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W B # L. United States v. Stevens ¥ PJl2 B W T, BEFOWHE L. E—131F
&) PR S N W 2 SIS S A R L7z, oW, £ ORI
ELT, BOAETHEEOERNMED 5 WITMAGME L & V) ERPREBHTIE R,
EBREDAIFHEE BT 720 T O X9 MBI, Chaplinsky v. New Hampshire $| DL D
L% [RESNZWER] OB LA E W B0 72 ERNLERITS
. MFEREBIZBN TS 24 ﬂu&w®T%57# AT, 20k
BAZARNZ LD {7 70— Fh% Chaplinsky ¥JFUZBEIZNIE L T2 &, £ LT, 5t
M7 [RESNZWET] OF2Y, Fidk, ZoOMEL Zo-FmEikEIc Lo T, §
DA T HEEOERMED L VITEARENE L R E 3T TneZ e 2 TR
5o

ELwIC

SR K. NEBBNCH S 2B RREEIZT 2 ) P EEOR#THL Y. 20k
HENE, EEEHEEY | Snb (WNAEHIZEEEH] © content neutrality principle) * o 7275 L.
COFEANZ S FSL bW D [RESINLZWEw] OFENH L, L. Chaplinsky v. New
Hampshire ¥] 3t ¥ HHEZE L 720 (F A S3E (fighting words) 50> S #flilE % 45— 15 1E O #i i 41

CECEHETHL Y. IS OF B TIXAEHE b BIAMYICFFE S D (the two-level 7
Ta—F),

1) See RicHARD H. FALLON JR., THE DyNAaMIC CONSTITUTION: AN INTRODUCTION TO AMERICAN CONSTITUTIONAL
LAwW AND PRACTICE, 42 (2nd ed. 2013).

2) R.A.V.v.City of St. Paul, 505 U.S. 377, 382 (1992).

3)  Police Department of the City of Chicago v. Mosley, 408 U.S. 92 (1972).

4) 315U.8S.568 (1942).

5)  See FALLON, supra note, at 59.

6) KATHLEEN M. SULLIVAN & NOAH FELDMAN, CONSTITUTIONAL LAw 944 (19th ed. 2013).
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bobld, @FREBHTOBRIIE, [RESNEZVWER] - E0RELOREZ KITL
7B T B Vo Bl 212, Near v. Minnesota ex rel. Olson )3:i3, AWBIINT 5 4258 EH#

R OZERZEH LY £720 AA b - AE—FHEZ T APSEOHE] (LIRH
2o NI 2 A& ENns) L LCIESLT 2 2 L oG FbN/zR A Vv St
Paul ¥|H2 BT NEEN OB TS 5 L sz ?

GREZDE) B—RTHEFIELIEESTRRE 55 Dhe ARTIE, TOGMOHITRE L
T, [RES N VWER] OBEHEOBRE MG %,

1 EARSRICHITD [RESNLNSH] OEE

(1) Ferber ¥RURICH T DEHRSH

7 TANEE

WO Chaplinsky ¥IR 2 FERE ST 5o TARNOFEADEETH HHE AL, ABET, BREEIC
[ BHNIFEKIOE 72 ] FORSEMS v OO0 L S,
WEADPEMOHHEZ FELZOIH L, v~— 74 —HHABEHAFEOREERIL, E—1EIED
DAL 72 SO Z TG L 72 ",

[ZOWiES L ORE RS OFE LOMBEEF SR T LIE—WELONTI hdo
7oo FAICERS N, ZLT, CRESNEEROBES D b, TNHIE, AL TR
L0, BRMebo, ZEEENE LD, Z LT, BEHLLO, Hb0IE. A

PEE RED. INBIE, EREONIEENAKIZE ST, MARZBEL, H2
Wik, BB AEOPREAETENZHS Y. 20X RFHEEET L LE. B
EW L > TORBNLER 2 & LT, $720 BEADHEIZ & > TOMEWIfEz

7) Daniel A. Farber, The Categorical Approach to Protecting Speech in American Constitutional Law, 84 IND. L. J.
917 (2009); Wayne Batchis, On the Categorical Approach to Free Speech- And the Protected Failure to Delimit the
True Threats Exception to the First Amendment, 37 PACE L. REv. 1, 12-13 (2016).

8) 283 U.S.697, 712-18 (1931).

9) R A V,505US.at387. 2B, Near ¥, RIEBII0T 5 22 BIRRIUH AR OZEIR 2 8 L 72
ZEIZonTiE, BREEOIIR & V) FERA > S Ltz v, T b5, BEORNMEY 2 1 MmR)
DB ZERERN RO 1L ORI A & 5 =% 0 TIREEDFEO 55 O LRI, FariHl ok k12>
WThH, [RESNLZVWER] IS LT ZOTREEZ IR LR TH 2, ZNITH LT, RAV
%mKBWTWE&&ofWﬁ%%®¥Eu\E@#é*(%%éﬂ&wmmj®ﬁ% @S Lo
MR s L BREHEE 34 0T, FEMEKICE DMEIZIREETH S (see Farber, supra note, at
928-29)

10) 315U.S.at571-72
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[RESNLWER] OFEHEEZORIUZDONT

HBEPIZLPEE L VOIZEZNS D HES N LR, BFE & O L S H S i
Lo THLPIZ ERSNTWS & —RIcEZD s TE Y,

' Chafee, Free Speech in the United States (1941), 149
® Chafee, op. Cit., 150.

BEEERE, 7274 —0F /7774 %5IHLOD, TADPEE (FPHMNLRE 2 IMHEIC
BEVTE) %, OOLYSEY ), BER, BinlaEH, HEERNEI, BEFEHE
ReRESNZVEwme LTEIT2, 2ok, k&, SO o#iEIC [RESh 2 VE
il \ZH7BbOWH DL xR L TWw L,

1 ZBEBBHRR

Beauharnais v. Illinois ¥|J:\%, [ EHBIFES L, BEORET 2 S5HOTMHAIZIZ % <, &
D 5 CIZINEHFT L, YMEEZ HE»OBEOfEl Lvw) 7L — XD FTH
B A0EIE R LR, ZHEIBNERY [RESN2VER] £ LY, 20k, New
York Times Co. v. Sullivan ¥|g\2 BT, 7L F Y FHEREOFEERIL, [FL41E, 07—
A%, HDHFEIEINT 2RCGER 2 EHE T RN LUz s 2w, $4hbb, Adk
OHEIZHET 2atEIE. MFISF, EBIS. 2 LT BLCHPNAZLOTRIT IR ST,
T, 2T, BUFRAMBISET 2L < T, 2L TRICERIRZIZ OIS VW B
BEATHRW, EWHFEHTHL |, [EoeBHETHBZFmMICBVTHIFONZV D
THo>T. bLEHOHMA HEERL72OICLELR B X OB (breathing space) ~ Z &
HEFTHRLIE, FRIHESNZITUER S 2 WY | Lk, AFkE (public office) 12k
5 HEBRBOW %, FRHEI [BEOERE (actual malice) | RO LNLELE. Thbb,
[ENDEBTHDL EH>TH, DL, BBTHL0E) THVLOPIZOWTEGEIZHE
BEFIchsnz]) LHEHSWZHECRELZ (Wb 2BEOEEOEH) Y,

TS rEHERS L. HEOEBOEROBENICHEHEEZ AV 22 HE L Cwiv,
LA L. ZOZEHOHYETH S Curtis Pub. Co. v. Butts ¥ 1I2BWT, v+ —L v EEH#

11) Id at574.

12) 343U.S. 250, 266 (1952).
13)  Sullivan, 376 U. S. at 271-72.
14) Id. at 279-80.

15) 388 U.S. 130 (1967).
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B

AEERO/— 11, HEOEEOEHFFRERICESCLL Y. TV vk
ZON—= MIBI L7z, FEERIZ, HEOEZOEELY [AHAY (public figure) | |
5. TOMMRFEENS [TAICFHRN 2 A0 EED, 2L T Hmra T
SEINEHO BRY)BIOBRBLTHLAICTE TL2WREETLIRKOFRIIHT LT
I AT HOE T | NEHT A EEFTRE L. SHICH LT, v — L EEORK
WREERE T AWAW % ARE rOXHTAL0. BLU. FRFIUINT LR
7% % AL O FEHED B 2 R TR, & fED 2 VIZE—BIEORY) ¥ — DOHIZIIHFEL &
Vi e s (Sullivan ¥) DT, FIHE) BERBICET 2 X o TomicRi#ES L
TEZIES N2 B 2 REICB W CHEY 5, BMHATHEZEETHL Y] L LT, Z
DFHZHE L7,

FHIZBWTH, =~ =&, Sullivan ¥|FEOIEFEEE . MHBIAF %R (ad hoc balancing)
LIXBIEND [EFM I (definitional balancing) | & 434752 Vo MAIFIZHEIC B
W [REND b0, BT —AZB T REORID T2 B W TEH P IIHIR S 7274
MaETHH Y o LT, EFMNTEREICBC T, [EEREEZITTE. AEEHEE2 550
BHEADENOFERZIIBCTHRTREPZRETLH TR L v, 7272, EOERED
SWPE-BEOERIZBITS S LARENDINEIPEERTLLOORIIAVES
W], [CZTERDTISNLEDE, MSPDNETIRAL, F—BIETHE? | OTH- T,
[EFRATERED S, FROFRIZE TR 2R iS5 = O L8 USBRFE 2 L — )b
MEEHEND P ],

#
S
i
Oh-
p=101
=D

4
P
=

I e~

R
jihd

U REBRR

Roth v. United States iR\ BT fei#id, [H—BILRIROEE, REICHET 231, 248
BIBEDO L) IIEEIIHER L T arol, L L, BEICHLTH, TIWAEwmB L UHIMR
DIREDHIHINCD o722 L 2R T T DR BREOERDY D 5o - - - Fiwd L CHMORE
3. A4 DEGEGEINS LU SN2 e b6 37200, BEO B 25z RES 5 2

16) Melville B. Nimmer, The Right to Speak Tiem to Time: First Amendment Theory Applied to Libel and
Misapplied to Privacy, 56 CAL L. REv. 935, 943 n. 31 (1968).

17) 388 U.S.at 155.

18) Id. at 163-164. (Warren, J., concurring in the result).

19) Nimmer, supra note 16, ato 942.

20) Id. at 944.

21) Id.at942.

22) Id. at 945.

22) Id. at 944-45.
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[RESNLWER] OFEHEEZORIUZDONT

EEBHL TV - - 2TOBBIE, bIPICTHHENAEE,E2F>oTh UL, - - -
SEEBREEZIT D, L L, B—ERICHET ZBERIE, REDSBRI S NDL T L&, 2NhMH
SMEZ EEIZR AT VWL T LD T e 2RRT 4| Lk, BRI [fRES L
WER LY, ZoOBETIE. BEEHEAEICHET 2R EEIIREN TV R D
72H5, %S Miller v. California 13 ™ (%, BEEHZ . [ (a) P ADBUED R o Sk
WA L7 aIl . UEERA, Fhr Rl LCRZE 2, a2 BERIZFRZ 2200 T
WhEbhbZl, (b) @HAWREZRINEICE > CHBICER SN WIITE%Z . L EMA.
S PICRRATECE T, WEL, dHWVIE, EHLTWA I L, (o) BEMESH. Zh
AL LTHZE 212, BER RN, EM, BUGH. & 5\, B2l 2 KT
P | BT bolER L (35—,

I R&ERIL/

New York v. Ferber ¥t %" 13, Chaplinsky )P0 V) A2 MIZ AR WRER )L 2 2 [F#ES Lz
Sl & L7

COHPTIZ 16 R OFVENIFE ST 2 MW ITHOMGT 2 S5 OH G OBEMA 2 1LT 5
Za— 3= MNEOE S BEEMESHEE % 5720 IMEOEEIFEA I T —FHEDO W) JREE
FHUIB726 200 G720, BHARICL > THEHNZ T3 2 L IZREETSH > 72
AT A MCHEREOREERIL. UTOMEEA,S, WERLV ) % [HEShLwEiRl &
L7ze =12, [REEZ QAR - R ORES | L v ) Ao EI2e afii
HHETH D, B [EVEIZLDMNATAZHE LIEE RO 7 1V A O3, Ak
B T ROV BES 528 P | Th b, BT, [REFRNV ) OREROBGEE.
RINZEEL SNTV LRI T 2EN 2L 52 5 LERIC, 2059 28 mofE
IZE S TARNRGERZ 7T "SmMk RIS T 2L EORBS, Thob 2 250k %,
BRHERIEL T ATEOARTREERE LTHWO N, b A \VIEEWICE TRIZT
EARBENZZ ERIFEAERWY | ZEThHDH, EMIC, WEFRIL ) OffifEs [IFADDH
FHICTIRL VIS LA, DRYVRENTHS Y | L Thbh, HHIT, RERVHHNL, v

24) 354 U.S. 476, 483-484 (1957).

25) 413 U.S. 15 (1973).

26) Id. at24.

27) 458 U.S. 747 (1982).

28) Id. at 756-57

29) Id. at759.

30) Id. at 761-62 (quoting Giboney v. Empire Storage & Ice Co., 336 U.S. 490, 498 (1949)).
31) Id at762.
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DO LANERMNZH 72505, Kbl b, F—BLEOREOHFED [FmONEIZEINT] ik
EINLZ L, ZLTC, [HIRSNEZREEEN, MEE Lo TV RERBICHET LML, £
NAMUAFAEL TV e LTh, S E D ITEEIIC BRI 720, 1507 — AN, r— A %K
EOBEZ OLBEL LAV] LE3NAZL@BLL 2V EY o, BEFL ICHE—BIE
OR#EBELTHRBICK LavE LY,

7 ZF0fl

Watts v. United States $)3:°Y 12, [E O (true threats) | . [fREX N WEH] M2
7oo ZOFPT, KB T BB E ik b § 58w [, UEHIETE, -
Y EEETH D, ERH. ZOKH (Chief Executive) DLLEDRE, 5 X U8, WHH R
NOZBIZ L BWEWHTONDL Z K EPEHEERIEL L HICTEHILIIOE, EY
. 61T EEIAFEEE TSI EICBRVIERVT | ELTAEE Lz, 72721, [#
FeZz Sim (pure speech) | &L & § 2T IIE—BILESHICHN SN LEN D L 720,
[BBIZH25b0L, EERLRESNLIERHIIH/L50L1F, RKAlSNRTE% S 2w
B [AROBERICET 25, IR ST, EFIS. 2 LT BN DTRIT
WAL 63, 720 T, BUFRAMEBICHT 5L <. T, £ L THRIZIEAMRZIZE
WHOWIBZEATHRV] OTHo T, [BEWFEERE] 3E—BLEORE,SERIT ST,
BHfE. S [EogHE] UM E2IH L 20 Ensrvwe LT, 2ok, %
MO D & 740 % R 34T A OBBIAG b 72 Virginia v. Black ¥ ® 125\ T b I
I,

7. WEMSH (commercial speech) . 1970 £ LIFTIZ BV TIE, E—IBIEOFEBIYLC
Hot=, LarL. 1976 4E0 Virginia State Bd. of Pharmacy v. Virginia Citizens Consumer Council

Inc JIPg 0 1, EEIIRES N WA EOREDO R AT L B0z,

32) Id. at 763-64. (quoting Young v. American Mini Theatres, Inc., 427 U. S. 50, 66 (1976)).

33) 1d.

34) 394 U.S. 705 (1969).

35) Id.at707.

36) Id.

37) Id. at 708 (quoting Sullivan, 376 U.S. at 270).

38) 538'U.S.343(2003). ZOHPTIE, [EOFZHE] 121X, [FHEOMEAD L VIZEAOEIIK LT, »
LEELFEN MR 2 BHOBEBLEH 2 RETHEWNEENL ] LSz (d at359)

39) See, eg., Valentine v. Chrestensen, 316 U. S. 52, 54 (1942) ([#&EZ:&, BUFICxT L C. #iMe 22 RESEAYIA 512
BMLC, (A4 2aHzRdI s, H20IE ZEOFHEZEET LI L2 L TEL6RWw] Ewvw) X
I R E R ABRRL TEW v, ).

40) 425U.S.748,771 (1976).
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(RSN VSRl OFMEZORIUIZDONT

(2) Stevens ;R

ERN % TRES N WS oFMEE, BRI, YHERCET25mOEERVLIE
U HEASEOFE, SmOBEMEE. Tabb, ERNEZEBAIICESC DL HEBTE 2,
LA L. 2010 4E® United States v. Stevens ¥ ** 13, Z DIEHM L BRE GE L7200 L 7
R A TR L 72,

COHPTIE, BWWEFOMG 2B TR, IRFE. AT 5 2 & &k L 3 58k
DEFEEF DN, 22T, BWEROME L X, FHM. BUA. BHEN. BEW. BL
By &5 WIEZEMMMEEZ T 25 DR ASTWHEYPIERKNIIRO o, 5
Vit BRI SN, BRIEh, BoToh, RENTWRITAEZMND, BEHETHED
LR, TEHEE & Sz,

AU EIEANERBNCH72 5720 9 BFE, FRMEICRo X, BEFROME) [§
EEINLVWER] IZH2b EERL [[EWEFOME O @ 5IHF | f/NMROAMME IS —1%
EOREIHEL 2] o L7zdso Ty BRI 2 LIS, [—Z0FmOHEIHE—5IE
DORFELRZZT D E) L. BESmOMMEE OB I A ML D73 b ]
ZEoT. Z0&) 2wz RESIRVER] KEOLIENTELEFRLEZY,

[ 7T A NRGElE] &5 [ERATEE] CESCBUFMoFkE, onN—y
REHEOFEZER I, [H—BIEOHIH T 28503 v (free-floating) JH#ETH D |
ZOFERIZELIREDIDTH T, o, Bl TH S, HE—IEEOREL, BHET LR
ANEFERDOT KRy 7 B2 R )V -SHOBBIOARRILDOTE AN ] LT
BUF 720 1 BUFFMIO T5RAY, R A VAR ( [EEANDOFEIZ & o TOFENYME % 3
WCLPHE S BWIzDIZENE 555N A FIzA, FiF K OEME L V) Rl L > TH
SR EESNTWS ] L\ Chaplinsky YIROHREZGIHT %), Ferber it ( [HIBR S 1L
BREFEED, HEL o TV BRRIUCET 2R, ZNDMUIHFEL T2 LTh,
FDIEBEMIC LR Z 720, IS0 —ANA r = ARFGEOBREE S LEE L] ) Fo

4]1) FO-OTEENSmIE MEMEZSH] & LTHRESN D, [Chaplinsky P Ti%5E & 1172 the two-
level 7 70 —F OMfg—DRAOFINL] LSS (SULLIVAN & FELDMAN, supra note, at 1133). & D X 9 7¢
BISMED &. F 72, Chaplinsky IO ) A2 MIBITHNTWRWI Eh 5, FBENSHIIARBOME A
L35,

42) 559 U. S. 460 (2010).

43) Id. at 468.

44)  Id. at 469-70.

45)  Id. at 470.
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THERIME T2 LIEED2 Y, LaL, [RiESNLVER] LROONL 720, A
EOATIIR L, [EHR] 50 [IEL] OSBRI ND 2 L1, Ferber HIik1 5
O N/EE Lize Ferber YIS #E RN /7 & [RES N2 WER] & LA2BRIE, [RERY
) OWBFDREREE o BREE RRMICHELTWVET TE, ZLTEAWRIL, "F
DE) REHOBEIZE > TR RAZEE 3, "ERWICEEE SN TWETATHL ]
ZEilHol, bold, TD XD % Ferber RO 5HTIE, TOHPA ) TF VAL DT
e TOGFTERIE "SI T2 & E EORHD, TNO52 550Ex. B
BRI GER T 21T AORT R EEZE LTHWONLSimd 5 WIEEMIZE TRIZT LR
AN EIHITEA LRV | LD Giboney Ml 5T X HENTZ LD TH B, L7zdto
T [Ferber FlPtid, ZO5M%., T TICHEBENTWL, BBV L, RESNLVER
OFEBEIKILL Tz, ZLC. 20HOFLOHETS, COMFEAEETL Y] Lo
THhbo

Plbas, meEkid, TEEmICEESAZVE SRTELD, LaL, &flicsnts
DL ICIEICESE S L, HDHVIE. HRENTI Ad-> 2 SHOBBIFEET 2500 Lk
Vo L Ly ) THocl LTH, "BWEROME HENO0HIIH BT &R RT I
BIFELRWY | L LT MRESRAWER] 25E L7

(3) Stevens ¥IIRICKDE?

Stevens HIPTIE, SEHIE R . ZORMAELEENLIN, Pl ld, ARfimllE
IHRENTH- T, b DI, NS 2 VIZEESEELEZTHLI xR LT, 2D
9 BT, BAMYE T AT — A OBBICBIT B Brown v EMA g™ | BiEhk 217722 &
Db LR DL Z L OB T B United States v. Alvarez ¥ 2 |25 T b B s 7z,
[PRESN WSl ST 20RO HBIEIIE, 5Fd 2 WIZERIZIZ L A LEREIL-
TEBLT, LA, (BUFEASERLA LD Z) EENZIELL ( [BHEOKHAIZE 5 TE
B REE SR (v ], [HEmffifEzbs2icLra s sw]. RO, [#Ho5nb
FEEDs, B R O & v ) HESIMEIC L > TS M B STn5 ] 7 7u—F)

46) Id.

47)  Id. at 471 (quoting Ferber, 458 U.S. at 759, 761).

48)  Ferber, 458 U. S. at 761-62 (quoting Giboney v. Empire Storage & Ice Co., 336 U.S. 490, 498 (1949)).
49)  Stevens, 559 U. S. at 471.

50) Id.at472.

51) 564 U.S.786,791-92 (2011).

52) 567 U.8S.709,721-22 (2012).
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[RESNLWER] OFEHEEZORIUZDONT

IR 72 & BB HEHRTH o725

LA L. &, Chaplinsky ¥IJEEARIZEES, (2R WV LERAZMRME Lo fdsath ([£
OWEB L CRFPMS OB LOMELZFISRI T LIE-UEZLNTI Lh /] Bk
TITa—=F) ol BlZIE. ¥ty MEL ZOHRORIITIZ, BRN T~ &,
BRI T — < EINTHE Y. ZOBRIEIC OV T Zo0BBEN T’ TH -2 T5 ",
—DOHIE, BEET 7O —F LT T —FIIMY LRITH ). o, BAREZICHET
LT llol bR D, COHENLIE. ZOHRIZETFONIERMIIOFEHL. &b
SPOMWAZ LTI, [RESNLZVER] TEUTL2TRENH L. ZoHIE. g
T T —=FERT T —FOEEHTH o T L% F O EAHAE D 5 VI EEOERED 2
(2L BRI TSN WER] L SN T LIRS 5, ZOMFA ST, B 2B
Bl [RESNBZVER] L&D LiEdRv,

Fro, BEET 7O —FONRICBLTH, FORRE S TEL Y, —O D, EAMET 7
O—F, $4bb, [YEERIHAATILESINTVEZERICIFITZEALETE LT, b
D2, BEESWIHAET S & SNAMESFIEL 2\ 2 & (valuelessness) 1ZHEMHZ LT, #£
HOEBEEZHVFTVIZWEZOORTICAD L] T7U—FThb, bH)—2N, EE (HHIF
W) T7u—F, Thbb, [EEICEL L TESAEZYLT, SMOHBOET2EENEOR
B ifid, 20D 728 AL Tz LTh, EANICEETL MmO 57 7 u—
7] THs,

(RS VSR OBEELHEMT 2 LT, BR7 70 —F 2802250 =201
iZoEx, ZOMMEEZ ED L) ICHBT L0 EEL LS

2 [RESNLBSH] DFE

1) EHE770-F

Stevens ¥IPeLlih. [ S WS OBBEOMIRE LTid, BEd 5 VI EHKITEH S
NLMEADH D, ZNE, Bk L7252k bOGIIZBWCEFET UL, BiE7 70 —F
PMERRT 7O —FOHETH L LHE L 722 L 2 ERT 5 ™,

53) Gregory P. Magarian, The Marrow of Tradition: The Roberts Court and Categorical First Amendment Speech
Exclusions, 56 WM & MARY L. REv. 1339, 1347-48 (2015).

54) Mark Tushnet, The Coverage/Protection Distinction in the Law of Freedom of Speech- An Essay on Meta-
Doctrine in Constitutional Law, 25 WM. & MARY BILL RTs. J. 1073, 1078 (2017); see also Genevieve Lakier, The
Invention of Low-Value Speech, 128 Harv. L. REv. 2166, 2174 (2015); Batchis, supra note, at 22.

55) Heidi Kitrosser, Containing Unprotected Speech, 57 FLA. L. REv. 843, 852 (2005).

56) Tushnet, supra note 54, at 1089.
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7 AR TO—F DAY N

FER & B VB OEHIZIZ L DD A ) v AR EN TS, Bz, ~F—=1) 7>
. BT Tu—FRHOEEE LT [H7ITV A7 7a—F 25 b b Relk %
WAool TE A TTVINGRERNEATESTHZ L, WETLZLEDORTGITE
W, BHFTOFRIEZ @D o] TEOTERERLI A LTS,

e, TRESN WS OFEHIE, F—BECBIT2EELFANTH L, WEHILHE
SR E B 2 B & I F Vv, AR VRO T, [Z20oxyt2—Y BE, £8, &
BHwid, WE] ICESCHBIRFSNZWY, Lo L., [H#ESh2 SRl 0B . BUf

LT TBUF OB B Z . BETSHICBIT 2 AMREER, S K™Y ) 2L 2mhEL
Th, MAT, [HR#ESNLWER] oFHIE., BESHOEMME. FEO =AM HH,
DF 0 I R EICRET S O, Ko, EEOBEAMZEEE L [RESAZVE
Fil HLEOBEEL SWmOHHEY [0 3 W (slippery slope) | 1Z7& < Z & 1274 ) A4
Y BUEA SRR E A LA, EEOF AL ERA L, BFAROREENL 2 EET 5
PHThHb, TNHEEFL T, BIHEERD. [REINLVEim] OFRIEL#T 2 6m

2 o720 1973 £ D Miller FILIFE, [HRES N VTR & LTROLNOEF, BEAR L
/) (Ferber ¥k 1 1982) DA THh > T, [#IEEREFHIL, 30 FLLITHZ), TOEI%hT
T HNBRBIMIO EEE A LML RFE RN o727 ],

SIS LT B T7 7H —FI2B Wi, [ EEOR#EIHEL. £ LT REICHE
LAVERTH L0, 40 JFIVTREESNBED | 2 BHEZHT 5, thwz, &
T 7a—Fid, WEFEERNE [RES NV OFBE OFELEA L. BHEIC
mﬁ%%%@%#a:tmﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬂﬁé“krwﬂﬂfﬁﬁkiUhﬁi TERTA
[k, AifzbZET 5] 2enrsb, EEROFMOLEICL S, [RESNLZVWER] OV A
b@%%&%%%%%f%é”o—ﬁf\%Lﬁuéééﬁ%ﬁﬁféﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁéﬂt%
A BHEL. SHREORE BRI E FIRE ST IUZE V.

57) Magarian, supra note 53, at 1348.

58) Mosley, 408 U. S. at 95.

59) Lakier, supra note 54, at 2172.

60) 1d. at 2173; THOMAS 1. EMERSON, THE SYSTEM OF FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION 326 (1970).
61) Batchis, supra note, at 21-22.

62) Magarian, supra note 53, at 1341.

63) Lakier, supra note 54, at 2176

64) Seeid. Id. at 2173-77.

65) Batchis, supra note 7, at 24.
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Summary

“Unprotected Speech” Doctrine

In United States v. Stevens, the Supreme Court decided that
depictions of animal cruelty are not categorically unprotected
speech by the First Amendment on traditional rather than
substantial approach (harm—basedor valueless approach). Is
it a new understanding about “unprotected speech” doctrine?
Substantial approach will not be used in future cases? Here I argue
that the Supreme Court used not only substantial approach but
also traditional approach in Chaplinky v. New Hampshire, and that the
Supreme Court have used different approach for different contex
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