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September 10, 2004
BY FAX AND MAIL

President John Nazarian
Rhode Island College
600 Mt. Pleasant Avenue
Providence, RI 02908

Dear President Nazarian:

| have read the decision issued yesterday in th@ Li
Church “discrimination” complaint as well as your
message to the Rhode Island College community
“support[ing] the right to free speech for all.”
Unfortunately, neither document provides much cotrtfo
faculty or students who are concerned about tladityiof
freedom of speech on campus.

Obviously, we are very pleased that the chargeimstga
Professor Church have been dismissed. At bottom,
however, the reasoning of the decision amountstioimg
more than bureaucratic hooey that only obfuscéies t
fundamental issues at stake.

Your message claims that the ruling determinedtthat
case “was not an issue of free speech, the First
Amendment, academic freedom, discrimination or
censorship.” While the ruling did indeed find that
Professor Church’s actions were not “racially
discriminatory,” it simply did not address all the free
speech concerns raised by the charges. Incredlialy,
decision never cites or evementions the specific charge
against which Professor Church was forced to defend
herself: failing to “create, promote and ensur@sitpve
climate where individuals may learn, teach and wozk
from discrimination.” It is the use of this nebusou
command against a professor that has legitimately a
understandably provoked much of the free speecatdeb
surrounding this incident. It is only by ignoringetspecific
charge that the ruling could ignore the First Anraedt
implications of that charge.

Indeed, upon a careful parsing of the decisioapgears
that Professor Church could easily face the saraggels
tomorrow if she took the same steps in responsen@w
incident of offensive parental speech. Althoughriiiang
finds no racially discriminatory behavior on hertpé
does not rest its conclusion on that basis. Instisadast
sentence of the decision concludes thatfattier formal
action by the College is required” because “thestauttive
objectives sought by the Complainant have been;met;
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Professor Church ultimately addressed in altereatiays
the issues surrounding the parent conversationgtddab
the charge. If she had not, Dr. Kane’s decisiorgests,
she might be facing “further formal action.”

In short, the dismissal of the charges againsteRsuir
Church has done nothing to allay our concerns atheut
disturbingly enormous breadth of the College’s wasi
“hate speech” provisions. Rather, the decisionfgaant
and rather elusive analysis only highlights theiking
presence, available to be unsheathed at a monmatice
against other unsuspecting professors or students.

| appreciate your comment that the college “supptbré
right to free speech for all.” However, | would pestfully
suggest that Professor Church’s vindication has not
vindicated the First Amendment. It has only let thsue
for another day. We must therefore reiterate thheest
from our September 7th letter that the college
“immediately begin a review of all college policies
procedures and other written materials — includinage
brought to light in this case — that have the piaéio
impact freedom of speech on campus, and to relvesa t
to address that impact” and that you “promptly mellear
to all college personnel and students that ... hemttefno
anti-discrimination policies will be interpreted emforced
in a way that impinges upon free speech rights.”

Sincerely,

Steven Brown
Executive Director

7/14/2005 2:21 P



