MR. JUSTICE HUGO L. BLACK

Plain Words and V'Constitutional
Absolutes

Hugo L. Black was a Senator from Alabama before being ap-
pointed to the Supreme Court by Franklin D. Roosevelt in
1937. On April 14, 1962, the American Jewish Congress held
a banquet in honor of his twenty-five years of service on the
Supreme Court. The program for the occasion was a public
interview with Justice Black, conducted by the late Professor
Edmond Cahn of the New York University Law School. The
Jocus of the unrehearsed interview, reprinted here in its entirety,
was on Justice Black’s interpretation of the free speech pro-
vision of the First Amendment. Justice Black will soon be
celebrating his 30th year on the Court.

Cahn: Let me start by explaining the purpose of this interview.
Two years ago, when you delivered your James Madison Lecture
at New York University, you declared your basic attitude toward
our Bill of Rights. This was the positive side of your constitutional
philosophy. Tonight I propose we bring out the other side, that is,
your answers to the people who disagree with and criticize your
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principles. The guestions T will ask, most of them at leasi, wjl??{
ke hased on the eniticiams. Az you know, | consider your answegs
s convinging that [ want the public 1o have them. .

Suppote we start with one of the key senlences in your James
Madison Lecture where you said, "It is my belief that there are |
“absolutes’ in our Bill of Rights, and that they were put there ng -
purpase by men whe knew whal words meant and meant theip
prohibitions to be 'absoluies.” ™ Will you please explain your reasons
for this i

Hustice Black: My fiest renson is that 1 believe the words do _
mean whal they say. 1 have no reason 1o challenge the intellipence,
mtegrity, or honesty of the men who wrote the Fist Amendmen
Amaong those T coll the prent men of the world are Thomas Jer
ferson, James Madison, and varioos others who participated in
farmulating the ideas behind the First Amendment far this couniry
and in writing i1

I learned a long time neo that there ore alirmative and nega-
tive words, The brginning of the Fust Amendment i thai “Con-
gress shall make no law.™ | onderctand that ji is rather old-Tash-
iened and shows 2 slieht nafverd 1o say that "no law” means mo
low. 1t is ome of the most amozins thimas aboul the ingeniousncss
of the times that strong arguments ore made, which afmor con-
vihee me. that # is very foolsh of me 1w think “wo Iow” menns
ner Bivw Bt what it govs is “Congress shall make no low respecting
an establishment of religion,” and so on,

I'have 1o be honest aboat it 1 confess not only that 1 think the
Amendmear means what it says bet aleo that 1 may be slightly 3
influenced by the facl that | do not think Congress showk! make ';
any kvw with respect 10 these subjects. That has become o rathes 3
bad confession to make in these days, the conlession that one &5
actually for something becavse e believes in j1, |

Then we move on, and it says “or prohibiting the free exercise -
thereof.™ [ have not always exercised mysell in regard 1o religion
at much 2s [ shoold, or perhaps as much as all of you kave.
Mevertheless, 1T want 1o be able 1 do it when T want 1o do e [ «do
nob want anybody who s my secvant, who 58 my agent, tlecied by
me and others like me, 1o (ell me that | can or cannot do j, OF
course, some will remark that that & toe simple on my part To.
them, all this discussion of mine is 1oo simple, becanse [ come |
back to saying that these Few plain words zctually mean what they
say, and 1 know of e college professer or Jaw school professor.




outside of my friend, Professor Cahn here, and a few others, who
could not write one hundred pages 1o show that the Amendment
does not mean what il says.

Then [ move on to the words "abridging the freedom of speech
or of the press.™ It sapr Congress shall moke no law doing that.
Wha! it means—according 1o a current philespphy that [ do not
share—is that Congress shall be zble 10 make just such a law un-
less we judges objcet too strongly. One of the statements of that
phitosophy is that il it shocks us too much, then they cannol do
it. Bt when [ get down 10 the really basic reason why 1 believe
that “no law" means nc law, | presume it eould come 1o this, that
I ook an cbligation 10 support and defend the Constitution as 1
undersiand it. And being 3 rather backward country fellow, 1 un-
derstand &t 1o mean what the words say. Gesticulations apart, 1
know of no way in the world to communicate ideas except by
words. And if I were to talk at preat leagth on the subject, T would
still be saying—although I understand that some people say that
| just say it and dao not believe it—that T believe when our Faund-
ing Fathers. with their wisdom and patriotism, wrote this Amend-
ment, they knew what they were talking about. They knew what
history was behind them and they wanled to ordain in this country
that Congress. elected by the people, should not tell the people
whit religion they should have or what they should believe or say
or publich, and that is about it Tt says “no faw.” and that 15 what
I believe 31 means.

Cahn: Some of your colleagues would say that it is belter to
interpret the Bill of Rights so as to permit Congress to lake what
it considers reasonable steps 1o preserve the security of the nation
even al some sacrifice of [reedom of speech and association. Other-
wise what will happen to the Nation and the Bill of Rights as well?
What is your view of this?

Justice Black: 1 Tully agree with them that the country should
protect itself. It should protect itself in peace and in war. It should
do whatever is mecessary lo preserve itself. Bui the question is:
presecve what? And how?

It is not very much trouble for a dictator to know how it s best
to preserve his government. He wants to stay in power, and the
bes way o stay in power is to bave plenty of Torce behind him.
He cannot stay in power without foree. He is alrzid of too much
talk; it is dangerous for him. And he should be afraid, because
dictators do not have z way of contnbuting very greatly 1o the



happiness, joy, contentment, and prosperity of the plain, everyday
citizen. Their business is to protect themselves. Therefore, they
need an army; they need to be able lo stop peaple from alking:
they need (o have one religion, and that is the religion they pro-
mulgate. Frequently in the past it has heen the worship of the dic-
1ator himsell To prescrve a dictatorship, you must be able o stifle
thought, imprison the human mind and intcliect.

[ want this Government lo protect itsell. If there is any man in
|he United States who owes a great deal o this Government, |
am that man. Seventy years ago, when 1 was a bay, perhaps no one
who knew me thought | would ever get heyond the confines of the
small country county in which [ was born. There was no reason
for them ta suspect that [ would. flul we had a free couniry and
the way was open for me. The Government and the people of the
United States have been 20ad 1o me, Of course, [ want this country
to dn what will preserve it 1 want it to be preserved as the kind
of government 11 was intended to be | would not desire to live
at any place where my thoughts were under the suspicion of gov-
ernment and where my words could be censored by govemment,
and where worship, whatever it was of wasn't, had to be deter-
mined by an officer of the government. Tha is not the kind of
sovernment | want preserved,

I agree with those who wrote our Conctitation, that oo much
power in the hands of officials is a danzerous thing, What was
gavernment created for excepl to serve the people? Why was a
Constitution written for the first time in this country except to limit
the power of sovermment and those wlo were selecied 0 cxercise
it At the meoend?

My answer 10 the statement that this Government should pre-
serve itsell is yes. The method | would adopt 15 dilferent, however,
from that of some other people. 1 think it ean he preserved only
by leaving people with the utmost freedom to think and to hope
and to 1alk and to dream il they want (o dream. 1 do not think
this Covernment must look to force, <tifling the minds and aspira-
tions of the people. Yes, [ believe in self-preservation, but 1 would
preserve it as the Founders said, by leaving people free. I think
here, as in another tme, it cannot Jive hall slave and hall free.

Cabn: 1 do not suppose that since the days of Socrates a ques-
tioner ever gol answers that were so co-operalive.

In order lo preserve the guaranteed freedom of the press, are

you willing to allow sensational newspaper reporls about a crime -



e,

and about police investigation of the crime lo go s0 far that they
prejudice and inflame a whole state and thus deprive the accused
of his right to a fair jury? .

Justice Blgck: The question assumcs in the first place that a
whole state can be inflamed so that a fair trial is not possible. On
mos of these assumptions that are made with reference fo the
dangers of the spread of information, I perhaps diverge at a point
from many of those who disagree willr my views. I have again a
ind of an old-fashioned trust in human beings. T learned itasa
boy and have never wholly lost that faith.

I believe in trial by jury. Here again perhaps 1 am a literalist.
[ do not think that trial by jury is a perfect way of determining
Facts, of adjudicaling guilt, or of adjudicating controversies. But |
do not know of 1 beiter way. That is where I stand on that.

1 do not think myself that any one can say that there can be
enoush publicity completely 1o destroy the ideas of fairness m the
minds of people, including the judges. One of the great things
about trials by jury in criminal cases that have developed in this
country—! refer 1o criminal cases because there is where most of
the persecutions are found in connection with bringing charges
azainst unpopular people of people in unpopular causes—we thould
not forget that il the jury happens 10 g0 wWrong, the judge has a
selemn duty in a eriminal case not to let an unfzir verdict stand,
Also, in this country, an appellate court can hear the case.

1 realize that we do not have cases now like they had when
Williarn Penn was tried for preaching on the streeis of London.
The jurv which was called in to send him off quickly te jail re-
fused to do so. and suffered punishment from the judze because
they would not convict a man for preaching on the sireets. But
that i a part of history, and it is but one of thousands of cases
of Ihe kind. Those people had publicity; that is why they would
ol convict William Pean. They knew, because the people had
been talking, despite the fact that there was so much censorship
then, that William Penn was being prosecuted largely because he
was a dissenter from the orthodox views. So they stood up like
men and would not convict, They lost their property, some of them
their liberty. But they siood up like men.

[ do not mysell think that it is necessary Lo stifle the press in
arder 1o reach fair verdicts. Of course, we do not want juries 1o be -
influenced wrongfully. But with our system of education we should .
be in betier condition than they were in those days in England,



when they found that the jury was one of the greatest steps on
their way (o freedom. As a matter of fact, Madison placed triaf
by jury along with freedom of the press and freedom of conscience
a5 the three most hizhly cherished libernies of the American people
in his time.

I do not withdraw my loyalty to the First Amendment or say
that the prest should be cemsored on the theory that in order 19

- prescrve fadr rigls it is necessary to try the people of the press in
summary contempl proceedings and send them to jail for what
they have published. I want both fair trials and freedom of the
press. I grant thal you cannot get everything you want perlecily,
and you never will But you won't do any eood in this country,
which aspires to freedom, by saying just sive the cours a Kule
more power, just a little more power 1o suppress the people and
the press and things will be all night. You just take a linde chunk
off here and litile bit there, I would not take it off anywherse. |
bekeve that they meant what they said about freedom of the press
just 25 they meanl what they said about establishment of relision,
and [ would answer this question as 1 have answered the other one,

Cahn: Do you make zn exceplion in freedom of speech and
press for the law of defamation? That is, arc you willing 1o allow
people to sue for damages when they are subjected to libel or
slander?

Justice Black: My view of the First Amendment, as originally
ratified, is that it said Congress should pass none of these kinds
of laws. As wntien at that time, the Amendment apphed only to
Congress. 1 have no doubt mysell that the provision, as writen
and adopted, intended that there should be no libel or defamation
law in the United States under the United States Government,
just absoluiely none so far as [ am concerned.

That is, no federal law. At that time—1 will have 1o state this
in order 1o fet you know what | think ahout libel and defamation —
prople were afraid of the new Federal Government, | hope that
they have nut wholly lost that fear up 1o this time because, while
government < 2 wonderful and an essensial thing in order to have
any kind of liberty, oider or peace, il has such power that people
must always remember 1o check them here and balance them there
and fimit them here in order 10 see that you do net lose loo much
liberty in exchange for government. S0 1 have no doubt aboul
what the Amendmeat intended. As 2 matter of fact, shortly afer
the Conslitution wac wrilten, 2 man named Si George Tucker, a



“great friend of Madison's, who served as one of the commissioners
“at the Annapolis convention of 1786 which first aempted to fll
the need for a national constitution, put out a revised edition of
Blackstone. In it he explained whal our Constitution meant with
reference to freedom of speech and press. He said there was no
doubt in his mind, as one of the carliest panicipants in the develop-
ment of the Constitulion, that it was intended that there should be
no libel under the laws of the United States. Lawyers might profit
from consulting Tucker's edition of Blackstone on that subject.

As far as public libel is concerned, or seditious libel, [ have been
very much disturbed sometimes to see that there is presenl 2n idea
(hat because we have had (he practice of suing individuals for libel,
seditious libel still remains for the use of government in this coun-
ry. Seditious libel, as it has been put into practice thronghout the
centuries, is nothinz in the world exeept the prosecution of people
who are on the wrong side politically, they have said semcihing
and their group has lost and they are prasecuted. ‘Those ol you
who read the newspaper see thal this is happening all over the
world now, every week somewhere. Somebady pets out, somebody
else gets in, they call a military court or a special commission, and
lhey try him. When he pets through sometimes he is not living.

My belief is that the First Amendment was made applicable to
the states by the Fourieenth. | do not hesitate, so {ar as my own
view is concemed, as 1o what should be and what I hope will some-
time be the constitutional doctrine that just as it was not intended
io aulhorize damage suits for mere words as distinguished from
conduet as far as the Federal Government is concerned, the same
rule should apply to the statcs.

I realize that sometimes you have a libel suil that accomplishes
some good. T practiced law twenly years. [ was a pretty active trial
lawyer. The biggest judgment I ever gol for a libel was 3300. I
never took a case for political libel breavse | found out that Ala-
bama juries, at least, do not belizve in political libel suits and they
just do net pive verdicts. [ knew of one verdict given against a bip
newspaper down there for 525000, and the Supreme Court of
Alabama reversed it So even that one did not pan out very well.

T believe with Jeflerson that it is time enough for government
o step in lo regulate people when they do something, not when
they say something. and T do not believe mysell that there is any -
halfway ground il you enforce the protections of the First Amend-
ment. :



Cohn: Would it be constitulional lo prosecule Someone who
falsely shouted "fire” in a theater?

an idea if you and I had gotlen up and marched around that
{heater, whether we said anything or noi, we would have been
arrested, Mobody has ever said that the First -Amendment gives
people a right 10 g0 anywhere in the world they want to o of
say anything in the world they want lo say. Buying the theater
lickets did not buy the opportunity to make a speech there. We
have a system of property in this country which is also protected
by the Constitution. We have 2 system of property, which means
that 2 man does not have a right to do anything he wanis any
where he wanis 1o do it. For instance, 1 wonld Feel a hittle badiy
if somebody were (o 1y 10 come inta my house and tell me thal
he had a constitutienal right to come in thers because he wanted
to make a speech against the Supreme Court I realize the [reedom
of people to make a speech against the Supreme Court, but | do
not want him o make it in my house.

That is a wonderful aphorisni about shouling “fire” in a crowded
theater. But you do not have 1o chout “hre” 1o get arrested. 17 a
person creates a disorder in a theater, they would get him there
nat because of what he hollered but because he hoilered. They
would sel him pot becausc of any views he had bul because they
thought he did noi have any views that they wanted to hicar there.
That is the way | would answer: not because of what he shouted
but because he shouted.

Cala: Is there any kind of obscene material, whether defined as
hard-core pornography or otheiwise, the distribution and sale of
which can be constitutionally restricted 10 any masner whalever,
in your opinion?

Justice Black- | will say it can in this country, becausc 1he courts
have held that it can,

Caln- Yes, bul you won't got ofl so casily. I want 1o know whal
you think. ,

Fustice Black: My view i5, without deviation, withoul exception,
without any ifs, buts, or whereases, that freedom of speech means
that you shall nol do something to people either for the views
they have or the views they eipress of the words they speak or
writé.
 There is sirong argument for the position taken by a man whom

I admire very greatly, Dr. Meiklejohn, that the Fisst Amendment
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Justice Black: 1 went 1o a theater last nigh with }'4:-1-1, I have ,°,
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¥ really was intended to protecl politicel speech, and 1 do think that- .
pwas ihe basic purpese, that plus the fact thal they wanied Lo pro- -
?'tcr:l religious speech. Those were the two main things they had
:in mind. :
© 11 the law that there can be an arrest made for obscenity. It
* was the law in Fome that they could arresl people for obscenity

alter Augustus became Caesar, Tacitus says that then it became

. gbscene to criticize the Emperor. It 15 not any trouble 1o establish

2 classification sa that whatever it is that you do nat want said is

within that classification. 50 far as | am concemned, 1 do not be-

“ Jieve there is any halfway ground for protecting (reedom of speech
< and press, 1f you say 1L is %alf free, you can rest assuced that il

will not remain as much as halll free. Madison explained that in
his great Remonstrance when he said in effect, "1 you make laws
1o force people to speak the words of Christianity, it won't be
long until the same power will narraw the sole religion to the most
powerful sect in it | realize that there are dangers in [reedom of
speech, but | do not believe there are any halfway marks.

Cahn: Do you subscribe 1o the idea involved in the clear and
present danzer rule?

Justice Black: 1 do not.

Cahn: Ry way of conciusion, Justice Black, would you kindly
summarize what you consider the judge’s role in cases ansing
inder the First Amendment and the Bill of Righis!?

Justice Black: The Bill of Rights lo me consutules the dilfercnce
between this country and many others. | will not artempl 1o say
most others or nearly all others o afl others. But 1 will say il con-
stitutes the differcnce to me belween 2 free country and a country
that is not [ree. ' . -

My idea of the whole thing is this' There has bezn a jot of
trouble in the world between people and government. The people
were alraid of government; they had a right 1o be afraid. All over
ihe world men had been destroyed —and when { zay “government”
I mean the individaals who aciually happencd to be in contrel of
it at the moment, whether they were elected, whether they were
appoinled, whether they gol ihere with the sword, however they
got there—-the people always had a lot of wrouble becauss power
is a heady thing, a danjerous thing, There have been very few
individuals in the history of the world who could be trusied with
complete, unadulterated, omnipolent POWET OVEr their fellowmen.

Millions of people have died throughout the world because ol

o
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‘the evils of their governments. Those days had not wholly passed

el e

when the Pilgrims came over to this country. Many of them had
suffered personally. Some of them had their ears cut off, Many of -
them bad been mutilated. Many of their ancestors had. Some of ;
your ancestars came here (o el away from persecuiion, Certainly,

mine did. :

There had been siruggles throughou! the ages 1o curb the dan- .
gerous power of governors. Rome had a sound government st one °
time. Those who study it carefully will find that, except for the
slave class, they had, so far as most of the people were concerned,
a good form of povernment. Bul it turned, and then they had Au.
gustus and the other Caesars, and the Neros and Caligulas and
Tiberiuses.

One of the inleresting thines about Tiberive ic that in all the
history I have read he is about the only man of preat prominence
who ever defended infarmers. He made the statement that the in.
formers were the guardians of Rome. Recenily | have heard thal
said here once or twice,

When our ancesiors came over here and staried this country,
they had some morc persccutions of their owan. 1t was not limited
to any one religion. A lot of my Baptist brethren got into lrouble;
a lot of the Methodist breihiren got in trouble; a lot of the Epis-
copal Church got in trouble, the Congregational Church—each of
them in turn. A lot of the Catholics got in trooble, Whichever sect
was in control in a state for a lime, they would say that the others
could not hold office, which is an casy way of getting rid of your
adversaries i you can put it over. Even for hall a century afier
the Constitution was adopled, some of the States barred the mem-
bers of certain faiths from holding office.

Throughout all of this—as the Jewish people know as well as
2ny people on carth—persecutions were abroad everywhere in the
world. A man never knew, when he got home, whether his family
would be there, and the family at home never knew whether the
head of the family would get back. There was nothing strange
about that when Hitler did it. 1t was simply a repetition of ihe
course of history when peopls et too much power,

Flike what the Jewish people did when they took what amounted
to a wrilten constitution. Seme of the states did it before the time
of the Federal Constitution; they adopted written constitutions.
Why? Because they wanted to mark boundaries beyond  which
government could not go, stripping people ol their liherty 1o
think, to talk, to write, 1o work, (o be happy.
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! 8o we have a written Constitution, What good is it? What good
s it if, as some judges say, all it means is: "Govemmenl, you -
"ean still do this unless it is so bad that it shocks the conscience
Fnr the judges™ It does nol say that 1o me. We have certain pro-
 visions in the Constitution which say, “Thou shalt not” They do
:I' not say, *You can do this unless it offends the sense of deceney of
i the English-speaking world.” They do not say thal. They do not
" say, “You can go shead and do this vnless it is offensive 10 the
" universal sense of decency.™ If they did, they would say virtually
i pothing, There would be no definite, binding place, no specific
. prohihition, if that were all it said.
o 1 believe with Locke in the system of checks and balances. 1 do
' not think thet the Constitution leaves any one department of gov-
' ernment free without there being a check on it somewhere. or
" gourse, things are different in England; they do have unchecked
powers. and they also have a very impressive history. But it was
wor the kind of histary that suited the people that formed our Con-
sitution. Madison said that explicitly when he offcyed the Bill of
~ Rights te the Congress. Jefferson repeated it time and time again.

Why was it not? Because it lell Parliament with power o pass such

Jaws as il saw fit to pass. It was not the kind of government they

wanted. So we have a Bill of Righis. It i intended 1o see that a
' man cannot be jerked by the back of the neck by any zovernment

official: he cannol have his home invaded; he cannot be picked up

lezally and carried away because his views are nol satisfactory o
. the majority, even if they are lermible views, however bad they may
| be. Qur system of justice is based on the assumption that micn can
hest work out their awn opinions, and that they are nuot under the
cantrol of government, Of course, this is particularly true in the
field of religion, because a man’s religion iz between himsell and
his Creator, not betw=en himsell and his government.

I am nol poing to say any more cacept this: I was asked a ques-
“lion about preserving this country. | confess 1 am a complele
chauvinist. 1 think it is the greatest country in the wosld. I think
" it is the greatest becaunse it has a Bill of Rights. 1 think it could be
Ihe worst if it did not have one. It does not take a nation long lo
desenerate. We saw, only a short time ago, a neighboring country
where prople were walking the sireets in reasonable peace ONE diy
and within a month we saw them marched to the back of 2 wall 1o
meet a firing squad without a trial.

1 am a chauvinist becanse this country offers the greatest oppar
tumilics of any country in the world 10 people of every kind, of
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every type, of cvery race, of every origin, of every relifion—withoy
regard 1o wealth, without rcgard to poverty. It offers an Opporiun)
to the child born Loday 10 be reared among his people by his pml;i‘
1o worship his God, whatever his God may be, or o refuse (o wor'
ship anybody's Giod if that is his wish. It is a free country; it will
remain free only, however, if we recopnize that the bound aries of]
freedom are nol so Hexible; they are not made of mush. They say
“Thou shalt not,” and I think that is what they mean. £

Mow, 1 have read that every sophisticaled person knows fl;;[
you cannot have any absalute “thou shalt nots™ Bul you know
when | drive my car against a red light, T do not expect them fa
twrn me loose il [ can prove that though I was going across that
red light, it was not offensive to the so-called “universal sense of
decency.” | have an idca there are some absolutes. 1 do not 1hink3

I am far in that respect from the Holy Scriptuses, ' ='j!

The Jewish people have had a glorious history. It is wonderful s
to think about the contributions that were made 10 the world from
a small, remote area in the East. 1 have to admil that most of my}
ideas stem basically from there. ’

It is largely because of these same contributions that 1 am here
tonight as a member of what | consider the greatest Court in the.
world. It is great because it is independent. If it were not inde-:
pendent, it would not be great. If all nine of those men came oul
cach Monday morning like a phonograph speaking one voice, you
could rest assured it would not be independent. But it does act
come that way. | want to assure you that the fact that it does not
come that way docs nol mean that there is not & pood, sound,
wholesome respect on the part of every Justice for every other
Justice.

1 do hope that this occusion may cause you fo think a linle
more and study a litile more about the Constitution, which is the
source of your liberty; no, not the source—I will take that back--
but a proteetion of your liberty. Yesterday a man senl me a copy
of & recent spesch eniitled “Is the First Amendment C thsolete?”
The conclusion of the writer, who is a distinguished law schodl
dean, was that the Amendment no longer fits the times and thal it
needs to be modified 1o get away from ws rigidity. The author
- contends that the thing 1o do is to take the term “due process of:
Jaw™ and measure everything by thal stamdard, “due process of
law” meaning that unless a law is so bad that it shocks the con-

scicnee of the Court, it cannot be unconstitutional. 1 do not wish

L
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¥ have 1o pass on the laws of this couniry according 1o the de-
,*;p, of shock 1 receive! Some people gel shocked more readily
an others at certain things. I gt shocked pretty quickly, I con-
ess, when 1 see—and this I say with trepidation berause it 5
Pansidercd bad 1o admit it—but T do gel shocked now and then
when 1 sem some gross injustice has heen done, although [ am sol-
emnly informed that we do not il o administer justice, we sil 10
Mdminisier law in the absiracl
‘1 am for the Fust Amendmeni from the first word to the last.
| believe it means what il says, and il says 10 me “Government
Shall kaep its hands off rehgion. Government shall not antempt 10
coptrol the ideas a man has. Government shall not attempi 10
establish a religion of any kind Govermment shall not abridge
'freedom of the press of speech. It shall let anybody talk in this
' country.” | have never been <haken in the faith that the American
people are the kind of people and have the kind of loyalty 10 their
% overnment that we need not fear the talk of Communists or of
anybody clse. Let them walk! In the American way, we will answer

E' them.
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