget printing Spectrum. sup-the of These funds werefor
plemented by proceeds newspaper.of Thefrom sales the

yearexpenses duringprinting the 1982-1983 school totaled
$1,166.84.from Therevenue sales was other$4,668.50;

newspaper supplies, text-associated with the ascosts —such

Susman; Society Newspaperfor ofShapiro, and Frank the American12.
Schmidt, Jr.; People forbyet al. Richard M. for the AmericanEditors

Frankel;by LegalE. for the Defense andWay Marvin NOW Education
Bums, Levick;Minow,by L. E. and Marsha forMartha SarahFund et al.

America, Inc., byet EveFederation of al. W.Parenthoodthe Planned
Paul; byet Marc Abrams.Press Law Center al. J.for the Studentand

filed for the National School Boards Asso-curiae wereof amiciBriefs
Steinhilber,Gregory, August ThomasGwendolyn H. W.byet al.ciation

Gluckman; ofand for the School Board DadeShannon, B.IvanandA.
Howard, Jr., Johnny Brown.andFlorida, A.by FrankCounty,
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salaryjournalismportiona of the teacher’sbooks, and —were
byentirelyborne the Board.

taught by StergosII forThe course was RobertJournalism
year. Stergos leftmost of the 1982-1983 academic Hazel-

private industryjob April 1983,a in on 29,wood East to take
nearingMay Spectrum comple-13 ofwhen the edition was

place newspaperpetitioner Emerson took his as ad-tion, and
remaining theviser the weeks of term.for

during springpractice Hazelwood East the se-The at 1983
journalism page proofswas for the teacher to submitmester

Principal ReynoldsSpectrum toof each issue for his review
Mayprior publication. 10, Emersonto On delivered the

May Reynolds,proofs objectedthe 13of edition to who to
appear intwo of the articles scheduled to that edition. One

of the stories described three Hazelwood East ex-students’
periences pregnancy; impactwith the other discussed the of
divorce on students at the school.

Reynolds although pregnancythat,was concerned the
story identitykeep girlsnames “to theused false of these a

pregnant mightthe students besecret,” still identifiable from
the text. He believed thealso that article’s toreferences

activity inappropriatesexual and birth control were for some
younger Reynoldsat addition,of the students the school. In

bywas concerned that a student inidentified name di-the
story complained spend-vorce had herthat father “wasn’t

ing enough mymy priorwith mom,time sister and I” to the
always play-divorce, “was out of ontown business or out late

ing guys,” “always argued every-cards with the and about
thing” App. Reyn-with her mother. to Pet. for 38.Cert.

parentsolds believed that the student’s should have been
given opportunity respondan to to these orremarks to con-

publication.sent to their He was unaware that Emerson
had deleted the student’s name from the final version of the
article.

Reynolds believed that there was no time to make nec-the
essary changes pressin the stories before the scheduled run
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newspaper appear the end ofwould not beforeand that the
anydelayed significantyear printing to ex­if werethe school

only optionshis under the circum­He concluded thattent.
four-page newspaperpublish of theto a insteadwerestances

eliminating pagesplanned six-page newspaper, onthe two
publishoffending appeared, noor to news­which the stories

Accordingly,paper Emerson to withholdat he directedall.
pages containingpublication the onfrom the two stories

superiorspregnancy informed of theand divorce.1 He his
theydecision, concurred.and

Respondents subsequently in thecommenced this action
the Eastern District of Mis-United States District Court for

seeking a that their First Amendmentsouri declaration
monetaryrights injunctiveviolated, relief, andhad been

damages. After the District Court denied antrial,a bench
injunction, holding hadthat no First Amendment violation

(1985).Supp.607 F. 1450occurred.
may im­that schoolThe District Court concluded officials

speechpose inon students’ activities that arerestraints
integral part of the school’seducational function’”—in­“‘an

bycluding publication school-sponsored newspaperthe a aof
journalism long as hasclass—so their decision “‘a substan­

(quotingId.,tial reasonable basis.’” at 1466 Frasca v.and
(EDNY 1979)).Supp.Andrews, 1043, 1052463 TheF. court

Reynolds’Principal pregnantthat concern that thefound
anonymity privacywould be lost and theirstudents’ invaded

“legitimate givenreasonable,”andwas “the small number
identify­pregnantof students at Hazelwood East severaland

ing that were in 607characteristics disclosed the article.”
Supp., Reynolds’heldF. at 1466. The court that action was

impressionjustified [the school]avoid the en-“to thatalso

thepages newspapertwo deleted from also contained articles on1 The
runaways, juvenile generalmarriage, delinquents,and as well as ateenage

Reynolds objectionteenage pregnancy. he noon testified that hadarticle
they only they appearedarticles and that were deleted because onto these

objectionablepages as the two articles.the same
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subjects” youngerdorses the sexual norms of the and to shield
exposurestudents from to unsuitable material. Ibid. The

bydeletion of the article on divorce was seen the court as
response privacya reasonable to the invasion of concerns

byraised the named student’s remarks. Because the article
parentsdid not indicate that the student’s had been offered

opportunity respond allegations,an to her court,to said the
compliedthere cause forwas “serious doubt that the article

with the rules of fairness inwhich are standard the field of
journalism and which were incovered the textbook used in

II Id.,the Journalism at Furthermore,class.” 1467. the
Reynolds justified deletingcourt concluded that was in two

pages newspaper, deleting only preg-full of the instead of the
nancy requiringand divorce stories or that those stories be

to hismodified address on hisconcerns, based “reasonable
he had anbelief that to make immediate decision and that

there was no time to make modifications to the articles in
question.” atId., 1466.

Appeals EighthThe Court of for the Circuit reversed.
(1986).F.795 2d 1368 The atcourt held the outset that

Spectrum only part adoptednotwas “a of the school curricu-
publiclum,” id., 1373, forum,at but also a because the news-

paper operatedwas “intended to be and as a forconduit stu-
viewpoint.” Id.,dent at 1372. The court then concluded
Spectrum’s public precludedthat status as a forum school of-

“censoring ‘necessaryexceptficialsfrom its contents when to
avoid material and substantial with schoolworkinterference

discipline rights (quot-or atId.,or ... the of others.’” 1374
ing Independent CommunityDes SchoolTinker v. Moines

(1969)).Dist., 503,393 U. S. 511
Appeals in thatThe Court of found “no evidence the record

reasonablyprincipal that the cen-the could have forecast
any in wouldsored articles or materials the censored articles

materially givendisrupted or rise to substan-have elasswork
in 795 F. 1375. Schooloffi-2d,tial disorder the school.” at

groundthe articles on the thatcials were entitled to censor
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onlyaccordingrightsthey others, court,to theinvaded the of
inpublication lia-the articles could have resulted tortif of

bility concluded that no tort actionto the school. The court
privacyof could have been maintainedinvasionfor libel or

byby subjectsagainst of orthe the two articlesthe school
Accordingly, the court held that school offi-families.their

byrespondents’ rightsFirst Amendmentcials had violated
pages newspaper.deleting of thethe two

(1987),granted 479 U. S. 1053 and we nowcertiorari,We
reverse.

II

publicin schools do not “shed their constitu-Students the
speechrights expressionto freedom of or at the school-tional

Theygate.” supra, pun-Tinker, at 506. cannot behouse
merely expressing personalfor their views on theished

playingpremises “in cafeteria,the or on theschool —whether
campus during hours,”the the authorized 393field, or on

at 512-513—unless school authorities have reason toS.,U.
“substantiallyexpressionthat such will interfere withbelieve

impinge rightsuponthe school or the of otherthe work of
Id., at 509.students.”

recognized FirstWe have nonetheless that the Amend­
publicrights of inment students the schools “are not auto­

matically rightsthe of incoextensive with adults other
settings,” Fraser,Bethel School District No. v. 478 U. S.403

(1986), “applied light specialin675, 682 and must be of the
supra,of the school environment.” Tinker,characteristics

Jersey L. O., 325,cf. New v. T. 469 S. 341-343506;at U.
(1985). speechA school need not tolerate isstudent that

its mission,” Fraser,inconsistent with “basic educational
governmentsupra, though685,at even the could not censor

speech Accordingly, insimilar outside the school. we held
disciplined havingFraser that a student could be for deliv­

speech “sexually explicit” legallyered a that was but not
assembly,an officialobscene at school because the school

speechitself”was entitled to “disassociate from the in a man-
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vulgarityner that would demonstrate to others that such is
“wholly publicinconsistent with the ‘fundamental values’ of

recog-S.,school education.” 478 U. at 685-686. We thus
“[t]he speechnized ofthat determination what manner of in

assembly inappropriate properlyin isthe classroom or school
board,” id., at rather683,rests with the school than with the

respondents’is incourts. It this contextfederal that First
claims mustAmendment be considered.

A

question Spectrum may ap-We deal first with the whether
propriately public expression.be characterized as a forum for

public possessThe schools do not all of the ofattributes
parks, publicstreets, and other traditional forums that “time

purposes assembly,mind,ofout have been used for of com-
municating thoughts discussing publiccitizens,between and

(1939).questions.” Hague v. CIO, 496,307 U. S. 515 Cf.
(1981).Vincent, 263,Widmar v. 454 267-268,U. S. n. 5

may publicHence, school facilities be deemed to be forums
only “by policy by practice”if school authorities have or
opened by generalthose facilities “for indiscriminate use the
public,” Perry PerryEducation Assn. v. Local Educators’

(1983), by segment460 U.Assn., 37,S. 47 or some of the
public, organizations. (citingassuch student Id., at n. 746,

Vincent).Widmar Ifv. the facilities have instead been re-
purposes,served for other intended or“communicative oth-

publicthen noerwise,” forum has created,been and school
may impose speechofficials reasonable restrictions on the

of students, teachers, and other members of the school com-
munity. government46,460 at n.S.,U. 7. “The does not

bypublic by permittingcreate a forum inaction or limited
byonly intentionally openingdiscourse, but a nontraditional

public Legalforum for discourse.” Cornelius v. NAACP
Fund, Inc.,& Educational 473 U. 802788,S.Defense

(1985).
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Spectrumpolicy schoolofficialstoward was reflectedThe of
Policy 348.51 and the Hazelwoodin SchoolBoardHazelwood

Policy providedGuide. Board 348.51 thatEast Curriculum
sponsored publications developed“[s]chool within theare

regularimplicationsadopted incurriculum and its educational
App. 22. The Hazelwood East Cur-activities.”classroom

the II adescribed Journalism course as “lab-riculum Guide
publishoratory in which the schoolsituation students the

theyapplyingnewspaper in I.”skills have learned Journalism
Id., 11. The lessons that were to learned from theat be

according Guide,II to the Curriculum in-course,Journalism
pres-development journalisticof skills under deadlinecluded

imposed uponlegal, moral, and ethical restrictionssure, “the
community,” “responsibilityjournalists the andwithin school

acceptance opinion.”of for articles of Ibid.criticismand
by regulartaught faculty duringmemberII was aJournalism

gradeshours. Students received and academic creditclass
performance infor their the course.

practice policyofficialsdid not deviate in from theirSchool
production Spectrum partof was to be of the educationalthat

“regular activity].” Thecurriculum and a classroom Dis-
journalismStergos,trict found that Robert the teacherCourt

year,during themost of the 1982-1983school “both had au-
greatthority into exercise and fact exercised a deal of con-

Spectrum.” Supp., example,607 F. at 1453. Fortrol over
Stergos newspaper,ofselected the editors the scheduled

pagespublication ofdates, decided the number for each
assigned storyissue, members,ideas to class advised stu-

development of stories,on the their reviewed the usedents
quotations, stories,of edited selected and edited the letters

company. Manyprintingthe and ofeditor,to dealt with the
decisions were made without consultation with thethese

II The thus itstudents. District Court foundJournalism
Stergos authority respect“clear that Mr. was the final with

every aspect production publicationto almost of the and of
Spectrum, including Moreover,its content.” Ibid. after



269

Spectrum finally approved by Stergosissue beeneach had or
by Principalthe still had to besuccessor,his issue reviewed

Reynolds publication. Respondents’prior to assertion that
they they publish “practically any-had believed that could
thing” Spectrum byin was therefore dismissed the District

simply Id.,as “notCourt credible.” at 1456. These factual
findings amply bysupportedare the record, and were not re-

clearlyjected by Appeals.as erroneous the Court of
upon by AppealsThe evidence relied the inCourt of find­

ing Spectrum publicto forum,be a see 795 F. 1372-­2d, at
equivocal example, Policyis1373, at best. For Board 348.51,

“[sjchoolpart sponsored publica­inwhich stated that student
expression viewpointswill freetions not restrict or diverse

responsible journalism,”within the rules of also stated that
publications “developed adoptedsuch were within the cur­

implications.” App.riculum and its educational 22. One
might reasonably Policyinfer from the full text of 348.51that

officialsschool retained ultimate control over what consti­
“responsible journalism” school-sponsoredatuted in news­

Althoughpaper. publishedPolicythe Statement of in the
September Spectrum “Spec­14, 1982, issue of declared that

student-press publication, accepts rightstrum, as a all im­
byplied the First thisAmendment,” statement, understood

paper’sin of inthe context the role the curriculum,school’s
suggests at most that the willadministration not interfere

rightsthewith students’ exercise of those First Amendment
publication school-sponsored newspaper.that attend the of a

expand byrightsIt does not reflect an intent to those con­
verting newspaper publica curricular into a forum.2 Fi-

2The IndependentStatement also cited Tinker v. Des Commu-Moines
Dist.,nity (1969),School 393 proposition “[o]nlyU. 503 for theS. that

speech ‘materiallythat substantially requirementsand theinterferes with
appropriate discipline’ unacceptable pro-of can be found beand therefore

App. not, course,26. portionhibited.” This of the Statement does of
accurately Furthermore,even reflect holdingour in Tinker. State-the

expresslyment nowhere extended the Tinker to newsstandard the and
newspaper.feature in a school-sponsoredarticles contained The dissent
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permittednally, author-to exercise somestudents werethat
fullyity Spectrum was consistent withthe contents ofover

objective teaching IIof the JournalismGuidethe Curriculum
“leadership responsibilities page edi-as issue andstudents

leadershipApp. in11. A to teach skills thedecisiontors.”
activity hardly implies to re-a decisioncontext of a classroom

activity.linquish sum,over that In the evi-school control
by Appealsupon tothe Court of fails demon-dence relied

public forum,” Cornelius,to create a“clear intentstrate the
in inthat existed cases which we found802,473 U. atS.,

(cit-public id.,created. See at 802-803forums to have been
ing Vincent, S., 267;454 U. at Madison Schoolv.Widmar

Employment Comm’n,Relations 429v. WisconsinDistrict
(1976); Promotions, Ltd. v.167, n. 6 Southeastern174,U. S.

(1975)). not546,420 S. 555 School officialsdidConrad, U.
“by by practice,” Perrypolicy Educationevince either or

any open pages Spec-toS., 47,U. at intent the ofAssn., 460
by reportersuse,” ibid., its studenttrum to “indiscriminate

theyby body generally. Instead,or the studenteditors,and
purpos[e],”“reserve[d] 46,for its atid.,the forum intended

experience journalismlearningsupervised for students.as a
regulateAccordingly, entitled theschool officials were to

Spectrum anyin manner. Ibid. It iscontents of reasonable
gov-instandard, Tinker,rather than our decision thatthis

this case.erns
B

requiresquestion aThe the First Amendmentwhether
speech questionparticularschool to tolerate student —the

questionin Tinker—is thethat addressed different fromwe
requires aAmendment school affirma-whether the First

inpublished annuallyaapparently finds as fact that the Statement was
however,Spectrum; to that thethe District Court was unable conclude

event,anyIn if theappeared on more than one occasion. evenStatement
says,says it the evidence thatStatement what the dissent believes that

Spectrum public re-designateschool never intended to as a forumofficials
overwhelming.mains
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totively particular student Thepromote speech. former
addresses educators’ to aability silence student’squestion

thatexpression to occur on thepersonal happens school
The latterpremises. question concerns educators’ authority

over school-sponsored publications, theatrical productions,
and other expressive students,activities that andparents,
members of the public might perceive to bear thereasonably

of the school.imprimatur These activities may befairly
characterized as of thepart curriculum,school whether or
not in aoccur traditionalthey classroom sosetting, long as
they byare memberssupervised faculty designedand im­to
part particular or skills to studentknowledge participants
and audiences.3

Educators are entitled to exercise greater control over this
second form of student to assure thatexpression participants
learn whatever lessons the isactivity teach,to thatdesigned
readers or listeners are not exposed to material that bemay

for oftheir levelinappropriate maturity, and that the views
of the individual are notspeaker erroneously attributed to
the Hence,school. a school inmay its ascapacity publisher
of a school or anewspaper producer of school play “disassoci­

itself,”ate Fraser, S.,478 U. at not from685, only speech
that would interfere“substantially [its]with work ... or im­

ofpinge upon students,”the otherrights Tinker, S.,393 U.
at 509, is,but also from that forspeech example, ungram­
matical, written, researched,poorly inadequately biased or

orprejudiced, vulgar orprofane, unsuitable for immature aud­
Aiences.4 school must be able to set high standards for

3The distinction speech sponsored bythat we draw between that is the
speech fullyschool and that is not Papish Universityis consistent with v.

(1973)Curators, curiam),Missouri Board (per410 U. S. 667 whichof of
off-campus “underground”involved an newspaper that school officials

merely universityhad be campus.allowed to sold on a state
4 perceivesThe dissent no difference between the First Amendment

analysis applied appliedin Tinker disagree.and that in Fraser. We The
“lewd,”“vulgar,”decision in Fraser “plainlyrested on the and offensive”

speechof assemblycharacter a delivered an officialat school rather than on
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—auspicesspeech that is disseminated under itsthe student
may higher bythanthat be those demanded somestandards

producerspublishersnewspaper or theatrical in “real”the
may speechrefuse to disseminate student thatworld—and

addition,Innot meet those standards. a school mustdoes
maturityemotional of theaccount thebe able to take into

determiningin whether to disseminateintended audience
mightpotentially topics,speech whichon sensitivestudent

elementaryrange Claus infrom the existence of Santa an
activityteenagesetting particulars into of sexualtheschool

high setting. A school must also retain the author-a school
reasonablyspeech mightity sponsorto student thatto refuse

drug irresponsibleperceived use,to advocate or alcoholbe
inconsistent “the shared val-sex, or conduct otherwise with

supra,order,” Fraser, 683,a social at or toues of civilized
any position neutralityother thanthe school withassociate

controversy.political Otherwise, theon matters of schools
fulfillingunduly from their role as “abe constrainedwould

awakeningprincipal in the child to cultural val-instrument
professional training,preparing inin him for later andues,

adjust normallyhelping him to to his environment.” Brown
(1954).483, 493Education,Board 347 U. S.v. of

Accordingly, inthe standard articulatedwe conclude that
determining may punisha student ex-Tinker for when school

determiningpression be for whenneed not also the standard
may its and resources to the dis-a school refuse to lend name

speech “materially disrup[t] orany propensity involv[e]of the to classwork
S.,rights ator invasion of the of others.” 393 U.substantial disorder

Indeed, portion“especiallyFraser cited as relevant” a of513. the Court
“ anyopinion ‘disclaiming] purposeindissentingBlack’s TinkerJustice

teachers, parents,compelsConstitution the... to hold that the Federal
publicof the Americanelected school officials to surrender controland

S., (quoting478system public students.’” U. at 686 393school to school
526). course,S., equallyare rele-at Of Justice Black’s observationsU.

instant case.vant to the
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Instead,semination of student weexpression.5 hold that
educators do not offend the First Amendment by exercising
editorial control over the and content of studentstyle speech
in activities soschool-sponsored expressive as theirlong
actions are related toreasonably legitimate pedagogical
concerns.6

This standard is consistent with our oft-expressed view
that the education of the Nation’s isyouth theprimarily

teachers,of and stateresponsibility parents, and local school
officials, and not of federal e.judges. See, Board Edu­g., of
cation Hendrick Hudson Central School Dist. v. Rowley,of
458 208176, (1982);U. S. Wood v. 420Strickland, 308,U. S.

(1968).(1975);326 v. 393Epperson Arkansas, 97,U. S. 104
It is when the decision to aonly censor school-sponsored

theatrical or otherpublication, production, vehicle of student
has noexpression valid educational that thepurpose First

Amendment is so and“directly sharply implicated],” ibid.,
as to interventionrequire judicial to students’protect con­
stitutional rights.7

5We Appeals correctlytherefore need not decide whether the Court of
precludingconstrued Tinker as school censoringofficials from student

speech others,” S., 513,to rights exceptavoid “invasion of the of 393 U. at
speech liabilitywhere that could result in tort to the school.

6 reject respondents’ suggestionWe that permittedschool officials be
prepublication school-sponsoredto exercise control over publications only

pursuant specific regulations.to written require regulationsTo such in
activity undulythe context of a curricular abilitycould constrain the of

educators to educate. We need not now decide regulationswhether such
requiredare may publicationsbefore school officials sponsoredcensor not

by the school that students grounds.seek to distribute on school See
(CA4Baughman Freienmuth, 1973);v. 478 ShanleyF. 2d 1345 North-v.

(CA5Independent Dist., Tex.,east Cty., 1972);School Bexar 462 F. 2d 960
(CA2 1971).Education,Eisner v. Board 440 F. 2d 803Stamford of

7A similarly recognizednumber of lower federal courts have that
educators’ regard school-sponsoreddecisions with to the content of news-
papers, productions,dramatic expressiveand other areactivities entitled

See, Education,g.,to substantial deference. e. Nicholson v. Board of
(CA9Dist., 1982);Torrance SeyfriedSchool 682 F. 2d 858 v. Wal-Unified
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Ill

Reynolds reasonablyPrincipal actedconclude thatWe also
May Spectrumrequiring the 13 issue ofdeletion fromin the

pregnancy and the remain-article, article,the divorceof the
pagesappearing on the same of thewere toarticles that

newspaper.
pregnancyparagraph declared thatof the articleThe initial

identitychanged keep“[a]ll the of thesetonames have been
principalgirls that the students’The concludeda secret.”

givenadequately protected,anonymity thehowever,was not
identifying in and the smallinformation the articleother

pregnant aIndeed,at the school.studentsnumber of
posi-credibly that she couldthe school testifiedteacher at

possiblyidentify girlstively and all three.at least one of the
likely many at Hazelwood East would havethat studentsIt is

Reynoldsidentifying girls.in theas successfulbeen at least
reasonably article vio-have feared that thecouldtherefore

givenanonymitypledge had been to theoflated whatever
reasonablypregnant In he could haveaddition,students.

sufficiently sensitivethe article was notconcerned thatbeen
boyfriends par-privacy andinterests of the students’to the

givenin article but who werewere discussed theents, who
publicationopportunity or to offer a re-to consent to itsno

graphicsponse. of sex-accountsThe article did not contain
activity. girls however,in article,comment theThe didual

concerning or nonuse ofhistories and their usetheir sexual
principal tofor thecontrol. It was not unreasonablebirth

inappropriate in awasthat such frank talkhave concluded
14-year-oldschool-sponsoredpublication to fresh-distributed

(CA2(CA3 Anker, 5121981); v. 563 F. 2dton, 214 Trachtman668 F. 2d
Andrews, Supp.(1978); 463 F.1977), denied, 925 Frasca v.cert. 435 U. S.

1979).(EDNY degree ofwhether the sameneed not now decide1043 We
expressiveschool-sponsored activ­respect toappropriateis withdeference

universitycollege and level.ities at the
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presumably bymen and taken home to be read students’ even
younger andbrothers sisters.

byquotedwas inThe student who name the ofversion the
by Principal Reynoldsdivorce article seen made comments

sharply principal reasonablycritical her Theof father. could
publiclyanhave concluded that individual identified as an

parent “playingas oneindeed,inattentive who chose cards—
guys” familywith the over home and entitled to an—was

opportunity journalisticto defend himself as a matter of fair­
by Spectrum’sTheseness. concerns were shared both of

faculty year,advisers for the 1982-1983 school who testified
they printednotthat would have allowed the article to be

thewithout deletion of student’s name.8
Principal Reynolds crediblytestified at that,trial at the

proofs May duringtime that he reviewed the of the 13 issue
telephonean extended conversation Emerson,with he be-

any changeslieved that there was no totime make in the arti-
printednewspaper immediatelycles, and that the had to be

Reynolds verifyor not at all. It is true that did not whether
necessarythe modifications could still have been made in the

and that Emerson notarticles, did volunteer the information
printing delayed changesthat could be until the were made.

agreeWe nonetheless with the District Court that the de-
containingpages problematiccision exciseto the two the

given particulararticles was reasonable the circumstances
veryof this case. These circumstances included the recent

8 Reynolds’of PrincipalThe reasonableness concerns about the two arti-
by testimonycles was further substantiated Duggan,the trial of Martin a

former pageeditorial editor of the St. Louis Globe Democrat and a former
college journalism newspaperinstructor and Dugganadviser. testified

journalisticstorythat the divorce did not meet standards of fairness and
given respond,balance because the father was opportunitynot an to and

pregnancy storythat appropriate publicationthe was for in highnot a
newspaper undulyschool it privacybecause was into theintrusive of the

girls, parents, boyfriends.their and their The District foundCourt
Duggan objectivebe independent testimonyto “an and witness” whose was

(ED 1985).1450,significant weight.entitled to Supp.607 F. 1461 Mo.
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by mayStergosreplacement not have beenEmerson,of who
production pro-Spectrumentirely editorial andwithfamiliar

by Reynoldspressure to make an imme-the feltcedures, and
deprived thewould not ofso that students bediate decision

altogether.newspaper
Reyn­reject Principalas unreasonablesum,In we cannot

pregnancy theneither the article norconclusion thatolds’
Spectrum.publication inforarticle was suitabledivorce

reasonablyReynolds that the studentshave concludedcould
sufficientlythese articles had notand editedwrittenwho had

portions of the II curriculum thatJournalismthosemastered
per­pertained of controversial issues andto the treatment

protect privacyto ofattacks, the need the individualssonal
in theconcerns are to be revealed news­whose most intimate

imposedlegal,paper, ethical restrictionsmoral,“the andand
community”[a]journalistsupon includesschool thatwithin
Finally,subjects and we conclude thatreaders.adolescent

pages Spectrum,principal’s two ofdecision to deletethe
only offending requirethe articles or tothan to deleterather

they the circum­modified, was reasonable underthat be
Accordingly, nohe violation ofas understood them.stances

rights occurred.9First Amendment
EighthAppealsjudgment of for the Cir-The the Court of

cuit is therefore
Reversed.

9 practi-likely approach urged by the dissent would as aIt that theis
pressconsequences for studenthave far more deleterious thecal matter

correctlyadopt today.approach that we The dissent ac-than does the
newspaperknowledges prerogative to dissolve the student“[t]he State’s

Post, publiclikely manyIt is schools would doentirely.” at 287. that
newspapers expression thatjust open their to all studentthat rather than

disruption of] or violation of“materia[l] classwork”does not threaten
289,law,”protected by post, regardlessat of how sexu-“rights that are

racially personally insulting expressionor thatally explicit, intemperate,
mightotherwise be.
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JusticeBrennan,Justice with whom Marshall and
Justice Blackmun join, dissenting.

young HighmenWhen the and women of Hazelwood East
they expectedregistered for II,School Journalism a civics
theySpectrum, newspaper publish,lesson. werethe to

just“was not a in studentsclass exercise which tolearned
prepare writingpapers skills, a .and hone it was . . forum

give opportunity expresstoestablished to students an their
gaining rightsappreciationviews while an of their and

responsibilities tounder the First Amendment the United
(CA8 1986).F. 13731368,States Constitution .......” 795 2d

beginning year,”“[A]t id.,the of each school at the1372,
journalists published Policy tacitlystudent a Statement of —

approved year by announcingeach school theirauthorities —
expectation “Spectrum, student-press publication,that aas
accepts rights implied byall Firstthe ....Amendment

speechOnly ‘materially substantiallythat and interferes with
requirements appropriate discipline’the of becan found unac­

ceptable prohibited.” App. (quotingand therefore 26 Tinker
Independent Communityv. Des Moines School 393Dist.,
(1969)).1U. 503,S. 513 The school board itself affirma­

guaranteedtively the ofstudents Journalism II an atmos­
phere fostering appreciationconducive to such an ex­and
ercising panoply rightsfullthe of associated freewith a

press. sponsored publications,”student “School student it
expressionvowed, “will not restrict free or diverse view­

points responsible journalism.” App.within the rules of 22
(Board 348.51).Policy

1 suggests passage quotedThe Court that the in the not “ex-text did
ten[d] the Tinker standard to the news and feature inarticles contained

school-sponsoreda newspaper” expresslythe passagebecause did not
Ante, 269,mention them. at n. 2. It is whyhard to the Courtimagine

(or else)anyone expect passageamight applies categorically “athat to
student-press publication,” composed exclusivelyalmost of “news and fea-

articles,”ture categories Understandably,to mention those expressly.
passage.neither court below so limited the
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East administrationarose when the HazelwoodThis case
promise, dashing expectations.its students’its ownbreached

prior explana-principal,The without orconsultationschool
comprising pagesfull thesix twotion, excised articles— —of

anyMay Spectrum. Heof did so not because13, 1983,issue
“materially substantiallywould and interfereof the articles

requirements appropriate discipline,” simplyofthe butwith
per-“inappropriate,he considered two of the sixbecause

consumption.unsuitable” forsensitive, and studentsonal,
2d, 1371.795 F. at

justmy promise.principal moreIn the broke than aview
prohibitions againstFirst Amendment’sHe theviolated

any expressioncensorship disruptsof student that neither
rights against anyothers,of andclasswork nor invades the

censorship narrowly purpose.is not tailored to serve itsthat

I

prepar­invital nationalPublic education serves interests
ing youth increasingly complexlife in ourthe Nation’s for
society citizenship infor of ourand the duties democratic
Republic. Education, 483,v. Board U.See Brown 347 S.of

(1954). conveyspublic young in­493 The ourschool to the
merelyrequired not toin,formation and tools to survive but

society. incivilized It also tomor­to,contribute inculcates
necessary to main­row’s leaders the “fundamental values the

systempolitical .”of . . . Ambach v.tenance a democratic
(1979). public441 All theNorwick, 68, while,U. 77 theS.

bydevelopmentnurtures social and moraleducator students’
“dogma ‘communitytransmitting to an val­them official of

(1982)Pico, 853,ues.’” Board Education v. 457 U. S. 864of
omitted).(citation(plurality opinion)

weightypublic educator’s task is and delicate indeed.The
subjectiveparticularized supremelyIt and choicesdemands

politicalamong curricula, values,moral and stancesdiverse
amongin students,to or and various method-teach inculcate

doing Accordingly, traditionallyologies for we have re-so.
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“daily operation systems”the ofserved school to the States
Eppersonand local schooltheir boards. v. Arkansas, 393

(1968); supra,U. 104 see Board97,S. Education v. Pico,of
at 863-864. We have not, however, hesitated to intervene

their run ofwhere decisions afoul the Constitution. See
(1987)g., Aguillard, (strikinge. Edwards v. 482 U. S. 578

teaching publicofstate statute that forbade evolution in
byaccompanied theoryschool unless instruction on of “cre-

(schoolscience”); supraEducationation Board v. Pico,of
may library merelyremoveboard not books from shelves be-

disapproves they express); Eppersonit ofcause ideas v. Ar-
supra (striking prohibition againstkansas, state-law teach-

ing theory public school);Darwinian of inevolution West
Virginia Board Education v. 319Barnette, U. 624S.of
(1943)(public may compel flag);school not student to salute

(1923)(stateMeyer prohibit-Nebraska,v. 262 S.U. 390 law
ing teaching foreign languages public privatethe of in or

unconstitutional).schools is
expression undoubtedlyFree student sometimes interferes

pedagogicalthewith effectiveness of the school’s functions.
expression by directly prevent-Some brands of student do so

ing pursuing pedagogicalthe school from its mission: The
polemicyoung soapbox duringwho stands aon calculus class

politicaleloquentto deliver an diatribe interferes with the
legitimate teaching of calculus. And the student who deliv-

student-governmenters a lewd aendorsement of candidate
might extremely impressionable highso andistract school

orderly operationaudience as to interfere with the of the
school. See Bethel SchoolDist. No. Fraser,v. 478 U. S.403

(1986). speech,675 Other student however, frustrates the
legitimate pedagogical purposes merely by express-school’s

ing messagea that conflicts with school’s,the without
directly interfering expressionwith the school’s of its mes-
sage: responds politicalA student who to a science teacher’s
question good,”retort,with the “socialism is thesubverts

message capitalismschool’sinculcation of the that is better.
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sym-passively sporting asits in classmaverick whoEven the
policy,against governmentprotest cf. Tinker v. Desabol of

CommunityIndependent Dist., 393 U. S. 503SchoolMoines
swap-(1969), gossip sits in the student commonsor the who

readilyescapadeping could muddle a clearof sexualstories
government policycondoningmessage or con-theofficial

newspaperdemning teenage the studentLikewise,sex.
conveys positionSpectrum, moral at odds withlike athat,

might thesubvert administration’sthe school’sofficialstance
communityperceptionlegitimate ofof owninculcation its

values.
pedagogicalincompatibility mes-If mere with the school’s

constitutionally justificationsage fora sufficient thewere
speech,suppression student school officials could censorof

organizations foregoinginof students or student theeach the
publicconvertinghypotheticals, our schools into of“enclaves

“strangleid., at that the free mind attotalitarianism,” 511,
Virginia Barnette,Board Education v.source,”its West of

permitssupra, The Amendment such blan-at 637. First no
authority. rightscensorship ofthe “constitutionalWhileket

public automaticallyare not coextensivein schoolstudents
settings,”rights supra,in other Fraser,the of adultswith

publicin the schools do not “shed their con-682,at students
speechrights expressionof orto freedom at thestitutional

supra, publicgate,” Tinker, at 506. Just as theschoolhouse
fosteringmust, in the interest of “en-on the street corner

lightened opinion,” Connecticut, 296,v. 310 U. S.Cantwell
(1940), “tempt[s] [thespeech listener] to310 tolerate that

publicspeaker][the 309,street,” id.,off the at edu-throw
expression ifsome student even itcators must accommodate

or that contradict thosethem or offers views valuesoffends
to inculcate.the school wishes

We held thatTinker,In Court struck the balance.this
suspen-expressioncensorship of student theofficial —there

they removed their armbandsof several students untilsion
protesting unconstitutional unless thethe Vietnam war—is
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speech “materially disrupts classwork or involves substantial
rightsofor invasion the S.,disorder of others . . . 393U.

may suppress passive513. Schoolofficials notat “silent, ex-
opinion,pression unaccompanied by anyof ordisorder dis-

part speaker.on the of”turbance the Id., at The508.
unpleasantnessdesire to avoid the“mere discomfort and that

always accompany unpopular viewpoint,”an 509, orid., at an
unsavory subject, supra,Fraser, at (Brennan, J.,688-689

judgment), justifyconcurring suppressionin does not official
speech highstudent inof the school.

applied just agoTinkerThis Court the test a Term in Fra-
supra, upholding disciplineanser, officialdecision to a stu-

delivering speech supportfor a indent lewd aof student-
government todaycandidate. The Court nocasts doubt on

vitality. taxonomyTinker’s Instead it erects a of school
censorship, concluding applies categorythat Tinker to one

censorshipnotand another. the one isOn hand “to silence a
expressionpersonal happensstudent’s that to occur on the

premises.”school at 271. OnAnte, the other hand is cen-
sorship expressionof that arises in the ofcontext “school-
sponsored expressive parents,. . . activities students,that

reasonablypublic might perceiveand members of the to bear
imprimaturthe of the school.” Ibid.

purportnot, cannot,The Court does for it to discern from
precedents sup-our the it Icould,distinction creates. One

pose, readily symbolic speechcharacterize the students’ in
“personal expression happens [have]Tinker as that to oc-

premises,” although[red]cur on school Tinker did not even
(muchpersonal speech anyhint that the nature of the was of

dispositive) descriptionless relevance. But that same could
by any imagination speech.not stretch of the fit Fraser’s

just “happen” speechHe did not to deliver his lewd to an ad
gathering playground. paragraphhoc on the As the second

expressionif aevinces,of Fraser ever forum for student was
“school-sponsored,” Fraser’s was:
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nominatingspeech. a a fellow“Fraser . . delivered
Approximatelyoffice. 600student for student elective

assembly.high . . . attended theschool students Stu-
assembly reportrequired toto attend the ordents were

study assembly partThe a school-to hall. was ofthe
program self-government.”sponsored, ineducational

added).(emphasisFraser, S., at 677478 U.

analysis, id.,sentence of its see atYet, 680,from the first
faithfully applied Tinker.Fraser

this ever intimated a betweenNor has Court distinction
speechpersonal school-sponsored anyinand other context.

Particularly heavytelling inis this Court’s reliance on Tinker
infringement collegeoncases of First Amendment statetwo

Universitycampuses. Papish v. Missouri BoardSee of of
(1973) curiam);(per Healyn. 6Curators, 667, 671,410 U. S.

(1972).169, 180, 189, 18,and n. 191James,v. 408 U. S.
expulsion expressionthe of a student for lewdOne involved

campus pursuantnewspaperin a that she sold on to univer­
sity Papish, supra, atauthorization, 667-668,see and the

university recognitionthe denial of and con­other involved
political organization,tocomitant benefits a student see

analy­Healy, supra, Tracking Tinkers174, 176, 181-182.at
suppressionthe found each act of unconstitutional.sis, Court

suggest distinction,In theneither case did this Court which
today dispositive, school-sponsoredfindsthe Court between

expression.and incidental student

II
rejectwriting Islate,Even if we were on a clean would the

abandoning Tinker in thisCourt’s rationale for case. The
tangleno more than an obscure of three excusesCourt offers

“greater school-sponsoredto afford educators control” over
speech permit: publicthan the Tinker test would the edu-

prerogative pedagogicalcurriculum;to thecator’s control
objection-shielding highin the school audience frominterest

viewpoints topics;and and the school’s needable sensitive
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expression. Ante,to dissociate itself from student at 271.
disentangled, supportsexcuses,None of the once the distinc-

fullyTinkertion that the Court draws. addresses the first
illegitimate; readilyconcern; the second is and the isthird

through oppressiveachievable less means.

A

certainlyThe Court is correct that the First Amendment
permits participantseducators “to assure that learn what-

activity designedever lessons the is Ante,to teach . . . .” at
however,271. That is, the essence of the Tinker nottest, an

mayexcuse to Tinker,abandon it. Under school officials
only speech “materiallycensor such student as would dis-

rupt” legitimate Manifestly,a curricular function. student
speech likely disruptis more ato curricular function when it

activityarises in the acontext of curricular “isthat de-—one
signed somethingto teach” when it inarises the con-—than

activity.text of a noncurricular Thus, under Tinker, the
may constitutionally punish budding politicalschool the ora-

disrupts tongueiftor he calculus class not if hebut holds his
for the cafeteria. See Consolidated Edison Co. v. Public

(1980)York,Service Comm’n New 447 530,U. S. 544-545of
concurring judgment).J.,(Stevens, in That is not because

stringent appliessome more instandard the curricular
(After appliedall,context. this Court the same standard

whether the students in Tinker wore their armbands to the
512.)“classroom” S.,or the “cafeteria.” 393 U. at It is be-

speech likelycause instudent the noncurricular lesscontext is
materially any legitimatedisrupt purpose.pedagogicalto

fully agreeI with the Court that the First Amendment
prerogative sponsorshould anafford educator the not to the

publication newspaper “ungrammatical,isof a article that
poorly inadequately preju-written, researched, orbiased

“highdiced,” or that falls of the . stu-short standards for . .
speech auspices[the school’s]dent that is disseminated under
.”. . . at 271-272. But notAnte, we need abandon Tinker
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only apply Thewe need it. enumer-conclusion;reach thatto
newspaperreflect skills that the curricularcriteria theated

may,designed Tinker,to teach.” The educator under“is
writing,constitutionally poor grammar, research“censor” or

expression “materiallyto would dis-reward suchbecause
purpose.newspaper’srupt]” the curricular

censorship designedof officialThe cannot be saidsame
sponsor from thethe audience or dissociate theto shield

(al-Censorship mightexpression. motivated well serveso
legiti-though, infra, 285-289,as I at cannotdemonstrate

serve)mately purpose. wayit insome other school But no.
purposes newspaper,of un-furthers the curricular a student

purpose newspaperone believes that the of the schoolless
press ought reportthat the badis to teach students never

print thought mightexpress unpopular or anews, views, that
sponsors. Unsurprisingly,upset Hazelwood Eastits claims

pedagogical purpose.suchno
testimony portray princi-The relies on bits of toCourt the

pedagogicalpal’s as a lesson to II stu-conduct Journalism
sufficiently portionsnot ofdents who “had mastered those

pertained. thethe . . curriculum that to treatment of contro-
personal protectthe toattacks,versial issues and need the

legal,privacy moral,. . . ,of individuals and ‘the and ethical
imposed upon journalists ....’” at 276.Ante,restrictions

regard, attempts justify censorshipIn that the Court to of
princi-teenage pregnancy onthe article on the basis of the

(1) [pregnant]pal’s judgment anonymitythat “the students’
despiteadequately protected,” the article’s ofwas not use

(2) judgment that notaliases; and the “the article was suffi-
ciently privacy boy-sensitive to the interests of the students’

parents Similarly,. . at 274.Ante,friends and . .” the
principal’sinCourt finds the decision to censor the divorce

journalistic givena lesson the havearticle that author should
“opportunity tothe father of one student an defend himself”

words)(inchargeagainst her that the Court’s he ^‘chose
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with guys’cards the over home and . . .‘playing family
Ante, at 275.

theBut never consulted the students cen-principal before
their “[T]heywork. learned of the deletions when thesoring
was . . .” 795 F.paper 2d, Further,released . at 1371. he

in theexplained only generalities.the deletions broadest of
In theone called at behest of sevenmeeting protesting Spec-
trum class),staff members a fraction of the full(presumably

“he the forcharacterized articles as ‘too sensitive’ ‘our imma-
(EDture F.readers,”’ 1450,audience of 607 1459 Mo.Supp.

and in later he1985), a deemed themmeeting simply “inap-
sensitive and unsuitable for thepropriate, personal, newspa-

The in-per,” ibid. Court’s that thesupposition principal
(or understood)protesterstended the those as ageneralities

on of journalisticlesson the nuances isresponsibility utterly
incredible. If he a fact that neitherdid, the District Court

found,nor the Court of the was lost onAppeals lesson all but
the staffer.psychic Spectrum

B

The Court’s second excuse for fromdeviating precedent is
the interest inschool’s anshielding impressionable high
school audience from material iswhose substance “unsuitable

(footnote omitted).for Ante,immature audiences.” at 271
Specifically, the decrees that we must edu-majority afford

authoritycators to shield school students fromhigh exposure
(liketo sensitive “the teen-“potentially topics” particulars of

(likesexualage activity”) unacceptableor social viewpoints
the of or in-advocacy se[x] conduct otherwise“irresponsible

”)consistent with ‘the ofshared values a civilized social order’
Ante,school-sponsored student activities. at 272through

(citation omitted).
Tinker teaches us the undeniable,that state educator’s and

undeniably vital, mandate to inculcate moral val-politicaland
not aues is warrant to act asgeneral “thought stiflingpolice”

discussion of all but ofand allstate-approved topics advocacy
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Arkansas,official also v.position. Eppersonbut the See
(1923).Nebraska, 262 390(1968);97 v. U. S.393 U. S. Meyer

intocould transform students “closed-Otherwise educators
com-of that which the State chooses torecipients onlycircuit

511, castTinker, 393 U. at and a andmunicate,” S., perverse
classroom,”of over theorthodoxy Keyi-impermissible “pall

(1967).589, Thus,S. 603shian v. Board 385 U.Regents,of
its school stu-constitutionally prohibit highthe cannotState

in the offrom locker room “therecounting particularsdents
advocatingsexual nor even fromactivity,”teen-age[their]

other “theor abominations of“irresponsible presumedse[x]”
in ca-values of a civilized social order.” Even itsshared

as the assume anmayeducator State not Orwellianpacity
mind,” Collins,of the Thomas v. 323public“guardianship

(1945)516, (Jackson, J.,U. S. 545 concurring).
mere of asnot,The fact school does the Courtsponsorship

in school,highlicense such control thesuggests, thought
ofthrough suppressionwhether school disfavored viewpoints

or official assessment of The for­through topic sensitivity.2
mer would constitute unabashed and unconstitutional view-

Fraser,in v.quotes language2 TheCourt Bethel School Dist. No. 403
“(1986), proposition478 U. 675 for the that determination what‘[t]heS. of

speech assembly inappropriatein the inmanner of classroom or school is
’” Ante,properly S.,(quotingrests the school board. at 267 478 atwith U.

683). immediately preceding quotationAs the that makesdiscussion
clear, however, onlyreferring appropriatenessthe Court was to the of the

conveyed, message’sin messagemanner which the is not of the content.
(“[T]heSee, Fraser, S., necessaryg.,e. 478 U. at 683 values‘fundamental
political system’to athe maintenance of democratic disfavor the use of

others”). fact,highly highly threateningterms of debate offensive or to In
coupled “society’sfirst inthe Fraser Court its mention of . . . interest

socially behavior,”teaching the of appropriatestudents boundaries with
acknowledgment unpopularan of undoubted freedom to advocate“[t]he

classrooms,” id., (emphasisand views in schools and at 681controversial
added). (“Norid., (Brennan, J., concurring judgment)at inSee also 689

attempt bydoes case involve an ma­this school officials to ban written
(citationthey ‘inappropriate’ highterials consider for school students”

omitted)).
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point discrimination, Pico,see Board Education v. 457of
concurring partS., in(Blackmun, J.,U. at 878-879 and con­

curring judgment), impermissible infringe­in as well anas
“‘rightof the students’ toment receive information and

(citations(plurality opinion) omitted);867ideas,”’ id., at see
(1978).3National Bank v. 435Bellotti, 765,First U. S. 783

may purge libraryas a schoolboardJust not its state-funded
“‘offen[d] political[its]of all books that social, and moral

(citation(plurality opinion)tastes,’” S.,457 U. at 858-859
omitted), mayschool out likenot, motivation,officials of dis­
criminatorily objectionable pub­excise ideas afrom student

prerogativelication. The State’s to dissolve the student
(or matter)newspaper entirely subjectto limit its no more

viewpoints may expressitentitles to dictate which students
pages, prerogativeon its than the State’s to close down the

prohibit nondisruptive expres­schoolhouse entitles it to the
gates.sion of antiwar within itssentiment

censorship speech groundOfficial of thestudent on that
“potentially topics”it addresses is,sensitive for related

equally impermissible. begrudgeIreasons, would not an
authority scopeeducator the to thelimit substantive of a

school-sponsored publication objectivelyto certain,a defin-
topic, literary sports,able such as criticism, school or an

year.overview of the school Unlike those determinate limi-
“potential sensitivity”topic vaporoustations, is a nonstan-

“‘public peace, safety, decency,welfare,dard—like health,
good order, convenience,”’morals or Shuttlesworth v. Bir-

(1969),mingham, “‘general147,394 U. S. 150 or welfare
(1958)—Baxley,citizens,’”of Staub v. 313,355 U. S. 322

manipulation permis-that invites to achieve ends that cannot
sibly through viewpointbe achieved blatant discrimination

speech mightand chills student to which school officials not

3 Petitioners Spec­“‘[c]ontrolthemselves concede that toover access’”
“permissible onlytrum is if viewpoint‘the distinctions ...drawn are

neutral.’” Brief for 32 (quoting LegalPetitioners Cornelius v. NAACP
Fund, (1985)).Inc.,& 788,Educational U.473 S. 806Defense
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dangers,object. part this hasof those CourtIn because
allowinganyconsistently a statescheme officialcondemned

particularlicensing speech from aindiscretionboundless
supra,Birmingham,g., ate. v.See, Shuttlesworthforum.

Louisiana, 536,379 U. S. 557-558n. v.150-151, 2;and Cox
Baxley,(1965); supra, at 322-324.Staub v.

readilyaptly how school of-The before us illustratescase
courts)(and camouflage viewpoint discriminationficials can

topics.protection from sensitiveof studentsas the “mere”
upholdAmong grounds that the Court advances to thethe

potentialprincipal’s censorship of one of the articles was the
activity.”sensitivity “teenage Ante, at 272. Yetof sexual

specifically principalthefound that “didthe District Court
topi[c]opposeprinciple, discussion of saidas a matter ofnot,

Supp.,Spectrum” That much607 F. at 1467. is alsoin
principal’s approval “squealof the law”from the sameclear

dealing forthrightly “teenagepage, withon the samearticle
by teenagers,”sexuality,” contraceptivesof and“the use

topic sensitivity“teenage pregnancy,” App. 4-5. If were
principal’s decision,the the two articlesthe true basis of

objectionable.equally It muchis moreshould have been
likely objectionableobjectionable article was becausethat the

(asviewpoint expressed: mightIt read theof it have beenthe
does) “irresponsiblemajority apparently to advocate sex.”

ante, at 272.See
C

sponsorship mightof that con-The sole concomitant school
ceivably justify the distinction that the Court draws between
sponsored nonsponsored expression the riskand student is

[might be]speaker errone-“that the views of the individual
ously Ante, course,to the school.” at 271. Ofattributed

anyininheres student ex-the risk of erroneous attribution
expression”pression, including “personal that, like the arm-

“happens premises,”Tinker,in to occur on the schoolbands
certainlymajorityante, cor-Nevertheless, the isat 271.

sponsorship the likelihoodrect that indicia of school increase
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maysuch attribution,of thatand state educators therefore
legitimate dissociatinghave a interest in themselves from
speech.student

“‘[e]ven though governmental purpose legiti­But the be
purpose pursued bymate and thatsubstantial, becannot

broadly personalmeans that stifle fundamental liberties
narrowly Keyishianwhen the can be moreend achieved.’”

Regents, (quotingBoardv. 385 U. at 602S., Shelton v.of
(1960)).Tucker, 364 479,U. S. 488 Dissociative shortmeans

censorship areof available to could,the school. It exam­for
ple, require activity publishthe student disclaimer,to a such

Policy” Spectrum publishedtheas “Statement of that each
year announcing appearing“[a]llschool that . . . editorials
newspaper opinions Spectrumin this reflect the of the staff,

necessarily bywhich are not shared the administrators or
faculty App. simplyEast,”of Hazelwood 26; or it could issue

response clarifying positionits own the official on mat­the
explaining why position wrong.ter and the student is Yet,

acknowledging oppressivewithout so much as the less alter­
approves censorship.natives, the Court of brutal

Ill

censorship legitimate pedagogical pur-Since the served no
pose, by any imaginationit cannot thestretch of beenhave
designed prevent disruption“materia[l] of]to classwork,”

censorshipTinker, S.,393U. at 513. Nor thedid fall within
category necessary preventthe that Tinker described as to

expression “inva[ding] rightsstudent from others,”the of
anyIfibid. termthat is to have content, it must be limited

rights protected by “Any yardstickareto that law. ex-less
acting [that] curtailingthan could result in school officials
speech slightestat the fear disturbance,” 2d,of 795 F. at

prospect completely1376, a that would be at odds with this
pronouncementCourt’s that the “undifferentiated fear or

apprehension enough [even publicof indisturbance is not the
context] right expres-toschool overcome the to freedom of
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Appealssupra, And,at 508. as the Court ofTinker,sion.”
journalistic improprietycorrectly reasoned, whatever these
they conceivablymay could not becontained,articles have

F. at2d,criminal. See 795 1375-1376.much lesstortious,
majority principalFinally, if the were correct that theeven

constitutionally objectionablethe mate-have censoredcould
emphatically object inI to the brutal mannerrial, would

separation legitimate“[t]he fromhe did so. Where ofwhich
speech Speiserillegitimate forcalls more sensitive tools” v.

(1958); Keyishian513,357U. S. 525 see v. BoardRandall, of
principal paperRegents, supra, 602,at the used a shredder.

objected to in two sixarticles,some material but excisedHe
inquireHe not asentire articles. did so much into obvious

(onepreciseas deletions or ofalternatives, such additions
made),already rearranging layout, orhad been the de-which

publication. unthinking contemptlaying Such for individual
any particularlyrights state official. It isis intolerable from

publicfrom to the entrusts task in-insidious one whom the of
appreciationculcating youthin its foran the cherished demo-

guarantees.cratic liberties that our Constitution

IV

analysis by purportingopens inThe Court its this case to
proposition publicTinker’s time-tested that schoolreaffirm

rightsstudents “do not their constitutional to freedom‘shed
speech gate.’”expression Ante,of or at the schoolhouse at

506).(quoting supra, anTinker,266 at That is ironic intro-
highopinionan that ofduction to denudes school students

protectionof Tinkermuch the First Amendment that itself
prescribed. “teaching] respecttoInstead of children the

sys-diversity toof ideas that is fundamental the American
(Black-Pico, S.,Board Education v. 457 U. at 880tem,” of

concurring part concurring judgment),MUN, in and in andJ.,
living reality, parchmentis a not“that our Constitution

preserved glass,” Shanley IndependentNortheastunder v.
(CA5Cty.,Dist., F.Tex., 960,School Bexar 462 2d 972
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1972), youthtoday important“teach[es]the Court to discount
government platitudes.”principles our mereof as West Vir-

ginia S.,Board Education v. 319 U.Barnette, at 637.of
young expectedThe men and women of Hazelwood East a

today.lesson,civics not the one the Court teaches thembut
I dissent.


