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ing religious services in private homes or on private lands In Chris-
tian fellowship; for holding public lecture meetings to teach religious
truth as they believe it of the Christlan religion; who, for this exer-
clse of what has been taken for granted to be the unchallengeable
rights of Canadians, have been assaulted and beaten and their Bibles
and publications torn up and destroyed, by individuals and by mobs . . .

The conduct of the accused appears to have been unexceptionable; so
far as disclosed, he Is an exemplary cltizen who Is at least sympathetle
to doctrines of the Christlan religlon which are, evidently, different
from either the Protestanl or the Roman Catholle versions: but the
foundation in all is the same, Christ and his relation to God and hu-
manity. ..

... but it is not challenged that, as they allege, whatever they did
was done peaceably, and, as they saw it, In the way of bringing the
light and peace of the Christian religion to the souls of men and
women. To say that is to say that their acts were lawful.

The Supreme Court of South Africa, in The Magistrate
Bulawayo v. Kabungo, 1938 S. A. Law Reports 304-316, held
that the literature of Jehovah's witnesses did not violate the
Sedition Act of Southern Rhodesia. The court ordered all of
the literature belonging to Jehovah's witnesses and that had
been seized and detained by the magistrate returned because
it was proper for distribution and did not violate the sedi-
tion laws.

The H.ig/h Court of Australia, in Adelaide Company of Je-
hoval’s Witnesses, Inc., v. The Commonwealth, (1943) 67
C. L. R. 116, 124, ruled in favor of Jehovah's witnesses and
against The Commonwealth. The court held that the Com-
monwealth had unlawfully declared the Adelaide Company
of Jehovah's Witnesses, Inc.,, and the unincorporated asso-
ciation of persons known as Jehovah's witnesses a subver-
sive orga tion and prejudicial to the official prosecution
of the war. The court d that Jehovah's witnesses were
not engaged in any seditious enterprise or engaged in pub-
lishing or printing literature which was seditious within the
meaning of the criminal law of Australia, The court held
that the Order-in-Council, banning Jehovah's wiinesses in
Australia, was illegal and wultra vires. In discussing the guar-
antee of freedom of worshiﬁ in the Australian Constitution,
Chief Justice Latham, spe g for the court, said, in part:

. . - It should not be forgotten that such a provision as s. 116 [free
exercise of religion] is not required for the protection of the religion
of a majority. The religion of the majority of the people can look
after itself. Section 116 is required to protect the religion (or absence
of religion) of minorities, and, in particular, of unpopular minorities.

It Is sometimes suggested In discussions on the subject of freedom
of religlon that, though the clvil government should not Interfere
with religlous opinions, it nevertheless may deal as it pleases with
any acts which are done In pursuance of religlous bellef without In-
fringing the principle of freedom of religion. It appears to me to be
dificult to maintain this distinction as relevant to the Interpretation
of s. 116. The section refers In express terms to the exercise of religlon,
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and therefore it 1s Intended to protect from the operation of any
Commonwealth laws acts which are done in the exercise of religlon.
Thus the section goes far beyond protecting liberty of opinion. It pro-
tects also acts done in pursuance of religious bellef as part of religion.

It is submitted that neither Jehovah's witnesses, nor liter-
ature published and distributed by them, nor their preaching
activity violates the sedition laws of the nations. They are
definitely not subversive, being engaged in preaching the
gospel of God’s kingdom in the same manner as did Jesus
and his apostles.

X1

The courts have held that, notwithstanding the fact that the
literature published and distributed by Jehovah's witnesses attacks
the doctrines of the orthodox clergy and their religions as false and
contrary to the Word of God, laws, bylaws, ordinances and statutes
forbidding thelr preaching and distribution of their literature are
unconstitutional and void.

Christ Jesus and his apostles challenged the correctness
of the orthodox religion of their day. They said that the doe-
trines of the clergy were false. Throughout history there
have been dissenters who have protested against the false
doctrines of the established religions. In democratic lands
every hgerson within the country has the right to state pub-
licly disagreements with the religion of the majority. He
zgleag iattack the doctrines of the clergy which he believes to

alse,

In Cantwell v. Connecticut, 310 U, S. 296, 309, 310, 60 S. Ct.
900, 905, 906, 84 L.Ed. 1213 (1940), the Supreme Court of
the United States held that one of Jehovah's witnesses could
not be convicted for playing a phonograph record which
“embodies a general attack upon all organized religious sys-
tems as instruments of Satan and injurious to man” and
“singles out the Roman Catholic Church for strictures
couched in terms which naturally would offend not only per-
sons of that persuasion, but all others who respect the
honestly held religious faith of their fellows.” The Supreme
Court, through Mr. Justice Roberts, said:

In the realm of religious faith, and in that of political belief, sharp
differences arise. In both fields the tenets of one man may seem the
rankest error to his neighbor. To persuade others to his own point
of view, the pleader, as we know, at times, resorts to exaggeration, to
vilification of men who have been, or are prominent in church or state,
and even to false statement.

In Murdock v. Penmnsylvania, 319 U.S. 105, 115, 116, 63
Séi'(ilt. 870, 876, 87 L. Ed. 1292 (1943), Mr. Justice Douglas
8 .

Conslderable emphasis is placed on the kind of literature, which peti-

tioners were distributing—its provocative, abusive, and {ill-mannered
character and the assault which it makes on our established churches
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and the cherished faiths of many of us. . .. But those considerations
are no justification for the license tax which the ordinance imposes.
Plainly a community may not suppress, or the state tax, the dissemina-
tion of views because they are unpopular, annoying or distasteful. If
that device were ever sanctioned, there would have been forged a ready
instrument for the suppression of the faith which any minority cherlsh-
es but which does not happen to be In favor. That would be a com-
plete repudiation of the philosophy of the Bill of Rights.

In Martin v. City of Struthers, 319 U, S, 141, 150, 63 S. Ct.
862, 866-867, 87 L. Ed. 1313 (1943), Mr. Justice Murphy, con-
curring, said: “Repression has no place in this country. It is
our proud achievement to have demonstrated that unity and
strength are best accomplished, not by enforced orthodoxy
of views, but by diversity of opinion through the fullest pos-
sible measure of freedom of conscience and thought.”

It is submitted that the fact that the contents of the litera-
ture distributed by Jehovah's witnesses may attack as false
the doctrines of orthodox religions is not ground for pro-
hibiting its distribution.

X1

The courts have held that Jehovah's witnesses have the right to
refuse to salute the flag and to explain orally or distribute litera-
ture giving reasons why they do not salute and they may not be
denied their legal rights because of such refusal to salute.

Jehovah's witnesses respect the flag of every nation where
they reside. They refuse to salute it because to do so re-
quires them to violate their covenant obligation with Jeho-
vah God. In Exodus 20:3-5, Almighty God forbids his peo-

le to ascribe salvation to any other god, or to an image or
ikeness. To salute the flag of any nation is to do an act
of obeisance to the flag which attributes to it salvation in
violation of such Scriptural command.

Jehovah's witnesses do not teach others not to salute the
flag. They do not encourage others not to salute it. If others
choose to salute, that is their affair. Jehovah's witnesses
believe it would be wrong to prevent others from saluting.
They merely claim for themselves the right to refuse to
salute the flag of any nation.

Jehovah's witnesses respect the flag and the things for
which it stands. They have valiantly fought on the “home
front” in many lands for liberty for which the flag stands,
namely, freedom of speech, press, conscience and worship
of Almighty God, and they push these fights through the
courts so as to maintain these liberties for all.

On June 14, 1943, the Supreme Court of the United States
reversed its notorious decision of June 3, 1940, in Minersville
v. Gobitis, 310 U, S. 586, 60 S.Ct. 1010, 87 L. Ed. 1375, when
it rendered its decision in West Virginia State Board of Bdu-
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cation v. Barneite, 319 U. S. 624, 63 S. Ct. 1178, 87 L. Ed. 1628
(1943), and held that the school board did not have the right
to expel from school and deny education to children of Jeho-
vah’s witnesses who refuse to salute the flag. In that case
the court said:

To sustain the compulsory flag salute we are required to say that
a Bill of Rights which guards the individual's right to speak his own
mind, left it open to public authorities to compel him to utter what
is not in his mind. . . .

The very purpose of a Bill of Rights was to withdraw certaln sub-
Jects from the vicissitudes of political controversy, to place them be-
yond the reach of majorities and officials and to establish them as legal
principles to be applied by the courts. One's right to life, liberty, and
property, to free speech, a free press, freedom of worship and assem-
bly, and other fundamental rights may not be submitted to vote; they
depend on the outcome of no elections. . .

The case Is made difficult not because the principles of its decision
are obscure but because the flag involved Is our own. Nevertheless,
we apply the limitations of the Constitution with no fear that freedom
to be Intelligently and spiritually diverse or even contrary will disin-
tegrate the social organization. ... When they are so harmless to
others or to the State as those we deal with here, the price is not too
great. But freedom to differ is not limited to things that do not matter
much. That would be a mere shadow of freedom. The test of its
substance is the right to differ as to things that touch the heart of
the existing order.

If there is any fixed star in our constitutional constellation, it is that
no official, high or petty, can preseribe what shall be orthodox in
politles, nationalism, religion, or other matters of opinion or force
citizens to confess by word or act their faith therein. ...

We think the action of the local authorities in compelling the flag
salute and pledge transcends constitutional limitations on their power
and invades the sphere of intellect and spirit which it is the purpose
of the First Amendment to our Constitution to reserve from all official
control.

The decision of this Court in Minersville School Distriet v. Gobilis,
and the holdings of those few per curiam decislons which preceded and
foreshadowed It are overruled, and the judgment enjoining enforee-
ment of the West Virginia Regulation is affirmed. 319 U. S. at pp. 634,
638, 641-642, 63 S. Ct. at pp. 1183, 1185, 1186, 1187.

Based on the decision of the Supreme Court of the United
States in the Barnette case, the Supreme Court of Colorado,
in Zaville v. M’assei, 112 Colo. 183, 147 P. 2d 823 (1944), held
that a school board’s rule requiring that school children must
pledge allegiance to the flag of the United States, or suffer
expulsion, was inapplicable to children of Jehovah’s witness-
es, The court said, among other things:

Unauthorized expulsion from school under our laws, constitution and
decislons, deprives them of a civil right. In the Instant case plaintiffs
were denied the civil right to attend the public schools because of
their opinion that it is a violation of one of God's commandments to
salute the flag, and their consequent refusal to do so. They contend
that their opinion concerning this matter is, in the constitutional
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sense, a religlous opinion, and we think their contention is supported
by our Constitution and laws. . . .

As a matter of elementary psychology, it is apparent that compel-
llng the expression of a sentiment not felt or the doing of an act that
it is feared will subject the actor to punishment hereafter, will not
only fall to create and foster respect for the compelling authority, but
will engender a sentiment of rebellion agalnst it. It is not, as we
believe, a trespass on the legislative function that enacts or authorizes
the promulgation of a rule having such an effect, admittedly establish-
ing a method or means only of obtaining an objective that ecan and
has been otherwise attained, to declare that such rule is an unwarranted
invaslon of the constitutional guarantee of liberty and a guarantee
against the deprivation of clvil rights and privileges by reason of
one's opinions concerning religion, and to hold that as to these plaintiffs
the rule 1s not enforceable

The Court of Appeals of Ontario, Canada, followed the
decision of the Supreme Court of the United States in the
celebrated Barnette case, in Donald v. Board of Hducation
(1945) Ontario Reports 518. There the court protected the
right of Jehovah's witnesses to refuse to salute the flag. Mr.
Justice Gillanders, speaking for the court, said:

Perhaps those who framed the regulations so providing never con-
sldered that any well-disposed person wcould objeet to its Inclusion in
their programme on religlous grounds. There is no doubt that the
teachers and the school board, in the case now being considered, in
good faith prescribed the ceremony of the flag salute only with the
thought of inculcating respect for the flag and the Empire or Common-
wealth of Nations which events of recent years have given more
abundant reason than ever before to love and respect. If I were per-
mitted to be gulded by my personal views, I would find it difficult
to understand how any well-disposed person could offer objection to
joining in such a salute on religlous or other grounds. To me, a com-
mand to join In the flag salute or the singing of the national anthem
would be a command not to join In any enforced religlous exercise,
but, viewed In proper perspective, to join in an act of respect for a
contrary principle, that is, to pay respect to a nation and country
which stands for religious freedom, and the principle that people may
worship as they please, or not at all.

But in considering whether or not such exercises may or should,
in this case, be considered as having devotional or religious signifi-
cance, it would be misleading to proceed on any personal views on
what such exercises might Include or exclude. Although varlous cases
in the United States dealing with questions arising out of the flag
salute are not binding here, and are not concerned with the legislation
here being considered, I desire respectfully to adopt a portion of what
was said by Mr. Justice Jackson in his interesting opinion in the
case of West Virginia State Board of Education et al. (1943), 319
U. 8. 624, at 632: . .

That certaln acts, exercises and symbols at certain times, or to
certain people, connote a significance or meaning which, at other times
or to other people, is completely absent, is a fact so obvious from
history, and from observation, that it needs no elaboration,

The fact that the appellants consclentlously believe the views which
they assert is not here in question. A considerable number of cases
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in other jurisdictions, In which a similar attitude to the flag salute
has been taken, indicates that at least the same view has been con-
sclentiously held by others. The statute, while it absolves pupils
from jolning in exercises of devotion or religion to which they, or
thelr parents, object, does not further define or specify what such
exercises are or include or exclude. Had it done so, other considerations
would apply. For the Court to take to itself the right to say that the
exercises here in question had no religious or devotional significance
might well be for the Court to deny that very religious freedom
which the statute is intended to provide.

It is submitted that Jehovah's witnesses have the legal
right to refuse to salute the flag of any nation, and to ex-
plain to others the reason why they refuse to saluie the
flag. They also have the right to print literature explaining
why they do not salute the flag. They may not be prosecuted
or Fena i for refusal to salute the flag, for teaching their
children that it is improper to salute or for explaining to
others why they and their children do not salute the flag.

X1V

The courts have held that Jehovah's witnesses have the right to
hold public meetings in municipal or local parks, public squares and
other public assembly places; and, in order to make the voice of
the speaker heard by his audience, sound amplifying devices may
be used.

Jehovah's witnesses may not be required to obtain a per-
mit from the local authorities before meeting or speaking
to an assembly in a public park. The Supreme Court of the
United States has held that public parks have been used
since time immemorial as places of public assembly and that

ople cannot be denied the right to meet, or citizens re-
used the right to speak, to those assembled at such gublic

laces. Hague v. C. 1. 0., 307 U. S. 496, 59 S. Ct. 954, 83 L. Ed.
423 (1939).

The Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts, in Com-
monwealth v. Gilfedder, 321 Mass. 335, 73 N. E. 2d 241 (1947),
had before it a case involving several persons who held
meetings and made talks on the Boston Common, a park,
without permission from the mayor. The defendants were
charged with violating the law requiring a permit before a
meeting could be held. The court said:

A sgeries of recent decisions by the Supreme Court of the United
States has, as we read the cases, established the proposition that the
exerclse of these rights [speech, press and assembly] cannot be wholly
precluded in public places such as streets and parks by sweeping gen-
eral prohlbitions and cannot be subjected to the reguirement of per-
mits the granting of which is not governed by binding rules adequate
to insure the exercise of the rights under reasonable conditions. [Cit-
ing cases] Some of these decisions relate to the distribution of printed
matter In streets and ways, but it seems plain that in respect to gen-
eral principles no distinction can be drawn between the right to dis-
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tribute printed matter and the right of public speech or between the
exercise of those rights in public streets and their exercise in public
parks. . . .

Our conclusion that the portions of the ordinance and of the rules
here challenged are unconstitutlonal on their faces Is in accord with
our own recent decision In Commonwealth v. Pascone, 308 Mass. 591,
where we held invalid on its face an ordinance forbidding the display
by a pedestrian [one of Jehovah's witnesses] on the street without a
permit of a placard, show card, or sign.

The Supreme Court of the United States, in Saia v. New
York, 334 U.S. 558, 559, 560, 561, 562, 68 S. Ct. 1148, 1149,
1150-1151, 92 L. Ed. 1574 (1948), held that Jehovah's witness-
es had the right to use electrical sound equipment to amplify
lectures on Bible subjects given in a public park. Saia was
prosecuted under an ordinance which forbade the use of
electrical sound e?uipment in a public place without a permit
from the chief of police. The Supreme Court said:

We hold that §3 of this ordinance is unconstitutional on its face,
for it establishes a previous restraint on the right of free speech in
violation of the First Amendment which is protected by the Fourteenth
Amendment against State action. To use a loud-speaker or amplifier
one has to get a permit from the Chlef of Police. There are no stand-
ards prescribed for the exercise of his discretlon. The statute is not
narrowly drawn to regulate the hours or places of use of loud-speakers,
or the volume of sound (the decibels) to which they must be ad-
Jjusted, The ordinance therefore has all the vices of the ones which
we struck down In Cantwell v. Connecticut, 310 U. S. 296; Lovell v.
Griffin, 303 U. S. 444; and Hague v. C. 1. 0., 307 U. S, 496. . . .

Loud-speakers are today indlspensable instruments of effective pub-
lic speech. The sound truck has become an accepted method of po-
litical campaigning. It is the way people are reached. Must a candi-
date for governor or the Congress depend on the whim or caprice
of the Chlef of Police In order to use his sound truck for campalgning?
Must he prove to the satisfactiom of that official that his noise will
not be annoying to people?

The present ordinance would be a dangerous weapon if it were al-
lowed to get a hold on our public life. Noise can be regulated by
regulating decibels. The hours and place of public discussion ecan
be controlled. But to allow the police to bar the use of loud-speakers
because thelr use can be abused is like barring radio receivers because
they too make a noise. The police need not be given the power to
deny a man the use of his radio in order to protect a nelghbor against
sleepless nights. The same is true here.

Any abuses which loud-speakers create can be controlled by narrowly
drawn statutes. When a city allows an official to ban them in his un-
controlled discretion, It sanctions a device for suppression of free
communication of ideas. In this case a permit is denied because some
persons were said to have found the sound annoying. In the next one
a permit may be denied because some people find the ideas annoying,
Annoyance at ldeas can be cloaked In annoyance at sound. The power
of censorship inherent In this type of ordinance reveals its vice,

The mere fact that ob;jectjons may be made to the use of
public parks by Jehovah's witnesses is no reason for forbid-
ding their use of the parks. That unlawful elements of a



66

city or rabble rousers may threaten to do violence to the
meeting of Jehovah’s witnesses is no justification for deny-
ing them the right to enter a park, or give a public speech
therein. This was the holding of the United States Court
of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit in Sellers v. Johnson, 163
F. 2d 877 (1947). There the court condemned the conduct of
the mayor of Lacona, Iowa, and the county sheriff. Those
officials blockaded the highways leading into the town and
barricaded the park to keep out Jehovah’s witnesses because
of threats that a mob would invade the park and do violence
to Jehovah's witnesses. The court said:

While we do not question the good faith of the Mayor or the Sheriff
in concluding that the best and easlest way to maintaln peace and
order in Lacona on September 15 was to blockade the roads leading
into the Town, we are convinced that evidence of unconfirmed rumors,
talk, and fears cannot form the basis of a finding of the existence of
such a clear and present danger to the State as to justify a depriva-
tion of fundamental and essential constitutional rights. We think that
is particularly true in a situation where no effort whatever was made
to protect those who were attempting lawfully to exercise those rights.
There is no evidence that it was beyond the competency of the Sheriff
and the Mayor to secure enough peace officers to police the park on
September 15, The fact that the Sheriff was able to deputize approxi-
mately 100 persons to assist him in blockading the highways leading
into Lacona militates agalnst any inference that he would have been
unable to preserve law and order in Lacona on September 15. The
record shows that the Mayor did not exercise the authorlty given him
by the Town Council to deputize peace officers.

The only sound way to enforce the law is to arrest and prosecute
those who violate the law. The Jehovah's witnesses were at all times
acting lawfully, and those who attacked them, for the purpose of pre-
venting them from holding thelr relliglous meeting on September 8,
were acting unlawfully and without any legal justification for their
conduet. . . .

Our conclusion is that the plaintiffs [Jehovah's witnesses] are en-
titled to a decree declaring: (1) that they and others of Jehovah's
witnesses have the right to hold religious meetings in the publie park
in the Town of Lacona, Iowa, without molestation and without secur-
ing the permission of the Town Council; (2) that the resolutions of
the Town Council purporting to require the plaintiffs and others of
Jehovah's witnesses to obtain a permit to use the park for religious
meetings, and purporting to deny them such a permit, are uncon-
stitutional, vold and unenforceable; (3) that the Jehovah's witnesses
are entitled to be protected in the exercise of their constitutional rights
of freedom of assembly, speech and worship; (4) that the action of
the Sherlff, sponsored by the Mayor, in blockading public highways
leading into the Town of Lacona, for the purpose of preventing the
Jehovah's witnesses from holding a meeting in the public park on
September 15, 1946, constituted an unlawful deprivation of the con-
stitutional rights of the Jehovah's witnesses,

It is submitted that Jehovah’s witnesses have the right to
hold public meetings in public parks, squares, commons and
other public assembly places and may use electrical sound
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equipment to amplify the voice of the speaker in such places.

XV

The courts have held that Jehovah's witnesses have the right to
use public bulldings and school auditeriums for the holding of public
meetings.

While public buildings, auditoriums and school facilities
may not, as in the case of public parks, be used by Jehovah's
witnesses without a permit, the law does allow the school
boards and other public officers, having control over such
buildings, to permit their use by Jehovah’s witnesses. This
may be done even though there is no special law covering
the matter. Since it is necessary for Jehovah’'s witnesses to
obtain permits to make use of such buildings, it is altogether
proper that applications be made in writing for such use.

The very purpose of public buildings is to serve the public.
These structures are dedicated to the public welfare of all
the people. Meetings which are for the enlightenment and
education of the people of a community are in keeping with
the purpose for which the buildings are dedicated.

The use of a public building or school auditorium for hold-
ing public meetings may not be denied because the school
authorities or public officials object to the doctrines or be-
liefs of Jehovah's witnesses. The mere fact that the majority
of the community may oppose the work of Jehovah's wit-
nesses does not justify the denial of a school auditorium
or public building to Jehovah's witnesses.

The California Supreme Court compelled the San Diego
Unified School District to allow Kenneth Danskin and other
persons to use the school auditorium for the purpose of hold-
ing a public meeting. In Danskin V. San Diego Unified S8chool
District, 28 Cal. 2d 536, 171 P. 2d 885 (1946), the court held
that the Civic Center Act allowed citizens to use every public
school building for educational, political and economic meet-
ings. The court said:

The state is under no duty to make school buildings available for
public meetings. . . . If it elects to do so, however, it eannot arbi-
trarily prevent any members of the publie from holding such meetings.
(Missouri ex rel, Gaines v. Canada, 305 U. S. 337, 349 [59 S. Ct, 232,
83 L. Ed., 208]; see Marsh v. Alabama, 326 U.S. 501 [66 S. Ct. 276,
280, 90 L., Ed. 265].) Nor can it make the privilege of holding them
dependent on conditions that would deprive any members of the pub-
lic of their constitutional rights. A state is without power to impose
an unconstitutional requirement as a condition for granting a privilege
even though the privilege is the use of state property. . . .

The convictions or affiliations of one who requests the use of a school
building as a forum is of no more concern to the school administra-
tors than to a superintendent of parks or streets if the forum is the
green or the market place. The ancient right to free speech in public
parks and streets cannot be made conditional upon the permission of
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a publie official, if that permission 1s used as an ‘‘instrument of arbi-
trary suppression of free expression.'’ (Hague v. C. I. 0., 307 U. S. 496,
516 [59 S. Ct. 954, 83 L. Ed. 1423]; In re Porterfield, ante, 28 Cal. 2d
91 [168 P. 2d 706].) It Is true that the state need not open the doors
of a school building as a forum and may at any time choose to close
them. Once it opens the doors, however, it cannot demand tickets of
admission In the form of convictlons and affiliations that it deems
acceptable, Censorship of those who would use the school building
as a forum cannot be rationalized by reference to its setting. School
desks and blackboards, like trees or street lights, are but the trap-
pings of the forum; what imports is the meeting of the minds and
not the meeting place.

The very purpose of a forum is the interchange of ideas, and that
purpose cannot be frustrated by a censorshlp that would label certain
convictions and affillations suspect, denying the privilege of assembly
to those who held them, but granting it to those whose convictions
and affillations happened to be acceptable and In effect amplifying their
privilege by making it a special one. . . .

The privilege of using a school bullding as a public forum is one
too valuable to be given lightly or lightly taken away. It is also too
valuable lightly to be recelved. It can be lost to the whole commu-
nity If some persons or groups abuse it frivolously, maliciously, or
dangerously. The state must be on the alert for any clear and present
danger to the community, sensitive to the warning signals, the ambi-
ance In which a forum is planned, the atmosphere that envelops it.
It cannot look with equanimity upon those whose words or actions
have already left in their wake a trail of violence.

The Court of Appeals of the Republic of the Philippines
for the First Division, in the case of The People of the Philip-
pines v. Fernandez et al, G. R. No. 1128-R, 1948 Lawyers
Journal 295, ruled that Jehovah’s witnesses had the right to
use government buildings in Lingayen, Philippines, on No-
vember 9-11, 1945, for assembly purposes.

Jehovah's witnesses were indicted and prosecuted for tres-
pass for refusing to vacate the buildings after being notified
by the mayor of Lingayen to do so. The court held that the
use of Eroperty by Jehovah's witnesses, although a religious
group holding a religious meeting on public property, did
not constitute a violation of the constitutional inhibitions
against use of public property for the support of a religious
organization. The court said:

Aslde from the fact that the religious character of the ‘‘Witnesses
of Jehovah' and of their convention, as well as the holding thereof,
are merely assumed or taken for granted, we are not satisfied that
the constitutional provision relled upon by the prosecution Inhibits the
use of public property for religious purposes, when the religlous charac-
ter of such use is merely incidental to a temporary use which is avall-
able indiscriminately to the publie in general.

In this connection, it should be noted that the Sison Auditorium was
open for lease to the public, upon payment of the corresponding fees,
and that the Province of Pangasinan allowed the Witnesses of Jehovah
to use the premises, not because they presumably constituted a religious
organization or Intended to hold a convention allegedly of a religious
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nature, but In conslderation of the fees paid by sald organization, as
any other person or entlity could have done so. . . .

Hence, we are not prepared to hold that failure or refusal to comply
with an order, to vacate sald property, issued, without a court pro-
ceeding, by a munleipal mayor—which, if forelbly executed, would
constitute an illegal aet, for which the mayor and the munlcipal govern-
ment might be held eclvilly responsible in damages—would constitute
the crime aforementioned.

It is submitted that Jehovah's witnesses have the right to

use public buildings and school auditoriums for the holding
of public meetings.

xvi

The courts have held that children of Jehovah's witnesses cannot
be taken away from their parents because they have been taught
not to salute the flag and to preach as Jehovah's witnesses; and a
parent may not be divorced, lose the custody of his children or have
his legal rights taken from him because he Is one of Jehovah's
witnesses and has taught his children to believe and practice as
Jehovah's witnesses.

Courts have consistently held that children of Jehovah's
witnesses cannot be taken away from their parents because
they refuse to salute the flag or have been taught by their
parents to do so.

Reynolds v. Rayborn, 116 S. W. 2d 836 (Texas Civil Appeals, 1938);
In re Lefebuvre, 91 N. H. 382, 20 A. 2d 185 (1941); In re Jones, 175
Misc, 451, 24 N Y.S. 2d 10 (1940); In re Reed, 262 App. Div. 814, 28
N.Y.S8 24 92 (1941): Commonwealth v. Johnson, 309 Mass. 476, 35
N. E. 2d 801 (1941); Stone v, Stome, 16 Wash, 2d 315, 133 P. 2d 526
(1943): Bolling v. Superior Court for Clallam County, 16 Wash., 24
373, 133 P, 2d 803 (1943).

Courts have also ruled that parents of the children could
not be prosecuted for contributing to delinquency of their
children who had been taught it was wrong to salute the flag.

In re Latrecchia, 128 N.J. L. 472, 26 A. 2d 881 (1942); People v.
Sandstrom, 279 N. Y, 523, 18 N, E. 2d 840 (1939); Kansas v. Smith, 155
Kan. 588, 127 P. 2d 518 (1942); People v. Chiafreddo, 381 IIl. 214, 44
N. E. 2d 888 (1942); Commonwealth v. Conte, 154 Pa. Super. 112, 35
A. 2d 742 (1944).

In Reynolds v. Rayborn, 116 S. W. 2d 836 (Texas Civil
Appeals, 1938), the mother made application to the eourt to

e the custody of the child away from the father, one
of Jehovah's witnesses. She claimed that because the father
had brought the child up to be one of Jehovah's witnesses
and permitted it to refuse to salute the flag she, as the di-
vorced mother, was to be preferred over the father to have
custody of the child. The Texas Court of Civil Ap held
that the father, although teaching the child to one of
Jehovah's witnesses, was entitled to the custody of the child.
The court held that Jehovah's witnesses were fit parents to
have custody of their children. The court said:
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History is replete with the bigotry, intolerance, and dogmatism of
religious sects, and the pages thereof are strewn with martyrs who
died for thelr falth. The divergence in creeds, the evils growing from
a unlon of church and state, and the confiicts for supremacy waged
between the two were studied and consldered by the colonlal ploneers
who established the Independence of these United States. They profited
by peoples whose experiences in government had falled, as well as by
the achlevements of those whose governments had been more success-
ful, and to avoid the griefs and disasters arising from the bigotry and
religious intolerance of the preceding ages, they provided in our funda-
mental laws, Amendment 1 of the Constitution of the United States,
that the ‘‘Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of
religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof." . . .

The flag 1s emblematic of the justice, greatness and power of the
United States—these, together, guarantee the political liberty of the
cltizen, but the flag is no less symbolle of the justice, greatness, and
power of our country when they guarantee to the cltizen freedom of
consclence In religion—the right to worship his God according to the
dictates of his conscience. 5

However much we may disagree with or disapprove their religious
bellefs, the failure of appellant, because financlally unable, to supply
greater comfort and pleasure for hls daughter, together with their
refusal to salute the flag, do not constitute a sufficient cause to adjudge
the father disqualified and unfitted to have the care, custody, and
control of his minor daughter.

Lettie Stone, one of Jehovah's witnesses, was divorced and
her children taken from her by the courts of the State of
Washington at the instance of Mack Stone, her husband,
because she taught the children to be faithful as Jehovah's
witnesses and by reason thereof they refused to salute the
American flag. She appealed to the Supreme Court of Wash-
ington. That court, in the case of Sione v. Stone, 16 Wash.
2d 315, 133 P. 2d 526 (1943), held that she, although one of
Jehovah's witnesses, was a fit and proper person to have the
control of the minor children of the marriage. The court said:

Appellant is a member of “Jehovah's witnesses', and apparently has
been a member for some time, As such member, Mrs, Stone gives about
five and three-quarters hours a week to the organization, distributing its
literature from house to house, in which work she is usually accom-
panled by James, the flve year old son. It does not appear that in
doing this work she neglects her home or her famlly; in fact, we think
all the testimony is to the effect that she maintains a good home, and
that all the children of school age have attended school regularly, and
are above the average of children in that community. . ..

Jehovah's witnesses has existed since about 1878, and as we under-
stand it, its members' refusal to salute the flag is not because they
do not honor the flag, but because of an honest conviction, based upon
their interpretation of the Bible, that saluting the flag is making it
an image of the power to which one looks for salvatlon, and that to
salute such an Image Ignores Almighty God, from whom alone salva-
tion proceeds. Jehovah's witnesses do not teach any violation of the
laws of the state which are In harmony with God's laws, but if the
law of the state is in direct violation of God’'s law, they will obey
God's law first and all the time. . . .
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We do not doubt the right of the state to suppress religious practices
dangerous to morals, and presumably those also which are inimical
to public safety, health and good order, but so far as appears from the
testimony In this case, the teachings of Jehovah's witnesses cannot,
in our opinion, be classed in any one of these categories.

We cannot find in the record any testimony which would justify the
court In finding that this mother s unfit to have the care and custody
of her children, because of her religious bellefs, or that the children,
if left with her, will be reared In an atmosphere of disloyalty to thelr
country or Its institutions.

The Third District Court of A]égeals for California, in
Cory v. Cory, 70 Cal. A, 2d 563, 161 P, 2d 385 (1945), held
that one of Jehovah's witnesses, Kathleen B. Cory, had been
illegally and unconstitutionally denied the custody of her
children because she had rea them as Jehovah's witnesses.
Her husband, who obtained the divorce, had been granted
by the trial court the sole custody of the children. The Court
of %ppeala ruled in favor of Kathleen B. Cory and reversed
the decision against her. The court said:

The conclusion seems Inescapable that appellant has been deprived
of the custody of sald children solely because she is a Jehovah's Wit-
ness, and, in the opinlon of the trial court, the beliefs of the followers
of that faith are inimical to the welfare of their children because they
do not salute the flag and are unwilling to fight for their country. If
it is right to take these children from their mother's custody for the
reasons stated, then by the same course of reasoning we must con-
clude that It would be right and proper to deprive all Jehovah's Wit-
nesses of custody of thelr offspring lest they bhecome disloyal citizens.
Also It would seem to follow that the teachings of this group should
be prevented by the state as inimilcal to the publlc welfare. . . .

+ « .- Differ as we may, and we might say, as most of us do, as to
the wisdom and soundness of the reasoning of plaintiff and her
fellow Witnesses, it is not for courts to say that her religious con-
victions and those of her assoclates are necessarlly such as to jeopard-
ize the Interests of their chlldren. . . .

We think that in this case the trial court—probably because of his
own Intense patriotism and loyalty to his country In time of war

. « lost slght of the constitutional provisions which guarantee reli-
glous freedom to all, and, In depriving thls mother of the custody
of her chlldren because of her rellgious convlctions, has deprived her
of a constitutional right which she may not be compelled to exercise
only conditionally, and in so doing has exceeded the bounds of wise
Jjudiclal discretion.

It is submitted that Jehovah's witnesses are proper per-
sons to have custody of and raise their children. They can-
not be held as unfit parents because they teach their chil-
dren to be Jehovah's witnesses or allow their children to
refuse to salute the flag. The courts may not divoree Jeho-
vah's witnesses and break up their parental right over their
children because of their comscientious belief and practice
in harmony with God's law.
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xvin
Child labor laws cannot lawfully be used to stop Jehovah's wit-
nesses from permitting their chlldren to preach and assist In
preaching the gospel of God's kingdom through distribution of
literature.

The New Hampshire Supreme Court, in Stafe v. Richard-
son, 92 N. H, 178, 27 A. 2d 94 (1942), involving one of Jeho-
vah’s witnesses who was assisted in preaching the gospel
and distributing Bible literature by a small child, held in-
aﬁplicable the following statute: “Whoever employs any
child, and whoever permits or suffers any child under his
control as parent, guardian or otherwise, to be employed or
to work in violation of anfl of the foregoing provisions” of
the State labor laws, shall be guilty of a criminal offense.
The court said:

It is thought that the activity in which the boy under the defend-
ant’s leadership was engaged is not within the tenor and spirit of the
prohibition of sales in public places. His service was not fairly to be
classified as a business enterprise or as work, in the ordinary sense
of words. To use a common expression, he was not exploited to help
as a source of family income and material resources or to promote the
defendant's financial welfare. Any exploitation of the boy was for
other than pecuniary ends. He was performing a service under his
mother's auspices, and the few cents he received were no impaction
on the controlling religious character of his service, so as thereby to
transform it into one of employment or work. The money-making
feature of his service is too insignificant to recelve notice as a factor
modifying a strictly religious engagement into one with business attri-
butes.

It is submitted that children of Jehovah’s witnesses may
engage in preaching the gospel publicly and laws prohibit-
ing child labor may not be invoked against the children or
their parents.

XVl

Jehovah's wit are r gnized as ministers constituting a legal
religious organization; and the Watch Tower Society, because of
its religlous status, has been found by the state and federal govern-
ments of the United States to be exempt from the payment of taxes.

General Lewis B, Hershey, the director of Selective Service,
United States of America, had for determination the minis-
terial status of Jehovah's witnesses in 1942, After consider-
ing all the facts, he found that Jehovah's witnesses and the
Watchtower Bible and Tract Society are recognized as a re-
ligious organization. He said, among other things:

FACTS: Jehovah's Witnesses clalm exemption from training and
service and classification In Class IV-D as duly ordained ministers of
rellgion under Sectlon 5 (d), Selective Tralning and Service Act of
1940

Section 5 (d): '"Regular or duly ordained ministers of religion
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. + » 8hall be exempt from training and service (but not from registra-
tion) under this Act.” . . .

Question.—May Jehovah's Witnesses be placed In Class IV-D as
regular or duly ordained ministers of religion exempt from training
and service?

Answer: 1. The Watchtower Bible and Tract Soclety, Ine., is In-
corporated under the laws of the State of New York for charltable,
religious, and scientific purposes. The unincorporated body of persons
known as Jehovah's Witnesses hold in common certain religious tenets
and beliefs and recognize as their terrestrlal governing organization the
Watchtower Bible and Tract Soclety, Inc. By their adherence to the
organization of this religious corporation, the unincorporated body of
Jehovah's Witnesses are considered to constitute a recognized reli-
glous sect.—Vol. III Opinion No. 14, National Headquarters, Selective
Service System, November 2, 1942.

On Agril 3, 1943, General Hershey made his Second Reg;)rt
of the Director of Selective Service to the president, which
was published in a book entitled Selective Service in War-
time (Government Printing Office, Washington, 1943). In
that report to President Roosevelt, he said, in part, with re-
spect to the definition given by National Headquarters to
the vocation of ministers of religion:

The principle was extended to persons who were not, In any strict
sense, ministers or priests in any sacerdotal sense. It included Chris-
tian Brothers, who are religious, who live in communities apart from
the world and devote themselves exclusively to religious teaching;
Lutheran lay teachers, who also dedlcate themselves to teachlng, in-
cluding religlon; to the Jehovah's Witnesses, who sell their religious
books, and thus extend the Word, It includes lay brothers in Catholic
religious orders, and many other groups who dedicate their llves to
the spread of thelr religion."” (page 241)

In discharging one of Jehovah's witnesses from the cus-
tody of the Selective Service System, the United States Court
of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit, in Hull v. Stalter, 151 F.
2d 633 (1945), said:

Relator alleged that at the time of his registration and at the time
of his flnal classification, the proof submitted by him to the Selective
Service System showed that he was exempt as a minister of religion
under § 5 (d) of the Selective Tralnlng and Service Act of 1940, as
amended, in that he was a duly ordained minister of Jehovah's Wit-
nesses and the Watchtower Bible and Tract Soclety, constituting a
recognized religious organization under the Act. ., .

Much is sald in the briefs both complimentary and derogatory to
Jehovah's Witnesses. With this argument we are not concerned. What-
ever a draft board or a court, or anybody else for that matter, may
think of them is of little consequence. The fact is, they have been
recognized by the Selective Service System as a rellglous organization
and are entitled to the same treatment as the members of any other
religlous organization. . . .

. . . The Selective Service System has even more broadly defined
the term ‘‘regular minister of religion."” Under the heading, ‘'Special
Problems of Classification' (Selective Bervice in Wartime, Second Re-
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port of the Director of Selectlve Service, 1941-42, pages 239-241), it is
stated:

“The ordinary concept of 'preaching and teaching' is that it must
be oral and from the pulpit or platform. Such ls not the test. Preaching
and teaching have neither locational nor vocal limitations, The method
of transmission of knowledge does not determine its value or effect its
purpose or goal. One may preach or teach from the pulplt, from the
curbstone, in the fields, or at the residential fronts. He may shout
his message ‘from housetops' or write it ‘upon tablets of stone'. He
may give his ‘sermon on the mount’, heal the eyes of the blind, write
upon the sands while a Magdalene kneels, wash disciples’ feet or die
upon the cross. . . . He may walk the streets in daily converse with
those about him telling them of those ideals that are the foundation
of his religlous conviction, or he may transmit his message on the
written or printed page, but he is none the less the minister of religion
if such method has been adopted by him as the effective means of
inculcating in the minds and hearts of men the principles of religion.
+++ To be a ‘regular minister’ of religion the translation of religious
principles into the lives of his fellows must be the dominating factor
in his own life, and must have that continulty of purpose and action
that renders other purposes and actions relatively unimportant.'

. We have serious doubt that there was any justification for the
Board's refusal originally to classify relator in 4-D. Whatever be
thought, however, of the Board's original action in this respect, there
can be no question but that subsequent proof conclusively demonstrated
that he was entitled to such classification.

Such being the situation, the Board abused its discretion in its re-
fusal to so classify him. Its action was arbitrary and unauthorized.
The order discharging relator is AFFIRMED.

In 1941 the United States District Court for the Northern
District of Texas, in Borchert v. Ranger, 42 F. Supp. 577, in
enjoining local officials from interference with the door-to-
door and street preaching of Jehovah's witnesses in four
Texas towns said that Jehovah's witnesses constituted a rec-
ognized religion under the United States Constitution. In
part the court said:

In the disposition of this case I must look to the facts alleged and
established, not to mere opinions of the pleader. Though it i3 not
binding upon the mentality of these plaintiffs, I hold their faith con-
stitutes a religion under our Constitution and under all definitions
found in dictionaries and in the decisions of the courts of this coun-
try; also that preaching such religion orally, by phonographs, the dis-
tribution of pamphlets, or printed sermons, carrying information or
opinions about it to others, is a legitimate exercise of such religion . , .

By orders of the commissioner of Internal Revenue, United
States Treasury Department, under dates of November 9,
1934, March 22, 1935, April 24, 1935, April 23, 1938, Septem-
ber 1, 1942, and June 17, 1946, Watchtower Bible and Tract
Society, Inc. (a New York corporation) and Watch Tower
Bible and Tract Society (a Pennsylvania corporation), were
held to be entitled to exemption from the making of income
tax returns under the Federal Internal Revenue Act because
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such societies were charitable corporations engaged in reli-
gious activity. A similar ruling has been made in favor of
the Society by the British government in England and in
Canada. Copies of these orders are available in letter form
to anyone who has reason for obtaining them upon request
in writing addressed to the Society (legal office) at 124 Co-
Iumbia Heights, Brooklyn 2, New York.

Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society and Watchtower
Bible and Tract Society, Inc.,, have been declared exempt
also from the payment of taxes on real estate owned and
used by them for carrying out the chartered purposes of
the societies because such societies are benevolent and en-
gaged in religious activity. Waich Tower Bible & Tract So-
ciety v. Allegheny City, Pa., 14 Dist. 695 (1905); Peoples Pul-
pit Association [name changed by law to Watchtower Bible
and Tract Society, Inc.] v. Purdy, New York Supreme Court,
Kings County, May 1, 1915, affirmed (New York Supreme
Court, Appellate Division, Second Department) 170 App. Div.
950 (1915).

Real estate owned and used by congregations of Jehovah's
witnesses as places of assembly, called “Kingdom Halls”,
have been declared entitled to the benefit of church exemp-
tions from the payment of real estate taxes. Syracuse Center
of Jehovah’s witnesses, Inc., v. City of Syracuse, 163 Misc.
535, 297 N.Y.S. 587 (New York Supreme Court, Onondaga
County, July 7, 1937).

It is submitted that the Watch Tower Society and Jeho-
vah’s witnesses are a legal religious organization and that
their representatives engaged in preaching the gospel are
legally recognized as ministers of reliﬁion. which entitles
them to all privileges accorded fo all religious organizations
and ministers.

XX

The courts have held that the performance of secular work by
Jehovah's witnesses does not deny them the right to their status
as ministers of religion.

The earliest ministers of Christianity performed secular
work to maintain themselves in their ministry. It is quite
common in many parts of the earth today to find ministers
of religion who regularly and customarily preach on their
Sabbath day while doing secular work during the week. All
that is reqguired, to claim that one is a minister of religion,
is that he teach and preach regularly and customarily. Jeho-
vah'’s witnesses do just that.

Some of Jehovah’s witnesses are full-time ministers, Oth-
ers are part-time ministers who preach and teach on week-
ends, week-days and at nighttime. The sum total of their
preaching and teaching usually equals and often exceeds the
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actual time devoted to the ministry by the orthodox clergy,
many of whom preach only on their Sabbath day.

The apostle Paul regularly performed secular work dur-
ing his ministry, although his primary occupation was
preaching “publickly, and from house to house”. (Acts 20:20)
He spent much time in tent-making, so as to earn money
and thus avoid being a charge upon those to whom he
preached. (1 Thess. 4:10-12; 2 Thess. 3:7-12) Peter and other
apostles were fishermen, while regularly and customarﬂﬂ
performing their duties as apostles. (Matt. 4:18-21; Mar
1:16,19; John 21:2,3) Luke was a ghysician. (Col. 4:14)
Jesus had been a carpenter, (Mark 6:3) He and his apostles
were called “unlearned and ignorant” by the orthodox clergy
who did not work.—Acts 4:13; John 7:15.

The only way the preaching job could be successfully done
in the early days of the settlement of the United States was
said fo be "b{ the preaching and teaching, under Episcopal
direction, by laymen deriving their support from their own
secular labors.” The Missouri Valley and Lay Preaching,
Wharton, 1859, New York, p. 18.

“The church has always been more successful in winning
kingdoms for her Christ, when she has adopted just this
lay preaching method. . . . The whole church a royal priest-
hood, and so the whole church a preaching church, that is
the New Testament ideal’” Lay Preaching (Secre 's An-
nual Report), Hoyt, American Baptist Publication Society,
1869, New York, p. 21.

The English urt of Appeals held that the conscription
law of that country, passed during World War I, should be
given an interpretation so as to include a part-time minister
of unorthodox Strict Baptist Church. (Offord v. Hiscock, 86
L. J. K. B. 941) In that case the person held to be a minister
was a lawyer’s secretary (known as a solicitor’s clerk) dur-
ing six days of the week. He was invited to preach on one
occasion and it appeared that he was satisfactory, so he
was engaged as the minister. In that case Viscount Reading
said: “I have come to the conclusion that there is an absence
of any evidence from which the Justices could draw the con-
clusion that he had not brought himself within the exception
to the statute enforcing military service. In my view it is
clear that he had determined to devote himself to the min-
istry.”

glder the Canadian National Selective Service Mobiliza-
tion Regulations the Supreme Court of Saskatchewan held
that a registrant was entitled to exemption from all trainin%
and service as a minister of religion. (Bien v. Cooke, (1944
1 W.W.R. 237) There the minister spent six days a week
farming. No special educational requirements were neces-
sary. All that was required was that he satisfy the general
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secretary, who was a railroad engineer, that he believed the
New Testament, and that he met the necessary moral re-
quirements,

The United States Court of Appeals for the Second Cir-
cuit, in T'rainin v. Cain, 144 F. 2d 944 (1944), held that the
regular performance of secular employment was not incom-
patible with the claim for exemg)tion as a regular minister
of religion: “While the two positions are not mutually ex-
clusive, and a validly draft-exempt minister of religion could
still maintain a legal practice on the side, the existence of
the latter can be taken into consideration in determi:ﬂng
whether registrant is in fact a regular}{ practicing minister.

The Supreme Court of Alabama, during the Civil War,
said in respect to this matter that a minister of religion in-
cludes a minister belonging to a sect of religionists who
perform ministerial labor %ratultously and rely on secular
%nplo /i 2‘111{ as a means of subsistence. Ex parte Cain, 39

a,

Thousands of urban ministers in the United States and
other countries enjoy large incomes from their ministry.
Many more thousands of rural ministers of the orthodox
religions are forced to engage in farming and other occu-
pations during the week so as to preach in the pulpit on
their Sabbath day. Likewise the performance of secular work
by Jehovah's tnesses does not negative their fitness to
preach the gospel of God's kingdom.

It is submitted that performance of secular work by Je-
hovah’s witnesses does not prevent their claiming the
benefits that the clergy who perform no secular work claim
under the law.

XX

The courts have held that laws prohibiting work on Sunday, com-
monly called “Blue Laws", are not applicable to the preaching
activity of Jehovah's witnesses done on Sundays.

Laws ;?ruhlbtt.ing work on Sundays are designed to reach
commercial work and menial labor. The laws are designed
to protect the Sabbath day., Sunday is commonly dedicated
as a day of worship and prayer. The work of Jehovah's
witnesses is preaching. It is a work of charity and necessity.
The Lord Jesus Christ preached on the Sabbath day. So also
do Jehovah's witnesses. E",I‘hls preaching is a work of necessity,
which removes it from the prohibition of Sunday laws. The
principal p e of the Sunday laws is to protect worship
on Sunday. The manner of preachjn%bi Jehovah's witnesses
is their wa{ of 1.1i|r¢:~t'$hl_1|£:l Even though their work may be un-
orthodox it is preac and within the exception of the
Sunday laws prohibiting labor.

Sunday laws prohibit buying and selling but do not pro-
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hibit preaching a sermon and receiving a donation by the
preacher. They do not prevent a missionary from preaching
by means of distribution of printed Bible sermons and re-
ceiving therefor contributions. The courts have held that the
work of Jehovah's witnesses in distributing their literature
is not selling and therefore their work does not come within
the prohibition of the Sunday laws. The Supreme Court of
Iowa, in Iowa v. Mead, 230 Iowa 1217, 300 N. W. 523 (1941),
reversed the conviction of four of Jehovah's witnesses for
violating the Sunday law of Iowa. The court said:

The information charged that on Sunday, December 8, 1940, appel-
lants did desecrate the Sabbath in this: “That they did go from door
to door in the ecity of Clinton, knocking on the doors and ringing
doorbells, arousing persons early in the morning to the disturbance of
private families: That they did sell and attempt to sell literature on
Sunday' in vieolation of Code Section 13227. . . .

It is contended by the state that the calling upon householders after
10 a.m. on Sunday for the purpose of propagandizing appellants’ re-
ligious views by spoken and printed words constituted ‘‘disturbing a
private family.” . . .

The state also contends the distributlon of the booklets and occa-
sional receipt of the sum of ten cents constituted ‘“'selling property''
within the prohibition of the act. However, appellants were not en-
gaged in selling booklets. The alleged sales were merely Incidental
and collateral to appellants’ main object which was to preach and
publicize the doctrines of their order. . . . We do not think the statute
contemplates that the distribution of booklets of this nature and un-
der these particular circumstances constitutes desecrating the Sabbath.

It is submitted that laws prohibiting labor on Sunday are
not applicable to the work done by Jehovah’s witnesses in
preaching and taking Bible literature to the homes of the
people.

XX

State or municipal officials In the United States who persist In
arresting Jehovah's wit der ordin and laws of the type
above described which have been held invalid by the Supreme Court
of the United States violate the Federal Civil Rights Act.

The Federal Civil Rights Act makes it a felony punishable
by fine and imprisonment to conspire to deprive a person of
his rights or to molest or interfere with the exercise of his
civil rights. 18 U. S.C. §§ 241, 242, See also 8B U. S.C, §§ 41,
42, 43, 47 and 49.

Any official or private person conspiring with an official to
interfere wrongfully with the exercise of civil rights by Je-
hovah's witnesses under the color of any law of any state
in the United States of America which has been declared
unconstitutional by the Supreme Court of the United States
is liable for imprisonment and payment of fine in the federal
courts pursuant to the provisions of the Civil Rights Act.

The Supreme Court of the United States, in Screws v.
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United States, 325 U.S. 91, 104-105, 65 S. Ct. 1031, 1037, 89
L. Ed. 1495, said:

Take the case of a local officer who persists in enforcing a type of
ordinance which the Court has held invalid as violatlve of the guaran-
tees of free speech or freedom of worship. Or a local official continues
to select jurles in a manner which flies in the teeth of decisions of
the Court. If those acts are done willfully, how can the officer possibly
clalm that he had no fair warning that hils acts were prohibited by
the statute? He violates the statute not merely because he has a bad
purpose but because he acts in defiance of announced rules of law.
He who defies a decision interpreting the Constitution knows precisely
what he is doing. If sane, he hardly may be heard to say that he
knew not what he did., Of course, willful conduct cannot make definite
that which is undefined. But wiliful violators of constitutional reguire-
ments which have been defined, certainly are in no position to say
that they had no adequate advance notice that they would be visited
with punishment. When they act willfully in the sense in which we use
the word, they act In open defiance or in reckless disregard of a con-
stitutional requirement which has been made specific and definite,
When they are convicted for so acting, they are not punished for
violating an unknowable something.

Martin L. Catlette, a deputy sheriff of Nicholas County,
West Virginia, and Bert Stewart, chief of police of Rich-
wood, West Virginia, were convicted of violating the Civil
Rights Act in conspiring to deprive Jehovah's witnesses of
their rights to preach the gospel and explain their conscien-
tious refusal to salute the American flag. The United States
Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, in rejecting the ap-
peal of Catlette, among other things, said in Catlette v.
United States, 132 F. 2d 902 (1943):

An information was filed against Martin Louls Catlette, Deputy
Sherift of Nicholas County, West Virginia, and Bert Stewart, Chief of
Police of Richwood, West Virginia, in the United States District Court
for the Southern District of West Virginia, for alleged violations of
18U.8.C. A. §§ 52, 550. . . .

Section 52 [now seetion 2427, Title 18, U. 8. C.:

““Whoever, under color of any law, statute, ordinance, regulation,
or custom, willfully subjects, or causes to be subjected, any inhabitant
of any State, Territory, or District to the deprivation of any rights,
privileges, or immunities secured or protected by the Constitution and
laws of the United States, or to different punishments, pains, or penal-
ties, on account of such inhabitant being an alien, or by reason of
his color, or race, than are prescribed for the punishment of citizens,
shall be fined not more than $1,000, or imprisoned not more than one
year, or both." . . .

It is quite obvious in the instant case, however, that Catlette took
very active and utterly unwarranted steps to subject his victims to
affirmative Indignities. It is equally clear that these Indignities were
inflicted on the victims solely by reason of their membership in the
religious sect known as Jehovah's witnesses, and their practices found-
ed on their beliefs, particularly their refusal, on religlous grounds, to
salute the flag of the United States. This, we think, very clearly brings
Catlette within the prohibitions of the federal Constitution and the
federal criminal statutes set out above.
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It is submitted that officials may not, under color of law,
conspire to interfere with the exercise of civil rights by Je-
hovah's witnesses, and when they so do they are guilty of
a violation of the Federal Civil Rights Act, subjecting the
officials to fine and imprisonment.

XX11
The courts have held in favor of Jehovah's witnesses in -other
miscellaneous circumstances.

A
The courts have held that Jehovah’'s witnesses have the
right to advertise public meetings with placards on auto-
mobiles or by carrying placards on the sidewalks.
Nebraska v. Hind, 143 Neb. 479, 10 N. W. 2d 258 (1943)
New York v. Kieran, 26 N. Y. S. 2d 291 (1940)
. sg%?f?MIth v. Anderson, 308 Mass, 370, 32 N.E. 2d

B

The courts have held that Jehovah's witnesses have the

right to defend themselves when attacked by one who ob-
jects to their distribution of Bible literature.

¢ Ig;%f of Gaffney v. Putnam, 197 S.C. 237, 15 S.E. 2d 130

Rex ex rel. Atkinson v. Montague, (1950) 97 Can. Cr. Cases
%g‘ig(;ounty Court, Haldimand County, Ontario, September 14,

c

The courts have held that distribution by Jehovah's wit-
nesses of their literature does not constitute a violation of
the laws forbidding the blocking of sidewalks.

City of Olathe v. Lauclk, 156 Kan. 637, 135 P. 2d 549 (1943)

New York v. De Cecca, 29 N. Y. S. 2d°524 (1941)

New York v. LoVecchio, 56 N. Y. S. 2d 354 (1945)

Pool v. Texas, — Tex. Cr. R. —, 226 S. W. 2d 868 (1950)

D
Jehovah's witnesses cannot be discriminated against and
dismissed from civil service appointment because of belief
and practice as Jehovah's witnesses.
Morgan v. Civil Service Commission of New Jersey, 131
N. J. L. 410, 36 A. 2d 898 (1944)

E
Jehovah's witnesses may not be forced to serve on juries,
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contrary to their claim for exemption from jury service as
ministers of the gospel.
United States v. Hillyard, 52 F. Supp. 612 (E. D., Wash., 1943)

F

Persistence by Jehovah's witnesses in their right to preach
the gospel, notwithstanding the insistence by a police officer
that they discontinue preaching, does not constitute unlaw-
fully resisting an officer.

City of Monroe v. Ducas, 203 La, 971, 14 S, 2d 781 (1943)

G

Jehovah's witnesses cannot be required to have commer-
cial licenses on their automobiles used in their preaching
activity, inasmuch as such use of automobiles is not a com-
mercial use.

Ex parte Carter, 143 Tex. Cr. R. 46, 156 S. W, 2d 986 (1941)

PRINTED DECISIONS

The decisions hereinbefore cited and quoted are only a
few of the thousands of decisions that have been rendered
by the courts in favor of Jehovah's witnesses. Some of these
decisions are printed. A list of printed decisions in the lead-
ing cases appears in this booklet as Appendix (pages 89-93).
Jehovah's witnesses and their attorneys and any judge or
lawyer may obtain copies of these printed opinions and oth-
ers that are available. These will be sent to any attorney,
judge or any of Jehovah's witnesses who needs them in or-
der to help settle a dispute over the right of Jehovah's wit-
nesses to carry on their preaching work. Printed decisions
may also be submitted to the judge in support of the motion
to dismiss, along with a copy of this booklet. To obtain
copies of these opinions write the Society (legal office) at
124 Columbia Heights, Brooklyn 2, New York.

FINES

The apostles in ancient times did not an fines. Today
Jehovah's witnesses follow the course of the apostles when
convicted for refusing to stop preaching the gospel. If the
court fines upon conviction, an appeal should be taken. An
ap eal or an appeal bond should prevent the collection of

e until the case is decided by a higher court.
It the appeal is lost, then, instead of paying the ﬁne, dls-

charge it by going to jail, if allowed to do so b
member that you are sent forth by Jehovah Go to be h.lS
witness. If it is his will that you go to prison and there give
further testimony after failing on appeal, that should be
done joyfully. Trust in Jehovah for protection, like the proph-
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ets and apostles who likewise suffered, Christ endured per-

secution himself and left some behind to be filled up by us

in this day. (Phil. 1:29; Col. 1:24; 2 Tim. 1:8) It is a blessed

privilege to have a small part in the vindication of Jehovah’s

name by maintaining integrity. Preaching the gospel faith-

gﬂly, regardless of opposition, we will prove Satan to be a
ar.

REPORTING FOLLOWING TRIAL

When the trial is completed, make a full report to the
Society immediately. The report should include a summary
of the evidence given, a statement of the ruling of the court
and the reasons stated by the judge for the decision. State
whether the decision was “Guilty” or “Not guilty”. If the
decision was in writing, send a copy. The amount of the fine
or imprisonment, if any, should be mentioned. Report what
steps have been taken to appeal. Also inform the Society’s
Branch office of the time allowed on appeal for preparing
the record, filing of briefs and appearance in the higher
court by you or your attorney.

MOBS

In recent years we (Jehovah’s witnesses) have been cruel-
ly attacked and viciously mobbed by religious fanatics and
intolerant persons. These outbursts of violence have occurred
especially in Europe, Quebec and various parts of the Unit-
ed States. Mr. Justice Murphy of the Supreme Court of the
United States, in Prince v. Commonwealth, 321 U.S. 1358,
176, 64 S.Ct. 438, 447-448, 88 L. Ed. 645 (1944'). wrote as fol-
lows: “ ... Jehovah's witnesses are living proof of the fact
that even in this nation, conceived as it was in the ideals of
freedom, the right to practice religion in unconventional ways
is still far from secure. Theirs is a militant and unpopular
faith, pursued with a fanatical zeal. They have suffered
brutal beatings; their property has been destroyed; they
have been harassed at every turn by the resurrection and
enforcement of little-used ordinances and statutes. See
Mulder and Comisky, ‘Jehovah’s Witnesses Mold Constitu-
tional Law,’ 2 Bill of Rights Review, No. 4, p. 262.”

The violence and bloodshed experienced by Jehovah's wit-
nesses does not deter us. It proves our faithfulness to Al-
mighty God. The Lord Jesus Christ declared that inasmuch
as he was persecuted, his followers should expect like treat-
ment. (John 15:20) The demonized persecution of Jehovah's
witnesses is proof that we are on the side of Jehovah God
and against the Devil.

Take courage from the experience of the faithful men of
old. Lot’s visitors were mobbed (Gen. 19:4-10); Joshua and
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Caleb were threatened with stoning by a mob (Num. 14:6-10) ;
Christ was mobbed. (Luke 4:14-30; 22:47-54; 23:1, 2) In Jeru-
salem and elsewhere the apostles were mobbed, beaten and
foully persecuted by the demonized populace who, like their
“father the devil”’, took the law into their own hands.
Stephen was mobbed and killed by stoning. (Acts 7:54-60)
Many times Paul was mobbed. (Acts 13:50; 14:19; 17:2-7;
19:28-41; 21:26-36; 2 Cor. 11:24-26) “The whole world lies in
the power of the evil one.”—1 John 5:19, Weymouth.

Threat of mobs and actual violence should not stop the
proclamation of the gospel message. Often these threats are
mere bluffs, When surrounded by a mob, insist that you are
preaching the gospel of God's kingdom as commanded in
God’s Word, the Bible, and that if they harm you, your blood
will be upon their heads. (Jer. 26:14,15) When faced with
such trouble remember the counsel of the Scriptures writ-
ten for your strength for such a crisis and trust entirely in
Jehovah for deliverance. (Josh. 1:9; 2 Chron. 20:15,17; Ps.
29:11; Tsa. 26:3, 4; 50:7; Ezek. 33:8, 9; Phil. 1:27-29, Am. Stan.
Ver.) If the mob does not disband after an effort to reason
with them, move away and try to avoid the mob. If forced
to use self-defense, do so. (See The Watchtower, Septem-
ber 15, 1939.) There is no need to arm yourself beforehand or
after hearing of the threats of violence and go about look-
ing for trouble.

places where mob violence repeatedly occurs, it is ad-
visable to alternate the time for doing witness work so as
to avoid the mobsters. If conditions continue so as to warrant
a drastic change, you should communicate with the Society
for instructions.

When threatened with mob violence, do not allow the offi-
cials to permit anarchy to take control of the community.
Immediately call upon the state, provincial and local officials,
such as the governor, mayor, sheriff and local prosecutor,
to provide adeg;xate protection. If necessary identify the
mobsters and officials and gather evidence to %Il;osecute the
mobsters for violating local and state laws. The city and
county governments should also be notified that if they al-
low the mobsters to do injury to you or damage your prop-
erty you will hold the city and county governments, together
with the delinquent officials, liable in damages.

You should call attention of the government of the country
where the mobs occur by notifying such agencies as the De-
partment of Justice (Civil Rights Section) of the federal
government of the United States about the matter, with re-
quest to take action against the officials, law violators and
mobsters under the federal eriminal laws.

In the United States the federal government has power
to prosecute, convict, imprison or fine persons (including
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public officials) who conspire to injure, intimidate or threaten
‘any citizen in the exercise of any right guaranteed by the
constitution or laws of the United States. This is under
Section 241, Title 18 of the United States Code. See Catleite
v. United States, 132 F. 2d 902 (1943), at page 79 of this
booklet.

Local officials who fail to provide adequate protection may
be liable to prosecution under Title 18, Section 241, as well
as Section of the United States Code, which makes any-
one liable to criminal prosecution and punishment who, un-
der color of any state law, deprives another person of any
rights guaranteed or protected by the Supreme Court of the
United States.

When the local officials take no steps to protect you against
mob violence or when they connive with or permit assaults
by mobsters, you should make a report of all the facts to
the Branch office of the Society, giving names of as many
persons as possible who participated in the mob. Also you
should send the names of the officials who failed to give
protection or who were in collusion with the mobsters. Send
in any available photographs of the mobsters and officials
involved.

In the United States three copies of this report should
be prepared and sent to the Society for forwarding to the
Department of Justice at Washington, D.C,, with request
that the federal government take action against the delin-
quent officials as well as the mobsters who caused injury to
Jehovah's witnesses and their property.

DAMAGE SUITS

Often one of Jehovah's witnesses may feel that because he
has been mistreated or injured by loss of his liberty through
wrongful imprisonment as a result of preaching the gospel
he should bring a damage suit. Damage suits to redress the
deprivation of liberty lost as a result of preaching should
not be instituted except in unusual cases. No damage suit
involving arrest growing out of preaching the gospel should
be brought without first submitting the facts to the Society
and receiving instructions as to what course to take.

Personal injury and other damages sustained by a person
in his private business, such as while driving an automobile
or taking care of other personal matters, are not included
within this advice. That is entirely a personal matter and
does not involve the Society. What action is to be taken in
such cases is for the individual involved alone to decide,
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PERSONS INVOLVED IN COURT CASES

Before a pioneer or other person who is involved in a
lawsuit or prosecution arising from the witness work moves
from that territory, he should communicate with the Society
and explain that he is involved in legal action pending in
his territory. If moving will not jeopardize the case or the
person can return for trial without undue expense and in-
convenience, the Society will consent to his moving., Before
such change is made, however, it is best that consent be ob-
tained from the Society's Branch office.

AVOIDING DIFFICULTIES BY TACTFULNESS

Apartment Houses

In working office buildings, apartment houses, private
housing projects, trailer camps and tourist camps, govern-
ment reservations, company towns, and other similar places,
we should exercise great tact and discretion. At all times we
should be polite and courteous. We should not cause disturb-
ance by persistence at the doors of the people or by loud
talking. We should avoid prolonged arguments with man-
agers or caretakers of such places.

When you are commanded to stop calling from door to
door in an apartment building or similar place you should
try to explain your legal right to call from door to door.
If, after you attempt to do so, the one in charge insists on
your leaving, you should decide for yourself whether you
want to leave and return at a later date. Whether you want
to remain or return later fo avoid the caretaker is for you
to determine. If there is no oriportunity to settle the right
to work in the building at a later date, it would be your
privilege to say whether you will remain and continue call-
ing I‘from door to door to force the controversy into the
courts.

Often disputes over the right to call from door to door
result in disturbances which lead to calling the police. This
can sometimes be avoided by your gracefully withdrawing
and returning at another time. If the one in charge of the
building threatens to do physical violence it is much better
to retreat for the time than to remain. Should he attempt
to do violence you might be “framed” in a fighting case
which might be very difficult to defend.

Hotels
Hotels stand on an entirely different legal basis than do
apartment buildings. The owner of an apartment house does
not have an absolute right to exclude Jehovah's witnesses
and prevent our calling from door to door. A hotel operator
may do so because he is on a different basis. He is not a
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mere landlord; he is an innkeeper. People who reside in a
hotel do not have the same rights as do tenants in an apart-
ment building. Residents of hotels are guests. The hotel is
very much like a private institution, such as a private club
or a fraternity house. We do not have an absolute right to
call upon the guests. If the manager of the hotel insists
that the work be discontinued, the issue should not be forced
as with the owner of an apartment building. When we are
requested to leave a hotel we should depart without waiting
until the one in charge calls the police.

Sound Devices
For many years sound devices have been used by Jeho-
vah's witnesses at conventions, in halls for assemblies and
at open-air meetings. We have also used them to advertise
public meet’mﬁs by extending invitations to attend, by calling
attention to the distribution of literature upon the streets by
Jehovah's witnesses and by making announcements.

The Society does not now request the use of sound devices
on the streets. It is up to each individual congregation to
decide for itself whether to use the sound-cars or sound
tlzguipment on the public streets of the towns in its territory.

sound devices are used on the streets (as distinguished
from the parks), then certain important considerations should
be taken into account.

Sound equipment should not be used on the streets unless
and until the congregation has determined what are the local
laws in respect to such use. Then, before using the sound-
car, send in to the Society copy of the ordinance or local
law governing the use of sound devices. Counsel for the So-
ciety will advise you as to whether the law should be com-
p&led with and, if so, to what extent and under what circum-
stances.

While a law requiring a permit before a sound device can
be used in a park may be unconstitutional and an abridg-
ment of freedom of speech and worship, it is, nevertheless,
not advisable to make use of a sound device at a public
meeting in a park without first ascertaining what are the
local laws in respect to the use of sound devices in the park.
Copies of these laws should be sent in to the Society. Counsel
can then advise you as to their validity and to what extent
they should be complied with before you proceed to use the
sound-amplifying device.

Parks and Public Auditoriums
If the local officials will give unconditional and unrestrict-
ed permits to Jehovah's witnesses to use the public parks,
public auditoriums or public schoolhouses for the holding of
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assemblies or public meetings, then an application in writ-
ing should be made for such facilities. If the congregation
does not know how to make an adequate application the
Sociiety will be glad to assist in preparing a proper appli-
cation.

In event the local officials will not grant satisfactory or
unrestricted use of the public facilities, then, before forcing
the issue into the courts, Sl;nu should bring the matter to the
attention of the Society. d along with your report a copy
of the rules and regulations, ordmances or bylaws of the
officials having control. Counsel for the Society will then ad-
vise you whether the regulation should be complied with
and to what extent.

If the local authorities will grant permission to use a
park, auditorium or schoolhouse for assembly or public
meeting purposes on a basis satisfactory to you, then go
ahead and apply for the facilities without communicating
with the Society.

Public Street Preaching

We have the absolute right to preach publicly upon the
streets. This right was employed by the Lord Jesus and his
apostles. From time immemorial the streets have been used
as a place for public discussion by anyone who desired to
make use of them. The fact that you have an absolute right
to use the streets to preach does not give you the prerogative
of abusing the right. You should not block the sidewalk. It
is not appropriate to stand in the middle of the sidewalk.
You should not block doorways or display windows. The
appropriate place to stand in the distribution of handbills
and literature is near the curb facing the building or the
passers-by, or else slow% move along the sidewalk with the
otheg estrians and offer the literature to whomever you
mee

If a crowd gathers around you and this tends to block the
passageway, move along and away from the crowd if or-
dered to do so by a ‘Fahceman If you are standing on the
sidewalk and a crowd has not gathered as a result of your
distribution of literature and the passageway of the sidewalk
remains open, then there would be no obligation on your
part to move when ordered to do so by the officer or any
other person such as a storekeeper. In order to avoid gather-
ing a crowd it would, however, be advisable to move a short
distance or walk back and forth along the sidewalk rather
than stand still. Standing still when a crowd gathers may
cause or give rise to a false charge that you blocked the
sidewalk,
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CONCLUSION
We, Jehovah's witnesses, do not ask the officials for spe-
cial favors or to themselves violate the law for us. We mere-
ly request that the officials treat us as the officials themselves
desire to be treated in similar circumstances. Practicing such
policy of fairness, the officers will not misuse their good
offices to aid and abet the religious fanatics and clergy who
oppose the good news. The police and officials should, there-
fore, administer equal justice under the law. Equal adminis-
tration of the law requires them to find, as have the judges
quoted from in this booklet, that Jehovah’s witnesses are a
legal organization of ministers and missionaries whose
g.x;eaching activity is entirely lawful, entitling us to all the
nefits enjoyed by the clergy under the law. The officials
should, therefore, accord to us the same 1prc-t‘,ectim'n from per-
secution that is granted by law to the clergy of the popular
and orthodox religious organizations. As required by law,
they would then treat us as they treat their own clergy.
Equality in dealing with us, Jehovah's witnesses, and al-
Iowmfl us full freedom of worship granted by the funda-
mental law will avoid disturbances in the community or
trouble for the state and for us. Granting such freedom,
moreover, will bring blessings to the officials from Jehovah
God. We desire that all the officials with whom we deal learn
a course of action that will mean escape from adverse judg-
ment by Jehovah God. For permitting us freedom to preach
from door to door and publicly upon the streets the officials
are promised by Christ Jesus that they will receive this
favorable consideration: “Verily I say unto you, Inasmuch
as ye have done it unto one of the least of these my brethren,
e have done it unto me. . . . And these shall go away . . .
nto life eternal.” (Matt. 25:31-46) In thus granting us equal
protection of the laws, the officials will join us in the defend-
Ing and legally establishing of the good news.—Phil, 1:7.

Respectfully submitted,
HAypEN C, CovINGTON, Lawyer

124 Columbia Heights
Brooklyn 2, New York

General Counsel for Jehovah's witnesses
and Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society



APPENDIX

This booklet does not include all the cases adjudicating the rlghts of
Jehovah's witnesses to preach. A multitude of other decisions were not

discussed. The outstandin
decisions invalidate or hol

or principal cases are listed below, These
inapplicable to the work of Jehovah's wit-

nesses laws or the construction and application of laws to prohiblt—

(1) Literature or speech altack-
ing and criticlzing religion;

(2) Knocking on doors or ringing
doorbells;

(3) Preaching In apartment hous-
es against the wishes of the
manager;

(4) Truancy of children and de-
linquency of parents where
children were expelled from
school for refusal to salute
flag;

(5) Child labor by chlldren of
Jehovah's witnesses who dis-
tribute literature;

(6) Peddling, soliciting, hawkin
and commercial selling o
gloods. wares and merchan-

se;

(7) Disturbance or breach of the
Eeaoe, disorderly conduct, or
eing a disorderly person;

(8) Annoyance and malicious vex-
ation;

(9) Loltering on streets and
blocking sidewalks;

(10) ?our—to-door calling or preach-
ng;

(11) Refusal to participate In a
school flag salute ceremony;

(12) Preachin% from door to door
or on the streets of a
company-owned or privately-
owned town or in a housing
project;

(13) Calling at homes or from
door to door without previous
invitations to visit;

(14) Street distribution of litera-
ture, handbills and printed
invitations;

(15) Preaching without payment
of a fee;

(16) Preaching without payment
of a license tax; L

(17) Speaking or holding a meet-
in 4 in a park without a per-
mit;

(18) Carrylng placards or adver-
tisement on person or on au-
tomobiles;

(19) Preaching without registering
business with police;

(20) Distribution in a zoned area
or on a restricted street
where work prohibited but
allowed elsewhere;

(21) Selling without complying
with the sales tax laws;
(22) Use of school bulldings for

public meetings;

(22) Speech or literature against
the guvernment or which Is
called seditious;

(24) Commerclal work on Sunday
contrary to the sabbath laws;

(25) Trespass on real property of
another;

"

(26) Distribution without approval
of or a permit from a local
or state official;

(27) Use of a sound-amplifying de-
vice in a Fuhlic park er a
speaker without a permit;

(28) One of Jehovah's witnesses
from keeping children and
property when sued by a de-
parting husband or wife,

Following the citations of decisions listed below are numbers in bold

type In

court held. To determine the rulin

the number which

arentheses which indicate the nature of the case and what the

or holdlnq, find in the above list
n bold B'.Xm below, fol-
an injunction

lowing the citation. In cases where the court has grant
from in

W

against the officlals, stopping them
tnesses, the word ‘‘injunction’ appears in

terfering with Jehovah's
rentheses. An asterisk (*)

before the name of a case Indicates that Jehovah's witnesses were not

involved.
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