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i
QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the First Amendment allows public schools
to prohibit students from displaying messages promoting the
use of illegal substances at school-sponsored, faculty-
supervised events.

2. Whether the Ninth Circuit departed from established
principles of qualified immunity in holding that a public high
school principal was liable in a damages lawsuit under 42
U.S.C. § 1983 when, pursuant to the school district’s policy
against displaying messages promoting illegal substances,
she disciplined a student for displaying a large banner with a
slang marijuana reference at a school-sponsored, faculty-
supervised event.
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INTEREST OF AMICUS CURIAE'

The Alliance Defense Fund (“ADF”) is a not-for-profit
public interest legal organization providing strategic
planning, training, funding, and direct litigation services to
protect our first constitutional liberty—religious freedom.
Since its founding in 1994, ADF has played a role, either
directly or indirectly, in many cases before this Court,
including Scheidler v. National Organization for Women
(NOW), 126 S.Ct. 1264 (2006), Rumsfeld v. Forum for
Academic and Institutional Rights, 126 S.Ct. 1297 (2006),
Gonzales v. O Centro Beneficente Uniao Do Vegetal, 546
U.S. 418 (2006), Ayotte v. Planned Parenthood of Northern
New England, 546 U.S. 320 (2006), ¥an Orden v. Perry, 545
U.S. 677 (2005), Zelman v. Simmons-Harris, 536 U.S. 639
(2002), City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, 536 U.S. 921
(2002), Good News Club v. Milford Central Schools, 533
U.S. 98 (2001), Troxel v. Granville, 530 U.S. 57 (2000),
Mitchell v. Helms, 530 U.S. 793 (2000), Dale v. Boy Scouts
of America, 530 U.S. 640 (2000), National Endowment for
the Arts v. Finley, 524 U.S. 569 (1998), Washington v.
Glucksberg, 521 U.S. 702 (1997), Vacco v. Quill, 521 U.S.
793 (1997), Agostini v. Felton, 521 U.S. 203 (1997),
Rosenberger v. Rector and Visitors of the University of
Virginia, 515 U.S. 819 (1995), Hurley v. Irish-American
Gay, Lesbian, and Bisexual Group of Boston, 515 U.S. 557
(1995), American Library Association v. Reno, 515 U.S. 557
(1995), as well as hundreds more in the lower courts.

' According to Counsel of Record for Respondent, the parties have
submitted to this Court a standing agreement consenting to the filing of
all amicus curiae briefs. In accordance with Rule 37.6, amicus states that
no counsel for any party has authored this brief in whole or in part, and
no person or entity, other than the amicus, has made a monetary
contribution to the preparation or submission of this brief.



