
PAUL ROBERT COHENS STORY

Paul Robert Cohenâ€™s last name appears in one of the most important First Amendment free-speech cases in
modern American history â€“ in which a sharply divided U.S. Supreme Court strengthened free speech by protecting the
right to engage in offensive expression. Cohen was arrested on.

The conviction quite clearly rests upon the asserted offensiveness of the words Cohen used to convey his
message to the public. That is why "[w]holly neutral futilities. The ruling cited New Jersey v. This does not
end the inquiry, of course, for the First and Fourteenth Amendments have never been thought to give absolute
protection to every individual to speak whenever or wherever he pleases, or to use any form of address in any
circumstances that he chooses. Admittedly, it is not so obvious that the First and Fourteenth Amendments
must be taken to disable the States from punishing public utterance of this unseemly expletive in order to
maintain what they regard as a suitable level of discourse within the body politic. Though he asked, Cohen
never got back his jacket. Paul Robert Cohen was 19 and worked in a department store. Hudson Jr. Keefe, U.
New Hampshire , fighting words were defined as "those that inherently cause harm or are likely to result in an
immediate disturbance. Nor can we protest on the steps of the US Supreme Court. Supreme Court, he did
return to the trial court when the case was remanded for formal dismissal of his charges. Kentucky, U. New
Hampshire, U. And, while it may be that one has a more substantial claim to a recognizable privacy interest
when walking through a courthouse corridor than, for example, strolling through Central Park, surely it is
nothing like the interest in [p22] being free from unwanted expression in the confines of one's own home.
Ashton v. California, the Court ruled that Montgomery's words could not be classified as fighting words, and
restricting speech based merely on its offensiveness would result in a "substantial risk of suppressing ideas in
the process. At the outset, we cannot overemphasize that, in our judgment, most situations where the State has
a justifiable interest in regulating speech will fall within one or more of the various established exceptions,
discussed above but not applicable here, to the usual rule that governmental bodies may not prescribe the form
or content of individual expression. First, the principle contended for by the State seems inherently boundless.
How is one to distinguish this from any other offensive word? Background[ edit ] Facts of the case[ edit ] On
April 26, , year-old Paul Robert Cohen was arrested for wearing a jacket bearing the words "Fuck the Draft"
inside the corridor of the Los Angeles Courthouse. Email Content Attribution Policy Global Freedom of
Expression is an academic initiative and therefore, we encourage you to share and republish excerpts of our
content so long as they are not used for commercial purposes and you respect the following policy: Attribute
Columbia Global Freedom of Expression as the source. Let us know! Check out our Privacy and Content
Sharing policies for more information. New York, U. Reading example essays works the same way! This
Court has also held that the States are free to ban the simple use, without a demonstration of additional
justifying circumstances, of so-called "fighting words," those personally abusive epithets which, when
addressed to the ordinary citizen, are, as a matter of common knowledge, inherently likely to provoke violent
reaction. Decision Overview Harlan, J. See, e. Thus, we deal here with a conviction resting solely upon
"speech," cf. Indeed, as Mr. United States, U.


