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«*ndusively that the First Amendment d*es n*t t®lerate the threat *f cens®rship *n
campus.

But despite the unanimity *f this precedent, research ¢®*nducted by FIREatt®rneys
indicates that a maj®rity *f public ¢?lleges and universities nevertheless maintain p*licies
that threaten First Amendment rights. F®r example, in 2014, FIREreviewed p*licies
g*verning student and faculty expressi®n atsms publicinstituti®ns. She kingly, 54.1% *f
the «*lleges and universities surveyed maintained at least *ne p*licy that substantially
restricts freed*m *f speech. Disapp?®intingly, at least six public ¢?lleges in Ohi® are am*ng
them, as indicated *n *ur website at thefire.*rg/sp®tlight.

I trust that y*u will find this result as unacceptable as we d*. Freed*m *f speech *n campus
is *f critical imp®rtance t® the «*ntinued vitality *f ¢ur dem® cracy. As the Supreme Court
*fthe United States rec¢? gnized in Sweezy v. New Hampshire,»54 U.S. 254, 250 (1957): “The
essentiality *f freed®m in the «®* mmunity *f American universities is alm? st self-evident. ...
T® imp®se any strait jacket up®n the intellectual leaders in *ur ¢?lleges and universities
weuld imperil the future *f *ur Nati®n.”

FIREis far fr*m al®ne in *ur «*ncern for the expressive rights *f students and faculty at
*ur public ¢?lleges and universities. This past August, Representative B*b G* ¢ dlatte,
Chairman *fthe U.S. H*use Judidary C* mmittee, sent letters t® the presidents *f161
public ¢?lleges and universities acr®ss the «®untry whse p*lidies earned a “red light”
rating fr® m }indicating that they dearly and substantially restrict freed®m *f

expressi®n *n campus. In his letter, Chairman G* * dlatte asked each recipient “what steps
yeurinstituti®n plans t® take t®* pr*me®te free and *pen expressi®n *nits campus(es),
incuding any steps t*ward bringing y®ur speech p®licies in ace®rdance with the First
Amendment.”

Whenever p*ssible, we work «?llab®ratively with students, faculty, and administrat®rs t*
ref®rm p®lidies that restrict protected speech *n campus, and we have achieved significant
success by dving s?. For example, FIREhas partnered with campus «* mmunity members
t® suceessfully eliminate *r revise 57 speech «*des ats1 different ¢?lleges and universities
t® date this year, guaranteeing the expressive rights *f *ver 550,000 students.

In arelated eff*rt, we have als® undertaken a campaign asking ¢*lleges and universities t*
ad®pt the free speech p?licy statement pr®duced by the C* mmittee *n Freed®m *f
Expressi®n at the University *f Chicag? earlier this year. The statement, a «*py *f which I
have endl*sed, guarantees “all members *f the University ¢®* mmunity the br®adest p*ssible
latitude t® speak, write, listen, challenge, and learn,” and makes «lear that “itis n*t the
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preperr®le *fthe University t* attempt t® shield individuals fr®*m ideas and * pini®ns they
find unwel«*me, disagreeable, *r even deeply * ffensive.”

We are prtud *fthe pr®gress we have made t*wards ending campus tens®rship by werking
directly with «*lleges and universities. But given the depressing pervasiveness *f campus
speech «*des, we have als?® begun aggressive new initiatives in recent years t® achieve First
Amendment «*mpliance. F*r example, in July 2014, we launched *ur Stand Up F*r Speech
Litigati®n Prject, a nati®nal eff*rt t® eliminate unc«®nstituti® nal speech ¢*des thr*ugh
targeted First Amendment lawsuits. T® date, we have filed 10 lawsuits, three *f which
remain *ng®ing. The seven suits «*mpleted thus far—in«uding *ne against Ohi?®
University—have resulted in successful settlements and p*licy revisi® ns rest®ring the free
speech rights *falm®st 200,000 students and securing *ver $550,000 in damages and
att*rney’s fees. FIREwill «*ntinue t* file lawsuits against public instituti® ns that shirk
their «*nstituti®nal *bligati® ns t® their students and faculty until full First Amendment
«*mpliance is achieved.

Of «*urse, were public ¢?lleges and universities t* v®luntarily ref®rm their speech-related
ptlicdesinfaver *ffreed*m *f expressi®n, the need for litigati® n w®uld be *bviated. Y®ur
leadership *n this issue w?uld be wel«*me. Nt *nly w®uld eliminating speech «*des at
Ohi®’s public ¢*lleges and universities benefit the students and faculty wh* study and werk
at th®se instituti®ns, it w®uld send an invaluable message t* all citizens ab®ut the
imp®rtance *ffreed*m *f expressi®nin *ur dem?® cracy.

My c«*lleagues and I w*uld be very pleased t® discuss *ur ¢*ncerns ab®ut speech ¢*des *n
Ohi®’s campuses with y*u further at y*ur «*nvenience. I very much apprecdiate y*ur
attenti®n t® *ur «*neerns.

Sincerely, .

Will Creeley
Vice President *f Legal and Public Adv® cacy
Feundati®n f*r Individual Rights in Educati®n
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