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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

(Restated to conform to the facts found in the decision
below).

1. Whether the First Amendment allows public schools to
punish students for displaying messages off school prop-
erty, at events not sponsored by the school or supervised
by the school, when a school official deems the message
contrary to school policy even though there is no disrup-
tion of the educational process. ' '

2. Whether the court of appeals properly denied qualified
immunity to a public high school principal who violated
clearly-established law under the First Amendment by
suspending a student for constitutionally protected speech,
off-campus, that Petitioners admit did not disrupt or
~ interfere with school activities.
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