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REPLY BRIEF FOR PETITIONERS

In their brief in opposition, respondents opt for silence
rather than speech in addressing many of the issues raised by
the petition. They do not deny that the Court has had few, if
any, opportunities to clarify the appropriate standard for
reviewing government-compelled and government-scripted
speech disclaimers, They do not deny that only the most
eccentric commercial speaker would be willing to include the
disclaimer required in this case, one that forces dentists to say
that their educational credentials come from organizations that
are “not . . . bona fide.” They do not deny that Florida dentists
in fact have been unwilling to communicate with consumers
about their educational credentials and expertise on these
terms. They do not deny that this requirement is not only
burdensome but also misleading—because one of the
respondents, the Florida Board of Dentistry, previously found
that “the AAID and the ABOLID are bopa fide organizations.”
Pet. App. 48a (quotation omitted). And they do not deny the
glaring reality that the Florida Attorney General has in the
words of the district court “declin[ed]” to defend them in this
case. See Pet. App. 26an.l. '

What respondents do say in answering the petition is no
more helpful to their cause. For these reasons, those offered
in the petition, and those added below, the writ should be

granted,

I. Respondents initially make a fainthearted attempt to
contest the severity of the disclaimer requirement. In their
rephrasing of the question presented and on the first page of
their brief, they submit (Br. i, 1) that the Florida law merely
imposes “a modest disclaimer” requirement on dentists like
Dr. Borgner. (Emphasis added.) No explanation has been
given for this characterization of the law, and none would
seem to exist. What individual would be willing to publicize .
affiliation with an organization that must be characterized as
“not . . . bona fide”? And who would do so when the
disclaimer must appear in capital letters (or their equivalent)?
To our knowledge, no dentist has been willing to pay such a






