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Case
A student comes to school wearing a "Donald J. Trump Border Wall Construction Co." t-shirt. The student was removed from class for refusing to cover his shirt after school officials said the shirt "offended" other students and teachers. Subsequently, the principal gave the student a choice to remove the shirt or go home. The student went home and was charged with a suspension. Does the student have a constitutional right to wear the shirt? Does the school have the right to suspend if it can "reasonably forecast that the speech will materially and substantially disrupt the school or violate another student's rights to exist in a safe and secure environment?"
Issue 
As stated in the case scenario above, the student refused to abide by the school dress code and was therefore sent home by the school principal. The issues arising from this case include; (1) Was the school principal right to send the student home due to her inappropriate dressing? (2) Is the student’s dressing protected under the 1st Amendment and the School Dress code Act? (3) Is the school indebted for taking action at the school under the Dress code Act? 
Rules 
According to the 1st Amendment Act on School Dress, freedom of expression is essential to self-governance; aids in exposing truth and falsehood; fosters self-realization and achievement, and operates as a social/political safety valve. Most school dressing codes are truly advanced, a lot of them also enforced the idea which collarbone, shoulders, or any other part of the body of female students would be monitored and penalized if exposed. The purpose of school uniforms is to improve the safety of the students, reduces tensions, and also reduces the rate of dropouts. The Dress Code Act stipulates that;
Schools should allow students to grow and develop personal identities by using clothes that express their personalities and beliefs through clothing such as political T-shirts. Student in any educational institution in the United States of America is permitted to dress as they wish provided the clothing (1) do not bear slogans of images that promote drug and alcohol use, (2) do not display messages that conflict school values, and (3) are not sexually provocative. 
Schools and schooling are filled with opportunities for interaction which are a potential source of litigation. There are interactions between students and staff, students and students, staff and staff, staff and community stakeholders. Some of those interactions are going to have conflict, thus the potential for litigation due to misinterpretation of information the other party presents in form of speech on the dressing. 
In reviewing Tinker v. Des Moines Ind. Sch. Dist., 393 U.S. 503, 506 (1969), it was stated that neither teachers nor students exercise their rights to freedom of speech or expression at schoolhouse gates. The case concluded that schools prohibit/regulate particular speech if its action was caused by something more than a mere desire to avoid the discomfort and unpleasantness that accompanies an unpopular viewpoint (content-neutral regulation), and the forbidden conduct would "materially and substantially interfere with the requirements of appropriate discipline in the operation of the school" or the conduct would materially interfere with the rights of others.
Also, in Sherman v. Comm. Consol. Sch. Dist. 21, 980 F.2d 437 (1993) it was stated that schools may lead Pledge of Allegations daily provided the students are free from participating if the speech interferes with their political beliefs. 
Application 
	In the above case in which a student comes to school wearing a "Donald J. Trump Border Wall Construction Co." t-shirt, the 1st Amendment Act 20 U.S.C. § 4071 (Pub.L. 98-377, Title VIII, § 802, Aug. 11, 1984, 98 Stat. 1302.) should be applied because the Dress Code Act states that the school has the authority to determine which is spoken on the clothing is conducive within school grounds. Student 1st Amendment right to free speech (symbolic speech) v. legitimate right of the school to maintain safe and disruption-free environment (Tinker v. Des Moines Ind. Sch. Dist., 393 U.S. 503, 506, 1969). Students must stick to the stipulated school dressing code. If for instance there is a need for non-verbal conduct to constitute symbolic speech, (1) there must be an intent to convey a particularized message, and (2) there must be a great likelihood that the message would be understood by those who observe the conduct.
The case also states that the student was given a choice to either remove the shirt or go home. Unfortunately, the student chose the option of going home instead of simply putting on a sweater to cover the information on his T-shirt. The United States Justice System upholds uniforms (Littlefield v. Forney, 2001) because they serve a legitimate purpose of improving security in and around educational institutions. The principal was therefore right to send the student home on the basis that the speech will materially and substantially disrupt the school or violate another student's rights to exist in a safe and secure environment.
Conclusion 
Does the student have a constitutional right to wear the shirt? The student has the right to wear the T-Shirt. It is his constitutional right to proper clothing and dressing. Unfortunately, the speech on the T-shirt creates an unsafe learning environment. Does the school have the right to suspend if it can "reasonably forecast that the speech will materially and substantially disrupt the school or violate another student's rights to exist in a safe and secure environment?" Yes. the principal upon reviewing the information on the T-Shirt concerning the policies, the school will have the authority to suspend the student if the speech is found to interfere with other students’ rights to exist in a safe and secure learning environment. 
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