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fabstract
Many concerned with First Amendment rights far
secondary school students beliewved the 19289 decision of

Tinker v, Des Moines Independent Schacl District was a

gignal that high school journalists would experience a
new-+ound freedem of expression, free of censorship.

However, Hazelwood School District w. Kuhlmeier reaffirmed

™ ’

the Court’s commitment to the =stucture of the public school

zystem in the United States, and the authority of its
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Thiz paper shows that in past cases inwolwing
the First amendment and secondary schools, the Court
consistently asfended the ocower of school officials in their
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nforcer, even (0 cases of expression. These are
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U2z more than thery are First Amendment issues, and
these issues win when pitted against students’ First

Amendment righte,
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School UOrder Winz Over First Amenament in Hazelwooc

in 1974, the Robert F. Kennedy Foundation’s Commission

Y]

cf Inquiry into High Scheool Journalism issued its 233-page

report, Captive Voices: High School Journaliem _in America.l

In this report, commission members found that most high

school Jjournalism teachers favored censorship, and most

practiced it to some extent. The commission found this &
frightening fact, and recommended that instead of censorship
by school officials, First Amendment rights shouid be taught
snd practiced as part of high school journalism courses in
tne United States. The commiczion recommended that complete
authori t» and responsibiiity for the high school press

cshould be qgiven %to the student staf+. I[ts tone was

optimistic and idvllic. This report, written at the end or
the Viet Nam era, and atter the Supreme Court decision in

Tinker v. Des Maoinee Independent School District,2 supported

students’ rights to exprecs political wiewpoints in a
non-disruptive manner. It seezmed to signal that high school
journalists might experience a new—-+ound freedom, that their
{ words &nd the publication of those words might not be
censorsd by their teachers, principals and school boards.
Many appeared, then, to be surprissd and outraged3
when, in 1923, the Supreme Court of the United States ruled

-

A in a 3-3 decision in favor of allowing school aofficials to
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censor a high school publication, The Spectrum. In

Hazelwoad School District v, Kuhlmei=sr,4 the Court ruled

tha* the school did not have to permit studemt speech that
was inconsistent with its educational mission, nor was a
high school newspaper as par% of a school course considered
a forum for public expression, as was a newspaper for the
general public. Hzd there been a sudden turn~arcound in
pnilosophy? No, there had not been. People who study the
Court should nc.: have been surprisea at fhe outcome at all,
for throughout much of its history, the Court has cecured
ard protected the dutiec, responsibilitfes and decisions of
those in charqe of the United States” public school s¥stem.d
Duer and over the Court has reaffirmed its commitment
to the structure of the educational system in the United
States, and has deferred to the judgment of professional
educators, heiieving they bes®t know how to implement steps
of the learning process.s Perhaps people who had assumed
that because of the Tinker decision, students’ rights to
liberties qQuaranteed in the First Amendment were safe, even
for minors in a echool system saw Hazelwood as only a Firet
smendment issu=, not as & school issue, too. PBut the Tinker
victory was misinterpretsd. It was not an all-out
declaration of student empowermsnt: it said, rather, that

students could express political views in a non-disruptive

e
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way.? More important tham the Court’s opinion as an
ingicator oy the future of high school expression was the
ti-page dizsent of Justice Hugo Black, a firm and pascsionate
plea for the rebirth of discipline and respect in the
schools during such turbulent times,8 and a call to the
Court to remember its support of American public school
system.

This paper will focus on cases involving the First
Amendment and secondary public echools, and will show that
the Court concistently defended the power of school
of<icials in their role as enforcer, 2ven in cases of
exprescion. ©As a result, in spites of the trends of the lafe
{760s and early 1970s and the mowsment in the schools toward
more +freedoms for students and a more contemporary
curriculum -- including journalism as a l=qitimate high
school course —-- the Court continued its insistence that the
wisdom of professional educators was better than the Court’s
wisdom, which was out of itz domain when it came to
decizions invelving public school education.?

3chool (Ffficials’ Authority and the Curriculum

The Court has trusted what the school officials

meiieved to be in the best intersst of the entire student

1 Q

population. This Kind of thinking by the Court prevails,

6
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é
In 1988, the Supreme Court was reiuctant to interfere with
a2 "lifeless Arkansas Act,"10 which held
that a teacher caught teaching evaoiuticon and Darwinian
Theory would be +ired, because of s=t curriculum. In

Epperson v. Arkansas,i! the act was challenged by a teacher

whose school district had purchased biology bookKs whose
content included a chapter on evolution, and which she was

expected to teach. The tsacher wanted the statute declared

void and asked the state be enjoined from firing her for
violating provisions af the statute. Une of the reasons
this cacse has important implications for the freedom of the

high school Jjournalism igsue i that the Court chose to

"1

comment on schools’ rights to control the education of

Admerica’s children and to cheoose their own curriculums —-

n

specially important in view of Hazelwozd which involved
the school’s journalism curriculum,

The Cour*, once again, reminded those involwed that
“fclourts do not and cannct intervene in the resolution of
conflicts which arise in the daily opsration of the school
zvztems."12 Giving the school authorities control of public

sducation, the Court repeated its conviction that these

officialzs had power to superwvisz and regulate day-to-day
activities, as long as First Amendment rights were not
yialated. I+ "a constitutionally qQuarante2d freedom miaht

8 FRIC (
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be at ctake, certainiy such laws would be examined,"13 and
the Court would have to intervszne.

Even in a case that appeared to invoive & cleariy
unconstitutional act, however, the Court said it had to
exercise "care and restraint" when it was called upon to
settle a question as to "the operation of the public school
system"14 of the United States, In fact, although it did
rule the statute umconstitutional, the Court made ewery
effort to support the school’s right to choose the way it
educates the nation”s youth, especially concerning content
and methods of teaching. Justice Black, concurring "but not
with reasoning," said: "I cannot agree to thrust the
Federal Governmen:t s long arm the leacst bit furthar into
state school curriculums than decision of this particuiar
case requires."19

Thiz cace seemed blatantiy clear on a constitutional
l2vel, and ¥et the Court felt uncomfortable about infringing
on the rights of the public schocls. Justice Fotter

tewart, concurring in the result, said: "The states ars

mast assuredly frese ‘to choose their own curriculums for

‘their own 3chools.”"1é& In his concurring remarks, Justice

2lack rejterated Justice Stewart s position; he did not want
the Court "in the unznuviable pcsition of violating the

principle of leaving the states absolutely free to choose

5




Hazelwood
8
their own curricuiums tor their own schools."17 In othsr
words, the Court justices do nmot claim to be sducators; they
go not presume to be fraimec or knowledaqeable in the
business gf primary and secondary public scheool sducation,

Instead, Justice Black said, "However wise this Court may be

or may become herecafter, it is doubtful that, sitting in
Washington, it can successfully supervise and censor the
curriculum at every public school in every hamlet in the

United States. [ doubt that our wisdom is so nearly
infxllible."18

In the years between the Tinker and Hazelwood
decisions, the Court ruled on severzl cases which reinforced
its "oft-expresced view that the education of the Nation’s
youth is primarily the responsibility of ... teachers, and
state and local school'officials, not of federal .judges."i?
In Wood v. Strickland.20 a case involving students being
expelled for viclating a school regulation prohibiting the
uze of intoxicating beverages at school or during school
activities, the Court ruled that the school could requlate
itself based on the judament of its officialsz. It wrote
that public education "relies ... upon the discretion ... of
school administraxtors and school board members,” and that it
was "not the role of the federal courts to set aside

decisions of school administrators" ewen i¥ the court did

9
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not undercstand or agree with those decisions.2l @Again, in

Board of Education of the Hendrick Hudson Central School

District, Westchegster County v, Rowley,22 the Court

reassured school districts that it had no business
questioning their authority in matters of education., The

Court reminded reviewing courts that they had "no invitation

to subz=titute their own notions of sound educational policy

for those of the school authorities which they review,"23
The Court added that "courts must be careful to avcid
imposing their view of preferable educational msthods upon
the States."24

These ideas become important in Hazelwood, because in

that case the Court did not question the curriculum at all,

o

nor trRe educational intent of the journalism course and the

Spectrum as part of that course. It simply remarked that

|

because permission before publication was part of the

curriculum, it was valid.25 In the Hazelwgod decision, as
long as there were "legitimate pedagogical concerns,”

educators were not violating the First Amendment Dy
"exercising editorial control"26 of schoaol—-sponscorad
activitie=z. As long as there iz a valid educational purpose
behind it, the Court does not like to intsrtere with
established curriculum; in this case, the purpcse was ‘o

t 27 Schoal afficials may set

0 Y

ach "responsible journaliszm.




rules and curriculum for thsir schooiz., AQain, In

(1]

Hazelwood, school officials had =et the Journalism course
curriculum at Hazslwood East High School, and they stuck to
it.

Challenqirng Authoritv/Uoholding Digeioline

As noted, the 1940s affect d tne high school population
as well as the voting—age population. The core curriculum
in public high schools was affected direc€1y by what was
happening in the country, Civics, psychology and journalism
became mainstream courses at the secondary lewel. Just as
their slightly older »oung adult counterparts spoke their
minds and questioned authority, so did many high echool
vouths. Student concerns came in many forms, and often
challenged long-standing school rules. One way to study the
Court’e appreoach to secondary schoals during this period is
to examine how it ruled in cases which focused on
contemporary concerns as they pertainasd to the public
schools, and the unwillingness of tne Court to bend to the
demandse of studentz who asked questions which indicated that
challenge.

Many of the cases involving the hiagh schools, litigated

in the late 1940s and sarly 12703, inuvolued students trying

[1¢]
"

to do things a new way or attempting to express themselwv

by either mimicKing their parents’ protests or by demandinn

[
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forums for thsir own expresszions, Usually the public school
s¥stem, which was having enough trouble maintaining order in
the schools during those turbulent vears, found the
studente’ expbression or means of expression inappropriats to
the public school setting., as defined in written codes and
regulatiohs composed decades earlier. Generally, while
balancing the issue of First Amendment qQuarantees with the
issue oFf the school officiale’ rights to maintain discipline
and order in the educational process, discipline won. In
TinkKer, Justice Jomn Harlan wrote that even though the
majority ruled in favor of the studente’ rights to personal
expression, he was "reluctant to believe that there [wagl
any disagreement between the majority and Chimsel+] on the
proposition that school officials should be accorded the
widest authority in maintaining discipline and gQood order in

their inetitutions,"28%

In Burnside v, Bvars,2? a case aften cited alongside
Tinker ,30 students were expelled for wearing "Freedom"
buttons when they were told by school officials not ta.
While the Court of Appeals ruled in favor of the studsnts,
it reiterated its pledae of support for school authority,

In itz opinion, the court focuzed on two philosophies: the
necessity of rules and rezqulations to an educaticnal systam,

and the fact that in the court<s delicate search for &
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malance between the Firet amendment qQuarantess and the
system of nublic educaticon in the United States, authoritiess

are Qiven every benefit of the doubt,

n

The syztem of publiz education in the United States,

the Court of Appeals stated, "requires the formulation of

rules and requlations necessary for the maintenance of an

orderly program of classroom learning. In formulating
requlations, inciuding those pertaining to the dicscipline of
school children, school c¥ficials have a wide Tatitude o+
discretion."31 The cour®: wrote that it "supportlied] all
efforts made by the school to fashion reasonable rceqQuliations
for the conduct of their students and enforcement or the
punichment inzurred when such regulations are violated.,"32
In cther words, the court understood, as it alware had, the
importance of maintaining discipline and order if the
objectives of the school were to be achieved. Learning
progressed best in an environment suijitable for learning, and
in order to create and maintain such an envirconment for the
_benefit mof all who attend, the school must set gquidelines
for proper school conduct,
The Court of App=als recognized that the rules must be

sonable requlation as "one

o

reasonable, and it definec a r=

which measurably contributes to the maintenance of order and

decorum Within the educatianal system."32 The court

boe
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reasored: "Requlations which are essential in maintaining
order and disciplineg on school property are reasonable."34
This br ~ad definition s:ated the court system’s long-time
view on the subject: School officials must do what theyx
need to in order to run their programs efficientiy and
successfully, and authorities know best whét that is, to
have orderly and disciplined schools. Indeed, the court
applied that approach to its decisions: "Obedience to duly
constituted authority ie¢ a valuable tool, and respect for
fhose in authority must be instillied in our young people."33
The Supreme Court in Hazelwood supported this decision when

it cited New Jergey v, T.L.0.,38 whose ruling commented on

the "preservation of order and a proper educational
environment," and the "interest of teachers and
administrators in maintaining discipline in the classroom
and on school qgrounds."37

The second point the Court of Appeals made in Burnside
was that the balancing of Firet Amendment quarai.tees for all

citizens with the state’s duty "to further and protect the

[ Y

public school & "33 qenzrally seems to favor the side

in

4]

m

e
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of the echacl authorities. I+ speech harme or disrupts the
educational process in any wayY, it can be rectrained. The
court stated: "Liberty of expression guaranteed by the First

Ameridment can be abridoed by state officials if their

!
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protecticon of legitimate state interests nececssitates an
invasion of free speech."3Y This Kind of statement leaves
room for the Jjudges to maké rulings which protect schoql
districts from unruly or undisciplined étudents, even i+
such & decision might violate studerts’ First Amendment
rights. In another First Amendment case cited in
Hazelwood,40 the ruling was in tavor of the students’

distribution of their underground newspaper, Awakening, off

school grounds, but in this case, Shanley v. NMortheast

Independent School District. Bexar County, Texas,4l g8 it

stressed that the distributinn was done peacefully, and

seemed to cause no disruption to the learning environment.

1f the distribution hai been disruptive; the Court of
Appeals might have ruled differently, as "[dlisruption ...

is an impértant element for evaluating the reasonableness of:
a requlation screening or punishing student expresssion.”"42

In Burnside, Tinker, Shanley and New Jeircer v, T.L.O.,

discipline, or fear of lack of it, led school officials to
restrain particular activities. While the decisions may not
directly have affected the way the Court decided Hazelwood,
the tone and strength of the lanquage in the opinions
concerning the way public schools should be run, concerning
their mizsions and objectives, laid a contemporary

foundation for adminiztrative authority to use its power to
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lock out for its =rtugent

0 g
n

« to teach them right “rom wrong,

and to help make them responsible and productive. Learning
to obey rules and tc follow orders cet by the schocls were
ware students could becoms such citizenc.

In no place is this attitude seen so vividly as in
Justice Black’s 10-page dissent in Tinker, in which he
bemoaned the decision and its implications. He speculated
that students might use the ruling as a kind of permission
to create chaos in the schoels. In a furious denouncment of
the ruling, Justice Black said it would cignal to students
that to "defy their t2achers"42 was acceptable. How would
teachers be able to maintain order if the High Court said
such defiance was within students”’ rights? He arqued that
“ift the time has come when pupils ... can defy and flout
orders of school officials to Keep their minds on their own
schoolwork, it is the beginning of a new revolutionary era
of permissiveness in this country fostered by the
Judiciary."44 He viewed order and discipline in the schools
as "as integral and important part of training ... children
to be good citizens--to be better citizens."dS Justice
Black +feared lack of order in the schools, and lack of
respect for teachers, similar to the lack of both in other

partz of zociety during that era.

16
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Liberties Not Guaranteed

—

another concern of Justice Black in Tinker was that
students were simply not old enough to take on the
responsibilities which accompany the rights of the First

Amendment. In Tinker, the Court ruled that

n

tudents wearing
armbands to peacefully protest could not be denied their
form of expression by officials of the state, according to
the constitution. This implied that students had First
Amendment rights: however, that was not altogether true,
Justice Black wrote that ®"[ftlhe original idea of schools ...
was that children had not yet reached the point of
experience and wisdom."4é6 His idea of the relation between
school and student was that students were in schocl to
learn, and their roie was that of subordinate; they were in
school to learn from teacherz’ knowledge and judament. They -
were not being "sent to the schoole at public expenses %

educate and intorm the public."47 Justice Black’s school

was not a free learning environment, but rather a
disciplined, orderly place of learning, where pupils are
given "an opportunity to learn, not to talk politics by
actual speech, or by ‘symboliic speech.”"48

In hie concurring remarks in Tinker, Justice Stewart

restated his opirion from Ginsberg v. New York,4% that "a

child .., i3 not possezsed of that full capacity for

~¥
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indiviagual cnhnoics wanich s %he presuppositicn ot First
amenament quarantees."30 Students and teachers did not
"take with them intc the “scnoolhouse gate’ constitutional
rights to “freedom of speech or expression.’"31 Indeed,

this seems true. 1In Shanley, students could distribute

their cwn newspaper, The Awakening, off school property;

however, the decision stiressed that First Amendment
quarantees do not always apply to high school students. The
court did "not here delimit the categories of materials for
which a high school adminicstration may exercice a reaconable
prior restraint of content to only those materials obscene,
libelous, or inflammatory, fcr [the court] realizels] that
specific problems will require individual and specific
Judgments."32

In Bethal School District No. 403 v, Fraser,33, a cace

involving a sexually explicit student government nominating

speech which cauced disruption in the school, the Court

cited Mew Jersevy v, T.L.O., in which the Court "reaffirmed

that concstitutional rights of students are not automatically
coextensive with *he rights of adults in other settings."S4
Students under the age of adulthood must follow many rules,
including attending school and being under the zupervision
of parents or guardians,S53 and they are not always granted

same freedgoms= to which adult citizens are entitled.
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Frezedom o+ expression in the public schoois seems to be one

such questionable +freedom. Again, citing New Jergey v,
T.L.O. in Haxzelwood,5é the Court declarea that students may

not have the same First Amendment rights ae aduit citizens.
In that casze, the Court rul=d that searching a student’s
locker did .not violate his constitutional rights because
students in public schoole do not have the came rights as
adults have, Justice Lewis Powell, in his concurring
opinion, restatecd this idea:

The primary duty of school officials and teachers,

a2s the Court statee, is the education and training of

roung people. ... Without firet establishing discipline

and maintaining order, teachers cannot begin to

educate their students .... For me, it would be

unreasonabie and at odds with history to argue that

i

the full panoply of constitutional rulss applie
with the same force and effect in the school house
S5t2 as it does in the enforcement of criminal laws.37
With these cases as precedents, the Hazelwoad ruling should
not have been surprising. When the First Amendment rights
of students are balanced agair 3t the authority and wisdom of

school officials, the school officials usually win,

i o
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Freedom ot Exsression nat Absolute
The subJects of the censored Spectrum articles in the

Hazelwood case wers student pregnancy and the effects of
divorce oﬁ children. The school principal disapproved of
theee articles not only because their sensitive nature mighf
be "inapproprizte for some of the younger readers,"S8 but
because "the pregnant students’ anonymity would bs lost and
their privacy invaded."SY This was not the first fime the
Supreme Court had ruled that there were no absolute freedoms
of expression for ztudents. Justice Black, in Tinker,
voiced his disagreement with the assumptions of absolute
guarantees of expression: "It is a myth to say that any
person has a constitutional right to say what he pleases,
where he please=, and when he pleases,"80 teachers and
students, of course, included. The Hazelwood ruling seemed
to affirm that idea. Although Tinker concerned armbands and
students’ rights to express themselves symbolicalliy, the
language of the ruling and the opinions of many expression
cases was broad encugh to be applied to other forms of
expressions, including student newspapers.

Perhaps the TinKer ruling could have besn interpreted
az extending to &1l student media. Howsver, the Court
showed on other occasions that expressions, such as the ones

ruled on in Burnside, TinKer and Shanliev, could be perszonal

©)
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in nature and, while being posszible disrupticons for the
school, they could only affect those directly involwed. In
Bethel, the Court struck down the assumption that the TinKer
ruling applied to every form of expression. It found that
an armband, with no vocals, was quite ditferent from the
“lewd and obscene speech“$l as evidence in its case. In
differentiating the Tinker decision from i%ts Bethel Jjudaoment
further, the Court pointed out that there was no political
viewpoint involuved in the Bethel case; in student press
cases there rarely iszs.

These Kinds of personal expressions stiftfled by the
court system were in no way similar to the expreszion in
Hazelwood, which involved details about the lives of private:
citizens revealed through the school newspaper, which would
be seen by students, by students’ parents and by the
community. Both Justice Harlan and Justice Black, in their
Tinker dissents, stressed that the schools should have the
authority to requlate the expression permitted in their

chools. Justice Harlan reminded the Court that the scheool

11}
11}

is given wide latitude because it acts in good faith and in
the best interest of the students. Justice Black said the
Court should allow each state”s "educational institutions
... th2 right to determine for themselves to what extent
free expression should be allowed in its schools."s82

4
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The &School-Student Press Relationship in Recent Decades

Student press cases in the late 1?270s provided
decicions on aspecfs of the relationship between the student
press and adminictrators, aspects which later appeared in
Hazelwood. For example, one indicator used in determining
the contéol school officials could exert over their student
press wae how a student newspaper was produced, and whether
or not it was a public forum. The Court in Hazelwood relied

on the standard cet in Perry Education Ascociation v. Perry

Local Educators’ Ascsociation rather than on its decicion in

TinkKeré3. The Perrwv ruling concluded that just because
something is qQoverrnment property does not mean that it is 3
public forum.é&4d

Later in that decade, the Court in Hazeslwood, following
the logic of the Perry ruling, noted the fact that the
newspaper was part of a class in journalism as structured
through an administratively approved curriculum. One
obiective as stated in the school’s curriculum qQuides was to
teach "“the leqal, moral, and ethical restrictions impoced
upon Jjournalists within the school community.”"s$S The Court
then applied that idex to the Spectrum, along with the idea
from Perrv, that the newspaper was not a public ferum, and

indicated that "echool officials were entitled to requlate

the contents of Spectrum in any reasonable manner"é&s. It

DY
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was a classroom ascignment, not a legitimate public forum;
it was only a forum for "a supervised learning experience
for journalism students."&? The principal and other school
officials at MHazelwood East, as administrators of a school
curriculum, were within their jurisdiction to review the
publication. In fzct, school officials were artorded
"areatsr control ... to assure that participants learn
whatever lesscns the activity is designed to teach."é8 The
pedagogical intent was Kept on track.

School as Frotector

Orie role of school administrators is that of protector.
Within the safe and structured envircnment of the school
building, students are protectzd from the outside world
until the schools deem they have learned enough to function
as adults. In Hazelwood, the Court cited cases in which
courte had decided in favor of school officials’ acting in

students’ best interest

(D]

.. QOften schools warn pupils of
society’s dangerz, and try to protect them, while they are
at impressionable ages, from thoze dangers. For example, in

Frasca v. Andrews,&% a case cited in Hazelwood,70 copies of

ERIC

the final iszsue of the school newspaper, The Chieftain, were

zeized by the principal because one letier waz mislieading
and perhaps false, and ancther would not permit a responsv

from its victim. In its opinion, the Court of Appeals

23
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stated that what waz "significant here [was] the educational
function,"7! which outweighs zven the First Amendment;
"[p]aft ot the educational process is to learn in a
protected environment whers one’s mistakes do not have
5=

damaging or irrevocable consequences."72 After all, it was

not the real worlid; it was school.

Schools often see as part of their migsicn teaching

”n
-t

tudents to d

o
[
id

1, on a mature level, with ethical and moral
situations. The court, in Frasca, trusted the
"professionals having experience with students of comparable

age and maturity."72 In another case cited in Hazelwccd,74

Trachfman v, ankep,73 the

"

txff of the Vocice, a high school

newspaper, wanted 10 use student recponses to a
questionnairs on the subject of sex. The Court ot “ppeals
found enough reason to believe that distribution of such a
survey would result in emotional harm to some students,
particularly 14- and 1S5-year—old students. In effect, i+t
schocl officials felt students might be harmed, they had a
right to prohibit the action. The court found that school
officials’ "actiaon [in Trachtman was] not 30 much &
curtailment of Firzt Amendment rights; it (was] principally

1=

‘O

a

measure to protect the student commited to their care.
The emotional maturity of the students came into play in

-ShanleV,77 also. In Shanlev, school officials could not

8 FRIC 4
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rectrain the distribution of schooi newspape2rs containing

informatiaon about birth controit and marijuana. In

Trachtman, the situation was a bit different because school

students were recearch subjects,78 but nevertheless, the
court ruled the same way. In Hazelwood, the Supreme Court
ruled similarly, and noted that as the school must set high
standards for what Kind of news iz pubiishsd, it must also
adjust those high .standards for “"the emctional maturity of

the intended audience."?79%

While many proponents of First Amendment rights for
student Jjournalists held the Tinksr decision and trends in
Journalism education in the late 19?805 and zarly 17705 a
signs that the student press had the came Firct Amendment
Quarantees as the country’s media, that perhaps was not what
the Courts intended. Fair expression asz a right might be a
better term than free expresszion as a right, especially
since the Courts continued to contend that the zubljects who
belisved their rightz were wviolated were minors under the
supervision of the public school system in the United
States. The schools’ duty iz to teach, and the Courts
support the means by which the schocls do that at every

available oppeortunity.
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“society’s ... interest in teachirg students
of socially accepted behavior,"80 built irto

mission, won when balanced against students”

rights. These cases were school issuss more

their student journalists.81

N N
"

Just two years before the Harelwood decision, ths

e thel case was decided. With it came a reaffirmation of

the objectives of public school sducation in thes United
States, TinKer nearly forgotten. Such things as

“consideration of the sensibilities of others" and

the boundaries
the schools’
Firet amendment

than they were

First Amendment issues. Today, an updated Commission of
Inquiry into High School Journalism re2oort would find
equally high numbers of teachers who subport censorshio of
their high school newspapers in the name of education, and a
few outraged enough over the Hazelwood decision to appeal to

their state legislators to provide complete protection for
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