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* The Republican Party of the third through sixth presidents is not the party of Abraham Lincoln, which was founded in 1854.

Presidents

1 GEORGE WASHINGTON
Born: 1732 Died: 1799
Years in Offi ce: 1789–97
Political Party: None
Home State: Virginia
Vice President: John Adams

2 JOHN ADAMS
Born: 1735 Died: 1826
Years in Offi ce: 1797–1801
Political Party: Federalist
Home State: Massachusetts
Vice President: Thomas Jefferson

3 THOMAS JEFFERSON
Born: 1743 Died: 1826
Years in Offi ce: 1801–09
Political Party: Republican*
Home State: Virginia
Vice Presidents: Aaron Burr,
George Clinton

4 JAMES MADISON
Born: 1751 Died: 1836
Years in Offi ce: 1809–17
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Virginia
Vice Presidents: George Clinton,
Elbridge Gerry

5 JAMES MONROE
Born: 1758 Died: 1831
Years in Offi ce: 1817–25
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Virginia
Vice President: Daniel D. Tompkins

6 JOHN QUINCY ADAMS
Born: 1767 Died: 1848
Years in Offi ce: 1825–29
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Massachusetts
Vice President: John C. Calhoun

7 ANDREW JACKSON
Born: 1767 Died: 1845
Years in Offi ce: 1829–37
Political Party: Democratic
Home State: Tennessee
Vice Presidents: John C. Calhoun,
Martin Van Buren

8 MARTIN VAN BUREN
Born: 1782 Died: 1862
Years in Offi ce: 1837–41
Political Party: Democratic
Home State: New York
Vice President: Richard M. Johnson



9 WILLIAM HENRY HARRISON
Born: 1773 Died: 1841
Years in Offi ce: 1841
Political Party: Whig
Home State: Ohio
Vice President: John Tyler

10 JOHN TYLER
Born: 1790 Died: 1862
Years in Offi ce: 1841–45
Political Party: Whig
Home State: Virginia
Vice President: None

11 JAMES K. POLK
Born: 1795 Died: 1849
Years in Offi ce: 1845–49
Political Party: Democratic
Home State: Tennessee
Vice President: George M. Dallas

12 ZACHARY TAYLOR
Born: 1784 Died: 1850
Years in Offi ce: 1849–50
Political Party: Whig
Home State: Louisiana
Vice President: Millard Fillmore

13 MILLARD FILLMORE
Born: 1800 Died: 1874
Years in Offi ce: 1850–53
Political Party: Whig
Home State: New York
Vice President: None

14 FRANKLIN PIERCE
Born: 1804 Died: 1869
Years in Offi ce: 1853–57
Political Party: Democratic
Home State: New Hampshire
Vice President: William R. King

15 JAMES BUCHANAN
Born: 1791 Died: 1868
Years in Offi ce: 1857–61
Political Party: Democratic
Home State: Pennsylvania
Vice President: John C. Breckinridge

16 ABRAHAM LINCOLN
Born: 1809 Died: 1865
Years in Offi ce: 1861–65
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Illinois
Vice Presidents: Hannibal Hamlin,
Andrew Johnson

17 ANDREW JOHNSON
Born: 1808 Died: 1875
Years in Offi ce: 1865–69
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Tennessee
Vice President: None
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18 ULYSSES S. GRANT
Born: 1822 Died: 1885
Years in Offi ce: 1869–77
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Illinois
Vice Presidents: Schuyler Colfax,
Henry Wilson

19 RUTHERFORD B. HAYES
Born: 1822 Died: 1893
Years in Offi ce: 1877–81
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Ohio
Vice President: William A. Wheeler

20 JAMES A. GARFIELD
Born: 1831 Died: 1881
Years in Offi ce: 1881
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Ohio
Vice President: Chester A. Arthur

21 CHESTER A. ARTHUR
Born: 1829 Died: 1886
Years in Offi ce: 1881–85
Political Party: Republican
Home State: New York
Vice President: None

22 GROVER CLEVELAND
Born: 1837 Died: 1908
Years in Offi ce: 1885–89
Political Party: Democratic
Home State: New York
Vice President: Thomas A. Hendricks

23 BENJAMIN HARRISON
Born: 1833 Died: 1901
Years in Offi ce: 1889–93
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Indiana
Vice President: Levi P. Morton

24 GROVER CLEVELAND
Born: 1837 Died: 1908
Years in Offi ce: 1893–97
Political Party: Democratic
Home State: New York
Vice President: Adlai E. Stevenson

25 WILLIAM MCKINLEY
Born: 1843 Died: 1901
Years in Offi ce: 1897–1901
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Ohio
Vice Presidents: Garret A. Hobart,
Theodore Roosevelt

26 THEODORE ROOSEVELT
Born: 1858 Died: 1919
Years in Offi ce: 1901–09
Political Party: Republican
Home State: New York
Vice President: Charles W. Fairbanks



27 WILLIAM HOWARD TAFT
Born: 1857 Died: 1930
Years in Offi ce: 1909–13
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Ohio
Vice President: James S. Sherman

28 WOODROW WILSON
Born: 1856 Died: 1924
Years in Offi ce: 1913–21
Political Party: Democratic
Home State: New Jersey
Vice President: Thomas R. Marshall

29 WARREN G. HARDING
Born: 1865 Died: 1923
Years in Offi ce: 1921–23
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Ohio
Vice President: Calvin Coolidge

30 CALVIN COOLIDGE
Born: 1872 Died: 1933
Years in Offi ce: 1923–29
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Massachusetts
Vice President: Charles G. Dawes

31 HERBERT HOOVER
Born: 1874 Died: 1964
Years in Offi ce: 1929–33
Political Party: Republican
Home State: California
Vice President: Charles Curtis

32 FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT
Born: 1882 Died: 1945
Years in Offi ce: 1933–45
Political Party: Democratic
Home State: New York
Vice Presidents: John Nance Garner,
Henry Wallace, Harry S Truman

33 HARRY S TRUMAN
Born: 1884 Died: 1972
Years in Offi ce: 1945–53
Political Party: Democratic
Home State: Missouri
Vice President: Alben W. Barkley

34 DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER
Born: 1890 Died: 1969
Years in Offi ce: 1953–61
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Kansas
Vice President: Richard M. Nixon

35 JOHN F. KENNEDY
Born: 1917 Died: 1963
Years in Offi ce: 1961–63
Political Party: Democratic
Home State: Massachusetts
Vice President: Lyndon B. Johnson

R26 PRESIDENTS

PR
ES

ID
EN

TS



PRESIDENTS  R27

P
R

ESID
EN

TS

36 LYNDON B. JOHNSON
Born: 1908 Died: 1973
Years in Offi ce: 1963–69
Political Party: Democratic
Home State: Texas
Vice President: Hubert H. Humphrey

37 RICHARD M. NIXON
Born: 1913 Died: 1994
Years in Offi ce: 1969–74
Political Party: Republican
Home State: California
Vice Presidents: Spiro T. Agnew,
Gerald R. Ford

38 GERALD R. FORD
Born: 1913
Years in Offi ce: 1974–77
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Michigan
Vice President: Nelson A. Rockefeller

39 JIMMY CARTER
Born: 1924
Years in Offi ce: 1977–81
Political Party: Democratic
Home State: Georgia
Vice President: Walter F. Mondale

40 RONALD REAGAN
Born: 1911 Died: 2004
Years in Offi ce: 1981–89
Political Party: Republican
Home State: California
Vice President: George Bush

41 GEORGE BUSH
Born: 1924
Years in Offi ce: 1989–93
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Texas
Vice President: J. Danforth Quayle

42 BILL CLINTON
Born: 1946
Years in Offi ce: 1993–2001
Political Party: Democratic
Home State: Arkansas
Vice President: Albert Gore Jr.

43 GEORGE W. BUSH
Born: 1946
Years in Offi ce: 2001–
Political Party: Republican
Home State: Texas
Vice President: Richard B. Cheney
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Alabama 1819 4,500,752 50,744 88.7 Montgomery

Alaska 1959 648,818 571,951 1.1 Juneau

Arizona 1912 5,580,811 113,635 49.1 Phoenix

Arkansas 1836 2,725,714 52,068 52.3 Little Rock

California 1850 35,484,453 155,959 227.5 Sacramento

Colorado 1876 4,550,688 103,718 43.9 Denver

Connecticut 1788 3,483,372 4,845 719.0 Hartford

Delaware 1787 817,491 1,954 418.4 Dover

District of 
Columbia — 563,384 61 9,235.8 —

Florida 1845 17,019,068 53,927 315.6 Tallahassee

Georgia 1788 8,684,715 57,906 150.0 Atlanta

Hawaii 1959 1,257,608 6,423 195.8 Honolulu

Idaho 1890 1,366,332 82,747 16.5 Boise

Illinois 1818 12,653,544 55,584 227.6 Springfield

Indiana 1816 6,195,643 35,867 172.7 Indianapolis

Iowa 1846 2,944,062 55,869 52.7 Des Moines

Kansas 1861 2,723,507 81,815 33.3 Topeka

Kentucky 1792 4,117,827 39,728 103.7 Frankfort

Louisiana 1812 4,496,334 43,562 103.2 Baton Rouge

Maine 1820 1,305,728 30,862 42.3 Augusta

Maryland 1788 5,508,909 9,774 563.6 Annapolis

Massachusetts 1788 6,433,422 7,840 820.6 Boston

Michigan 1837 10,079,985 56,804 177.5 Lansing

Minnesota 1858 5,059,375 79,610 63.6 St. Paul

State Year of 2003 Area Population Capital
 Statehood Population (Sq. Mi.) Density

(Sq Mi.)
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Mississippi 1817 2,881,281 46,907 61.4 Jackson

Missouri 1821 5,704,484 68,886 82.8 Jefferson City

Montana 1889 917,621 145,552 6.3 Helena

Nebraska 1867 1,739,291 76,872 22.6 Lincoln

Nevada 1864 2,241,154 109,826 20.4 Carson City

New Hampshire 1788 1,287,687 8,968 143.6 Concord

New Jersey 1787 8,638,396 7,417 1,164.7 Trenton

New Mexico 1912 1,874,614 121,356 15.4 Santa Fe

New York 1788 19,190,115 47,214 406.4 Albany

North Carolina 1789 8,407,248 48,711 172.6 Raleigh

North Dakota 1889 633,837 68,976 9.2 Bismarck

Ohio 1803 11,435,798 40,948 279.3 Columbus

Oklahoma 1907 3,511,532 68,667 51.1 Oklahoma City

Oregon 1859 3,559,596 95,997 37.1 Salem

Pennsylvania 1787 12,365,455 44,817 275.9 Harrisburg

Rhode Island 1790 1,076,164 1,045 1,029.8 Providence

South Carolina 1788 4,147,152 30,109 137.7 Columbia

South Dakota 1889 764,309 75,885 10.1 Pierre

Tennessee 1796 5,841,748 41,217 141.7 Nashville

Texas 1845 22,118,509 261,797 84.5 Austin

Utah 1896 2,351,467 82,144 28.6 Salt Lake City

Vermont 1791 619,107 9,250 66.9 Montpelier

Virginia 1788 7,386,330 39,594 186.6 Richmond

Washington 1889 6,131,445 66,544 92.1 Olympia

West Virginia 1863 1,810,354 24,078 75.2 Charleston

Wisconsin 1848 5,472,299 54,310 100.8 Madison

Wyoming 1890 501,242 97,100 5.2 Cheyenne

State Year of 2003 Area Population Capital
 Statehood Population (Sq. Mi.) Density

(Sq Mi.)
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The American fl ag is a symbol of the nation.
It is recognized instantly, whether as a big

banner waving in the wind or a tiny emblem
worn on a lapel. The fl ag is so important that it
is a major theme of the national anthem, “The
Star-Spangled Banner.” One of the most popular
names for the fl ag is the Stars and Stripes. It is
also known as Old Glory.

THE MEANING OF THE FLAG

The American flag has 13 stripes—7 red and 6
white. In the upper-left corner of the flag is the
union—50 white five-pointed stars against a
blue background.

The 13 stripes stand for the original 13
American states, and the 50 stars represent the
states of the nation today. According to the U.S.
Department of State, the colors of the flag also
are symbolic:

Red stands for courage.

White symbolizes purity.

Blue is the color of vigilance,
perseverance, and justice.

DISPLAYING THE FLAG

It is customary not to display the American flag
in bad weather. It is also customary for the flag
to be displayed outdoors only from sunrise to
sunset, except on certain occasions. In a few
special places, however, the flag is always flown
day and night. When flown at night, the flag
should be illuminated.

Near a speaker’s platform, the flag should
occupy the place of honor at the speaker’s right.
When carried in a parade with other flags, the
American flag should be on the marching right
or in front at the center. When flying with the
flags of the 50 states, the national flag must be
at the center and the highest point. In a group
of national flags, all should be of equal size and
all should be flown from staffs, or flagpoles, of
equal height.

The flag should never touch the ground
or the floor. It should not be marked with any
insignia, pictures, or words. Nor should it be
used in any disrespectful way—as an advertising
decoration, for instance. The flag should never
be dipped to honor any person or thing.

SALUTING THE FLAG

The United States, like other countries, has a
flag code, or rules for displaying and honoring
the flag. For example, all those present should
stand at attention facing the flag and salute it
when it is being raised or lowered or when it is
carried past them in a parade or procession. A
man wearing a hat should take it off and hold
it with his right hand over his heart. All women
and hatless men should stand with their right
hands over their hearts to show their respect for
the flag. The flag should also receive these hon-
ors during the playing of the national anthem
and the reciting of the Pledge of Allegiance.

THE PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Pledge of Allegiance was written in 1892
by Massachusetts magazine (Youth’s Companion)
editor Francis Bellamy. (Congress added the
words “under God” in 1954.)

I pledge allegiance to the flag of the United
States of America and to the republic for
which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

Civilians should say the Pledge of Allegiance
with their right hands placed over their hearts.
People in the armed forces give the military
salute. By saying the Pledge of Allegiance, we
promise loyalty (“pledge allegiance”) to the
United States and its ideals.
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"THE STAR-SPANGLED BANNER"

“The Star-Spangled Banner” is the national
anthem of the United States. It was written by
Francis Scott Key during the War of 1812. While
being detained by the British aboard a ship on
September 13–14, 1814, Key watched the British
bombardment of Fort McHenry at Baltimore.
The attack lasted 25 hours. The smoke was so
thick that Key could not tell who had won.
When the air cleared, Key saw the American
flag that was still flying over the fort. “The
Star-Spangled Banner” is sung to music writ-
ten by British composer John Stafford Smith. In
1931 Congress designated “The Star-Spangled
Banner” as the national anthem.

I
Oh, say, can you see, by the dawn’s early light,
What so proudly we hailed at the twilight’s last gleaming,
Whose broad stripes and bright stars through the perilous fight,
O’er the ramparts we watched were so gallantly streaming?
And the rockets’ red glare, the bombs bursting in air,
Gave proof through the night that our flag was still there.
Oh, say, does that star-spangled banner yet wave
O’er the land of the free, and the home of the brave?

II
On the shore, dimly seen through the mists of the deep,
Where the foe’s haughty host in dread silence reposes,
What is that which the breeze, o’er the towering steep,
As it fitfully blows, half conceals, half discloses?
Now it catches the gleam of the morning’s first beam,
In full glory reflected, now shines on the stream.
’Tis the star-spangled banner; oh, long may it wave
O’er the land of the free, and the home of the brave!

III
And where is that band who so vauntingly swore
That the havoc of war and the battle’s confusion
A home and a country should leave us no more?
Their blood has washed out their foul footsteps’ pollution.
No refuge could save the hireling and slave
From the terror of flight, or the gloom of the grave:
And the star-spangled banner in triumph doth wave
O’er the land of the free, and the home of the brave!

IV
Oh! thus be it ever when freemen shall stand
Between their loved homes and the war’s desolation!
Blest with victory and peace, may the heaven-rescued land
Praise the Power that hath made and preserved us a nation!
Then conquer we must, for our cause it is just,
And this be our motto: “In God is our trust!”
And the star-spangled banner in triumph shall wave,
O’er the land of the free, and the home of the brave!

"AMERICA, THE BEAUTIFUL"

One of the most beloved songs celebrating our
nation is “America, the Beautiful.” Katharine
Lee Bates first wrote the lyrics to the song in
1893 after visiting Colorado. The version of
the song we know today is set to music by
Samuel A. Ward. The first and last stanzas of
“America, the Beautiful” are shown below.

O beautiful for spacious skies,
For amber waves of grain,
For purple mountain majesties
Above the fruited plain!

 America! America!
God shed his grace on thee
And crown thy good with brotherhood
From sea to shining sea!

O beautiful for patriot dream
That sees beyond the years
Thine alabaster cities gleam
Undimmed by human tears!

 America! America!
God shed his grace on thee
And crown thy good with brotherhood
From sea to shining sea!

Sheet music to the national anthem
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Marbury v. Madison, (1803)
Significance: This ruling established the Supreme
Court’s power of judicial review,by which the
Court decides whether laws passed by Congress
are constitutional. This decision greatly increased
the prestige of the Court and gave the judiciary
branch a powerful check against the legislative
and executive branches.

Background: William Marbury and several others
were commissioned as judges by Federalist presi-
dent John Adams during his last days in office.
This act angered the new Democratic-Republican
president, Thomas Jefferson. Jefferson ordered his
secretary of state, James Madison, not to deliver
the commissions. Marbury took advantage of a
section in the Judiciary Act of 1789 that allowed
him to take his case directly to the Supreme Court.
He sued Madison, demanding the commission
and the judgeship.

Decision: This case was decided on February 24,
1803, by a vote of 5 to 0. Chief Justice John Mar-
shall spoke for the Court, which decided against
Marbury. The court ruled that although Marbury’s
commission had been unfairly withheld, he could
not lawfully take his case to the Supreme Court
without first trying it in a lower court. Marshall
said that the section of the Judiciary Act that Mar-
bury had used was actually unconstitutional, and
that the Constitution must take priority over laws
passed by Congress.

McCulloch v. Maryland, (1819)
Significance: This ruling established that Con-
gress had the constitutional power to charter
a national bank. The case also established the
principle of national supremacy, which states that
the Constitution and other laws of the federal
government take priority over state laws. In addi-
tion, the ruling reinforced the loose construction
interpretation of the Constitution favored by
many Federalists.

Background: In 1816 the federal government set
up the Second Bank of the United States to stabilize
the economy following the War of 1812. Many states
were opposed to the competition provided by the
new national bank. Some of these states passed heavy
taxes on the Bank. The national bank refused to
pay the taxes. This led the state of Maryland to sue

James McCulloch, the cashier of the Baltimore,
Maryland, branch of the national bank.

Decision: This case was decided on March 6, 1819,
by a vote of 7 to 0. Chief Justice John Marshall
spoke for the unanimous Court, which ruled that
the national bank was constitutional because it
helped the federal government carry out other
powers granted to it by the Constitution. The
Court declared that any attempt by the states to
interfere with the duties of the federal government
could not be permitted.

Gibbons v. Ogden, (1824)
Significance: This ruling was the first case to deal
with the clause of the Constitution that allows
Congress to regulate interstate and foreign com-
merce. This case was important because it rein-
forced both the authority of the federal government
over the states and the division of powers between
the federal government and the state governments.

Background: Steamboat operators who wanted
to travel on New York waters had to obtain a state
license. Thomas Gibbons had a federal license to
travel along the coast, but not a state license for
New York. He wanted the freedom to compete with
state-licensed Aaron Ogden for steam travel between
New Jersey and the New York island of Manhattan.

Decision: This case was decided on March 2, 1824,
by a vote of 6 to 0. Chief Justice John Marshall
spoke for the Court, which ruled in favor of Gib-
bons. The Court stated that the congressional stat-
ute (Gibbons’s federal license) took priority over
the state statute (Ogden’s state-monopoly license).
The ruling also defined commerce as more than
simply the exchange of goods, broadening it to
include the transportation of people and the use of
new inventions (such as the steamboat).

Worcester v. Georgia, (1832)
Significance: This ruling made Georgia’s removal
of the Cherokee illegal. However, Georgia, with
President Andrew Jackson’s support, defied the
Court’s decision. By not enforcing the Court’s
ruling, Jackson violated his constitutional oath
as president. As a result, the Cherokee and other
American Indian tribes continued to be forced off
of lands protected by treaties.

R32 SUPREME COURT DECISIONS
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Background: The state of Georgia wanted to
remove Cherokee Indians from lands they held
by treaty. Samuel Worcester, a missionary who
worked with the Cherokee Nation, was arrested
for failing to take an oath of allegiance to the state
and to obey a Georgia militia order to leave the
Cherokee’s lands. Worcester sued, charging that
Georgia had no legal authority on Cherokee lands.

Decision: This case was decided on March 3, 1832,
by a vote of 5 to 1 in favor of Worcester. Chief Jus-
tice John Marshall spoke for the Supreme Court,
which ruled that the Cherokee were an indepen-
dent political community. The Court decided
that only the federal govern ment, not the state of
Georgia, had authority over legal matters involv-
ing the Cherokee people.

Scott v. Sandford, (1857)
Significance: This ruling denied enslaved African
Americans U.S. citizenship and the right to sue in
federal court. The decision also invalidated the Mis-
souri Compromise, which had prevented slavery in
territories north of the 36˚ 30' line of latitude. The
ruling increased the controversy over the expan-
sion of slavery in new states and territories.

Background: John Emerson, an army doctor, took
his slave Dred Scott with him to live in Illinois
and then Wisconsin Territory, both of which had
banned slavery. In 1842 the two moved to Mis-
souri, a slave state. Four years later, Scott sued for

his freedom according to a Missouri legal principle
of “once free, always free.” The principle meant
that a slave was entitled to freedom if he or she
had once lived in a free state or territory.

Decision: This case was decided March 6–7, 1857,
by a vote of 7 to 2. Chief Justice Roger B. Taney
spoke for the Court, which ruled that slaves did
not have the right to sue in federal courts because
they were considered property, not citizens. In
addition, the Court ruled that Congress did not
have the power to abolish slavery in territories
because that power was not strictly defined in the
Constitution. Further more, the Court overturned
the once-free, always-free principle.

Plessy v. Ferguson, (1896)
Significance: This case upheld the constitutional-
ity of racial segregation by ruling that separate
facilities for different races were legal as long as
those facilities were equal to one another. This
case provided a legal justification for racial segrega-
tion for nearly 60 years until it was overturned by
Brown v. Board of Education in 1954.

Background: An 1890 Louisiana law required that
all railway companies in the state use “separate-
but-equal” railcars for white and African American
passengers. A group of citizens in New Orleans
banded together to challenge the law and chose
Homer Plessy to test the law in 1892. Plessy took a
seat in a whites-only coach, and when he refused

Supreme Court Building, Washington, D. C.
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to move, he was arrested. Plessy eventually sought
review by the U.S. Supreme Court, claiming that
the Louisiana law violated his Fourteenth Amend-
ment right to equal protection.

Decision: This case was decided on May 18, 1896,
by a vote of 7 to 1. Justice Henry Billings Brown
spoke for the Court, which upheld the consti-
tutionality of the Louisiana law that segregated
railcars. Justice John M. Harlan dissented, arguing
that the Constitution should not be interpreted in
ways that recognize class or racial distinctions.

Lochner v. New York, (1905)
Significance: This decision established the
Supreme Court’s role in overseeing state regula-
tions. For more than 30 years Lochner was often
used as a precedent in striking down state laws
such as minimum-wage laws, child labor laws, and
regulations placed on the banking and transporta-
tion industries.

Background: In 1895 the state of New York passed
a labor law limiting bakers to working no more
than 10 hours per day or 60 hours per week. The
purpose of the law was to protect the health of
bakers, who worked in hot and damp conditions
and breathed in large quantities of flour dust. In
1902 Joseph Lochner, the owner of a small bakery
in New York, claimed that the state law violated
his Fourteenth Amendment rights by unfairly
depriving him of the liberty to make contracts
with employees. This case went to the U.S.
Supreme Court.

Decision: This case was decided on April 17,
1905, by a vote of 5 to 4 in favor of Lochner.
The Supreme Court judged that the Fourteenth
Amendment protected the right to sell and buy
labor, and that any state law restricting that right
was unconstitutional. The Court rejected the

argument that the limited workday and workweek
were necessary to protect the health of bakery
workers.

Muller v. Oregon, (1908)
Significance: A landmark for cases involving social
reform, this decision established the Court’s recog-
nition of social and economic conditions (in this
case, women’s health) as a factor in making laws.

Background: In 1903 Oregon passed a law limit-
ing workdays to 10 hours for female workers in
laundries and factories. In 1905 Curt Muller’s
Grand Laundry was found guilty of breaking this
law. Muller appealed, claiming that the state law
violated his freedom of contract (the Supreme
Court had upheld a similar claim that year in
Lochner v. New York). When this case came to the
Court, the National Consumers’ League hired
lawyer Louis D. Brandeis to present Oregon’s argu-
ment. Brandeis argued that the Court had already
defended the state’s police power to protect its
citizens’ health, safety, and welfare.

Decision: This case was decided on February 24,
1908, by a vote of 9 to 0 upholding the Oregon
law. The Court agreed that women’s well-being was
in the state’s public interest and that the 10-hour
law was a valid way to protect their well-being.

Korematsu v. U.S., (1944)
Significance: This case addressed the question of
whether government action that treats a racial
group differently from other people violates the
Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment. The ruling in the case held that distinc-
tions based on race are “inherently suspect,” and
that laws and rules based on race must withstand
“strict scrutiny” by the courts.

Justice Scalia Justice Ginsberg Justice Souter

R34 SUPREME COURT DECISIONS

Justice Roberts Justice Alito



SUPREME COURT DECISIONS  R35

S
U

PR
EM

E C
O

U
R

T D
ECISIO

N
S

Background: When the United States declared war
on Japan in 1941, about 112,000 Japanese-Ameri-
cans lived on the West Coast. About 70,000 of these
Japanese-Americans were citizens. In 1942, the U.S.
military was afraid that these people could not be
trusted in wartime. They ordered most of the Japa-
nese-Americans to move to special camps far from
their homes. Fred Korematsu, a Japanese-American
and an American citizen, did not go to the camps
as ordered. He stayed in California and was arrest-
ed. He was sent to a camp in Utah. Korematsu then
sued, claiming that the government acted illegally
when it sent people of Japanese descent to camps.

Decision: By a 6-3 margin, the Supreme Court said
the orders moving the Japanese-Americans into
the camps were constitutional. Justice Hugo Black
wrote the opinion for the Court. He said that the
unusual demands of wartime security justified the
orders. However, he made it clear that distinctions
based on race are “inherently suspect,” and that
laws based on race must withstand “strict scru-
tiny” by the courts. Justice Robert H. Jackson dis-
sented; he wrote that Korematsu was “convicted of
an act not commonly a crime … being present in
the state [where] he is a citizen, near where he was
born, and where all his life he has lived.” Justice
Frank Murphy, another dissenter, said the mili-
tary order was based on racial prejudice. Though
the case went against the Japanese, the Court still
applies the “strict scrutiny” standard today to cases
involving race and other groups.

Brown v. Board of
Education, (1954)
Significance: This ruling reversed the Supreme
Court’s earlier position on segregation set by Plessy
v. Ferguson (1896). The decision also inspired
Congress and the federal courts to help carry out
further civil rights reforms for African Americans.

Background: Beginning in the 1930s, the National
Association for the Advancement of Colored Peo-
ple (NAACP) began using the courts to challenge
racial segregation in public education. In 1952 the
NAACP took a number of school segregation cases
to the Supreme Court. These included the Brown
family’s suit against the school board of Topeka,
Kansas, over its “separate-but-equal” policy.

Decision: This case was decided on May 17, 1954,
by a vote of 9 to 0. Chief Justice Earl Warren spoke
for the unanimous Court, which ruled that segre-
gation in public education created inequality. The
Court held that racial segregation in public schools
was by nature unequal, even if the school facilities
were equal. The Court noted that such segrega-
tion created feelings of inferiority that could not
be undone. Therefore, enforced separation of the
races in public education is unconstitutional.

Engel v. Vitale, (1962)
Significance: The case deals with the specific issue
of organized prayer in schools and the broader issue
of the proper relationship between government and
religion under the First Amendment. The question
in the case was whether a state violates the First
Amendment when it composes a prayer that stu-
dents must say at the beginning of each school day.
This decision was—and still is—very controversial.
Many people felt it was against religion. Attempts
have been made to change the Constitution to per-
mit prayer, but none have been successful.

Background: The state of New York recommended
that public schools in the state begin the day by
having students recite a prayer. In fact, the state
wrote the prayer for students to say. A group of
parents sued to stop the official prayer, saying that
it was contrary to their beliefs and their children’s
beliefs. They said the law was unconstitutional.

Justice Stevens Justice Breyer Justice Thomas Justice Kennedy
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The parents argued that the state prayer amounted
to “establishing” (officially supporting) religion.
Though students were permitted to remain silent,
the parents claimed that there would always be
pressure on students to pray. New York replied
that no one was forced to pray, and that it didn’t
involve spending any tax dollars and it didn’t
establish religion.

Decision: By a 6-1 margin (two justices did not
take part in the case), the Court agreed with the
parents. It struck down the state law. Justice Hugo
Black wrote for the majority. He pointed out that
the prayer was clearly religious. He said that under
the First Amendment, “it is no part of the business
of government to compose official prayers for any
group of American people to recite as part of a reli-
gious program carried on by government.” Black,
referring to Jefferson and Madison, said “These
men knew that the First Amendment, which tried
to put an end to governmental control of religion
and prayer, was not written to destroy either.”

Gideon v. Wainwright, (1963)
Significance: This ruling was one of several key
Supreme Court decisions establishing free legal

help for those who cannot otherwise afford repre-
sentation in court.

Background: Clarence Earl Gideon was accused
of robbery in Florida. Gideon could not afford a
lawyer for his trial, and the judge refused to supply
him with one for free. Gideon tried to defend him-
self and was found guilty. He eventually appealed
to the U.S. Supreme Court, claiming that the lower
court’s denial of a court-appointed lawyer violated
his Sixth and Fourteenth Amendment rights.

Decision: This case was decided on March 18,
1963, by a vote of 9 to 0 in favor of Gideon. The
Court agreed that the Sixth Amendment (which
protects a citizen’s right to have a lawyer for his
or her defense) applied to the states because it fell
under the due process clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment. Thus, the states are required to pro-
vide legal aid to those defendants in criminal cases
who cannot afford to pay for legal representation.

Miranda v. Arizona, (1966)
Significance: This decision ruled that an accused
person’s Fifth Amendment rights begin at the
time of arrest. The ruling caused controversy
because it made the questioning of suspects and

This artist’s sketch shows attorney Frank Dunham in front of the
Supreme Court defending his client Yaser Hamdi on April 28, 2004.
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collecting evidence more difficult for law enforce-
ment officers.

Background: In 1963 Ernesto Miranda was arrest-
ed in Arizona for a kidnapping. Miranda signed a
confession and was later found guilty of the crime.
The arresting police officers, however, admitted
that they had not told Miranda of his right to talk
with an attorney before his confession. Miranda
appealed his conviction on the grounds that by
not informing him of his legal rights the police
had violated his Fifth Amendment right against
self-incrimination.

Decision: This case was decided on June 13, 1966,
by a vote of 5 to 4. Chief Justice Earl Warren spoke
for the Court, which ruled in Miranda’s favor. The
Court decided that an accused person must be
given four warnings after being taken into police
custody: (1) the suspect has the right to remain
silent, (2) anything the suspect says can and will
be used against him or her, (3) the suspect has the
right to consult with an attorney and to have an
attorney present during questioning, and (4) if the
suspect cannot afford a lawyer, one will be pro-
vided before questioning begins.

Tinker v. Des Moines
Independent Community
School District, (1969)
Significance: This ruling established the extent
to which American public school students can
take part in political protests in their schools.
The question the case raised is, under the First
Amendment, can school officials prohibit
students from wearing armbands to symbolize
political protest?

Background: Some students in Des Moines, Iowa,
decided to wear black armbands to protest the Viet-
nam War. Two days before the protest, the school
board created a new policy. The policy stated that
any student who wore an armband to school and
refused to remove it would be suspended. Three
students wore armbands and were suspended. They
said that their First Amendment right to freedom
of speech had been violated. In 1969, the United
States Supreme Court decided their case.

The Decision By a 7-2 margin, the Court agreed
with the students. Justice Abe Fortas wrote for the
majority. He said that students do not “shed their
constitutional rights to freedom of speech...at the
schoolhouse gate.” Fortas admitted that school
officials had the right to set rules. However, their
rules must be consistent with the First Amendment.

In this case, Des Moines school officials thought
their rule was justified. They feared that the protest
would disrupt learning. Fortas’s opinion held that
wearing an armband symbolizing political protest
was a form of speech called symbolic speech. Sym-
bolic speech is conduct that expresses an idea. Even
though the protest did not involve spoken words,
called pure speech, it did express an opinion. This
expression is protected the same as pure speech is.
Fortas wrote that student symbolic speech could be
punished, but only if it really disrupts education.
Fortas also noted that school officials allowed other
political symbols, such as campaign buttons, to be
worn in school.

Reed v. Reed, (1971)
Significance: This ruling was the first in a century
of Fourteenth Amendment decisions to say that
gender discrimination violated the equal protec-
tion clause. This case was later used to strike down
other statutes that discriminated against women.

Background: Cecil and Sally Reed were separated.
When their son died without a will, the law gave
preference to Cecil to be appointed the administra-
tor of the son’s estate. Sally sued Cecil for the right
to administer the estate, challenging the gender
preference in the law.

Decision: This case was decided on November
22, 1971, by a vote of 7 to 0. Chief Justice War-
ren Burger spoke for the unanimous Supreme
Court. Although the Court had upheld laws based
on gender preference in the past, in this case it
reversed its position. The Court declared that gen-
der discrimination violated the equal protection
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment and there-
fore could not be the basis for a law.

Texas v. Johnson, (1989)
Significance: This ruling answered the question
of whether the First Amendment protects burning
the U.S. flag as a form of symbolic speech. It deals
with the limits of symbolic speech. This case is
particularly important because it involves burning
the flag, one of our national symbols.

Background: At the 1984 Republican National
Convention in Texas, Gregory Lee Johnson doused
a U.S. flag with kerosene. He did this during a
demonstration, as a form of protest. Johnson was
convicted of violating  a Texas law that made
it a crime to desecrate [treat disrespectfully] the
national flag. He was sentenced to one year in

SUPREME COURT DECISIONS  R37



R38 SUPREME COURT DECISIONS

SU
PR

EM
E 

CO
U

R
T 

D
EC

IS
IO

N
S

prison and fined $2,000. The Texas Court of
Criminal Appeals reversed the conviction because,
it said, Johnson’s burning of the flag was a
form of symbolic speech protected by the First
Amendment. Texas then appealed to the U.S.
Supreme Court.

Decision: The Court ruled for Johnson, five to four.
Justice William Brennan wrote for the majority.
He said that Johnson was within his constitutional
rights when he burned the U.S. flag in protest. As in
Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School
District (1969), the Court looked at the First Amend-
ment and “symbolic speech.” Brennan concluded
that Johnson’s burning the flag was a form of
symbolic speech—like the students wearing arm-
bands in Des Moines—and is protected by the First
Amendment. According to Brennan, “Government
may not prohibit the expression of an idea [because
it is] offensive.” Chief Justice Rehnquist dissented.
He said the flag is “the visible symbol embodying
our Nation. It does not represent the views of any
particular political party, and it does not represent
any particular political philosophy. The flag is not
simply another ‘idea’ or ‘point of view’ competing
for recognition in the marketplace of ideas.” Since
this decision, several amendments banning flag
burning have been proposed in Congress, but so far
all have failed.

Bush v. Gore, (2000)
Significance: In effect, the Supreme Court picked
which candidate was the next President of the
United States. The question before the court was
whether ballots that could not be read by vot-
ing machines should be recounted by hand. The
broader issues were whether the Supreme Court
can overrule state court decisions on state laws,
and whether an appointed judiciary can affect the
result of democratic elections.

Background: The 2000 Presidential election
between Democrat Gore and Republican Bush
was very close. Who would be president would be
determined by votes in the state of Florida. People
in Florida voted by punching a hole in a ballot card.
The votes were counted by a machine that detected
these holes. According to that count, Bush won the
state of Florida by a few hundred votes. Florida’s
Election Commission declared that Bush had won
Florida. However, about 60,000 ballots were not
counted because the machines could not detect
a hole in the ballot. Gore argued in the Florida
Supreme Court that these votes should be recounted
by hand. The Florida Supreme Court ordered

counties to recount all those votes. Bush appealed to
the United States Supreme Court, which issued an
order to stop the recounts while it made a decision.

The Decision: On December 12, 2000, the Supreme
Court voted 5–4 to end the hand recount of votes
ordered by the Florida Supreme Court. The majority
said that the Florida Supreme Court had ordered a
recount without setting standards for what was a
valid vote. Different vote-counters might use differ-
ent standards. The Court said that this inconsistency
meant that votes were treated arbitrarily (based on
a person’s choice rather than on standards). This
arbitrariness, said the Court, violated the Due Pro-
cess Clause and the Equal Protection Clause of the
Constitution. Also, the justices said that Florida law
required the vote count to be finalized by Decem-
ber 12. The justices said that rules for recounts
could not be made by that date, so they ordered
election officials to stop re-counting votes.

Gratz. v. Bollinger and
Grutter v. Bollinger (2003)
Significance: These cases considered whether a
university violates the Constitution by using race
as a factor for admitting students to its undergrad-
uate school and its law school. The ruling affects
use of affirmative action programs in higher edu-
cation. The decisions gave colleges guidelines as to
what is permitted and what is not. The decisions
were limited to higher education and may not
apply to other affirmative action programs such as
getting a job or a government contract.

Background Jennifer Gratz and Barbara Grutter
are both white. They challenged the University of
Michigan’s affirmative action admissions policies.
Gratz said that the university violated the Consti-
tution by considering race as a factor in its under-
graduate admissions programs. Grutter claimed that
the University of Michigan Law School also did so.

Decisions In Gratz, the Court ruled 6-3 that the
undergraduate program—which gave each minor-
ity applicant an automatic 20 points toward
admission—was unconstitutional. Chief Justice
Rehnquist’s opinion held that the policy violated
the Equal Protection Clause because it did not
consider each applicant individually. “The ...
automatic distribution of 20 points has the effect
of making ‘the factor of race ... decisive’ for virtu-
ally every minimally qualified underrepresented
minority applicant.”  It was almost an automatic
preference based on the minority status of the
applicant. The result was different when the Court



S
U

PR
EM

E C
O

U
R

T D
ECISIO

N
S

turned to the affirmative action policy of Michi-
gan’s Law School, which used race as one factor for
admission. In Grutter, by a 5-4 margin, the Court
held that this policy did not violate the Equal
Protection Clause. Justice O’Connor wrote for
the majority. “Truly individualized consideration
demands that race be used in a flexible, nonme-
chanical way.... Universities can...consider race
or ethnicity...as a ‘plus’ factor [when individually
considering] each and every applicant.” Thus, the
law school policy was constitutional.

United States v. American
Library Association, (2003)
Significance: This case deals with the constitution-
ality of a federal law called the Children’s Internet
Protection Act (CIPA). The law was designed to pro-
tect children from being exposed to pornographic
Web sites while using computers in public libraries.
The question before the court was does a public
library violate the First Amendment by installing
Internet filtering software on its public computers?

Background: The law, CIPA, applies to public
libraries that accept federal money to help pay for
Internet access. These libraries must install filtering
software to block pornographic images. Some library
associations sued to block these filtering require-
ments. They argued that by linking money and
filters, the law required public libraries to violate
the First Amendment’s guarantees of free speech.
The libraries argued that filters block some non-
pornographic sites along with pornographic ones.
That, they said, violates library patrons’ First
Amendment rights. CIPA does allow anyone to
ask a librarian to unblock a specific website. It also
allows adults to ask that the filter be turned off
altogether. But, the libraries argued, people using
the library would find these remedies embarrassing
and impractical.

Decision: In this case, Chief Justice Rehnquist
authored a plurality opinion. He explained that
the law does not require any library to accept
federal money. A library can choose to do without
federal money. If the library makes that choice,
they don’t have to install Internet filters. And
Rehnquist didn’t think that filtering software’s
tendency to overblock non-pornographic sites
was a constitutional problem. Adult patrons could
simply ask a librarian to unblock a blocked site, or
they could have the filter disabled entirely.

The Dissents: Justice Stevens viewed CIPA “as a
blunt nationwide restraint on adult access to an

enormous amount of valuable” and often consti-
tutionally protected speech. Justice Souter noted
that he would have joined the plurality if the First
Amendment interests raised in this case were those
of children rather than those of adults.

Hamdi v. Rumsfeld and
Rasul v. Bush, (2004)
Significance These cases addressed the balance
between the government’s powers to fight terror-
ism and the Constitution’s promise of due process.
Each case raised slightly different questions:
 1. Can the government hold American citizens

for an indefinite period as “enemy combat-
ants” and not permit them access to American
courts, and

 2. Do foreigners captured overseas and jailed at
Guantánamo Bay, Cuba, have the right to ask
American courts to decide if they are being
held legally?

Background Detaining American Citizens: In
Hamdi v. Rumsfeld, Yaser Hamdi, an American
citizen, was captured in Afghanistan in 2001. The
U.S. military said Hamdi was an enemy combat-
ant and claimed that “it has the authority to hold
... enemy combatants captured on the battlefield
... to prevent them from returning to the battle.”
Hamdi’s attorney said that Hamdi deserved the
due process rights that other Americans have,
including a hearing in court to argue that he was
not an enemy combatant.

Detaining Foreigners at Guantánamo Bay: The
prisoners in Rasul v. Bush also claimed they were
wrongly imprisoned. They wanted a court hearing,
but Guantánamo Bay Naval Base is on Cuban soil.
Cuba leases the base to the U.S. In an earlier case,
the Court had ruled that “if an alien is outside the
country’s sovereign territory, then ... the alien is
not permitted access to the courts of the United
States to enforce the Constitution.”

Decisions: In Hamdi, the Court ruled 6-3 that Hamdi
had a right to a hearing. Justice O’Connor wrote
that the Court has “made clear that a state of war is
not a blank check for the president when it comes
to the rights of the nation’s citizens.” The govern-
ment decided not to prosecute Hamdi. In Rasul,
also decided 6-3, Justice Stevens wrote that the
prisoners had been held for more than two years in
territory that the U.S. controls. Thus, even though
the prisoners are not on U.S. soil, they can ask U.S.
courts if their detention is legal. The Rasul cases
were still pending when this book was printed.
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Magna Carta

England’s King John angered many people with high taxes. In 1215 a group of English nobles
joined the archbishop of Canterbury to force the king to agree to sign Magna Carta. This docu-
ment stated that the king was subject to the rule of law, just as other citizens of England were. It
also presented the ideas of a fair and speedy trial and due process of law. These principles are still
a part of the U.S. Bill of Rights.

 1. In the fi rst place have granted to God, and by this our present charter confi rmed for
us and our heirs for ever that the English church shall be free, and shall have its rights
undiminished and its liberties unimpaired . . . We have also granted to all free men of
our kingdom, for ourselves and our heirs for ever, all the liberties written below, to be
had and held by them and their heirs of us and our heirs.

 2. If any of our earls or barons or others holding of us in chief by knight service dies, and
at his death his heir be of full age and owe relief he shall have his inheritance on pay-
ment of the old relief, namely the heir or heirs of an earl 100 for a whole earl’s barony,
the heir or heirs of a baron 100 for a whole barony, the heir or heirs of a knight 100s,
at most, for a whole knight’s fee; and he who owes less shall give less according to the
ancient usage of fi efs.

 3. If, however, the heir of any such be under age and a ward, he shall have his inheritance
when he comes of age without paying relief and without making fi ne.

40. To no one will we sell, to no one will we refuse or delay right or justice.
41. All merchants shall be able to go out of and come into England safely and securely and

stay and travel throughout England, as well by land as by water, for buying and selling
by the ancient and right customs free from all evil tolls, except in time of war and if
they are of the land that is at war with us . . .

42. It shall be lawful in future for anyone, without prejudicing the allegiance due to us, to
leave our kingdom and return safely and securely by land and water, save, in the public
interest, for a short period in time of war––except for those imprisoned or outlawed in
accordance with the law of the kingdom and natives of a land that is at war with us
and merchants (who shall be treated as aforesaid).

62. And we have fully remitted and pardoned to everyone all the ill–will, indignation and
rancour that have arisen between us and our men, clergy and laity, from the time of
the quarrel. Furthermore, we have fully remitted to all, clergy and laity, and as far as
pertains to us have completely forgiven, all trespasses occasioned by the same quarrel
between Easter in the sixteenth year of our reign and the restoration of peace. And,
besides, we have caused to be made for them letters testimonial patent of the lord
Stephen archbishop of Canterbury, of the lord Henry archbishop of Dublin and of the
aforementioned bishops and of master Pandulf about this security and the aforemen-
tioned concessions.

63. An oath, moreover, has been taken, as well on our part as on the part of the barons,
that all these things aforesaid shall be observed in good faith and without evil dispo-
sition. Witness the above–mentioned and many others. Given by our hand in the
meadow which is called Runnymede between Windsor and Staines on the fi fteenth day
of June, in the seventeenth year of our reign.

From “English Bill of Rights.” Britannica Online. Vers. 99.1. 1994–1999. Copyright
© 1994–1999 Encyclopaedia Britannica, Inc.
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The Mayflower Compact

In November 1620, the Pilgrim leaders aboard the Mayfl ower drafted the Mayfl ower Compact.
This was the fi rst document in the English colonies to establish guidelines for self-government.
This excerpt from the Mayfl ower Compact describes the principles of the Pilgrim colony’s
government.

The Mayfl ower Compact
We whose names are underwritten, the loyal subjects of our dread Sovereign Lord

King James, by the Grace of God of Great Britain, France and Ireland, King, Defender of
the Faith, etc.

Having undertaken, for the Glory of God and advancement of the Christian Faith
and Honour of our King and Country, a Voyage to plant the First Colony in the North-
ern Parts of Virginia, do by these presents solemnly and mutually in the presence of God
and one of another, Covenant and Combine ourselves together into a Civil Body Politic,
for our better ordering and preservation and furtherance of the ends aforesaid; and by
virtue hereof to enact, constitute and frame such just and equal Laws, Ordinances, Acts,
Constitutions and Offi ces, from time to time, as shall be thought most meet and con-
venient for the general good of the Colony, unto which we promise all due submission
and obedience. In witness whereof we have hereunder subscribed our names at Cape
Cod, the 11th of November, in the year of the reign of our Sovereign Lord King James,
of England, France and Ireland the eighteenth, and of Scotland the fi fty-fourth. Anno
Domini 1620.

From William Bradford, Of Plymouth Plantation, 1620–1647 (Samuel Eliot Morison, ed.,
1952), 75–76.

Fundamental Orders of Connecticut

In January 1639, settlers in Connecticut led by Thomas Hooker drew up the Fundamental Orders
of Connecticut—America’s fi rst written Constitution. It is essentially a compact among the
settlers and a body of laws.

Forasmuch as it hath pleased the All-mighty God by the wise disposition of his divyne
pruvidence so to Order and dispose of things that we the Inhabitants and Residents of
Windsor, Harteford and Wethersfi eld are now cohabiting and dwelling in and uppon the
River of Conectecotte and the Lands thereunto adioyneing; As also in our Civell Affaires
to be guided and governed according to such Lawes, Rules, Orders and decrees as shall be
made, ordered & decreed, as followeth:—
 1. It is Ordered . . . that there shall be yerely two generall Assemblies or Courts, the one

the second thursday in Aprill, the other the second thursday in September, following;
the fi rst shall be called the Courte of Election, wherein shall be yerely Chosen . . . soe
many Magestrats and other publike Offi cers as shall be found requisitte: which choise
shall be made by all that are admitted freemen and have taken the Oath of Fidelity,
and doe cohabitte within this Jurisdiction, (having beene admitted Inhabitants by
the major part of the Towne wherein they live,) or the major parte of such as shall be
then present . . .

From F. N. Thorpe, ed., Federal and State Constitutions, vol. 1 (1909), 519.
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The English Bill of Rights

In 1689, after the Glorious Revolution, Parliament passed the English Bill of Rights, which
ensured that Parliament would have supreme power over the monarchy. The bill also protected
the rights of English citizens.

By assuming and exercising a power of dispensing with and suspending of laws and
the execution of laws without consent of Parliament; . . .

By levying money for and to the use of the Crown by pretence of prerogative for
other time and in other manner than the same was granted by Parliament;

By raising and keeping a standing army within this kingdom in time of peace with-
out consent of Parliament, and quartering soldiers contrary to law; . . .

And excessive bail hath been required of persons committed in criminal cases to
elude the benefi t of the laws made for the liberty of the subjects;

And excessive fi nes have been imposed;
And illegal and cruel punishments infl icted;
And several grants and promises made of fi nes and forfeitures before any conviction

or judgment against the persons upon whom the same were to be levied;
All which are utterly and directly contrary to the known laws and statutes and free-

dom of this realm . . .

From “English Bill of Rights.” Britannica Online. Vers. 99.1. 1994–1999. Copyright
© 1994–1999 Encyclopaedia Britannica, Inc.

Virginia Statute for Religious Freedom

In 1777 Thomas Jefferson wrote the Virginia Statute for Religious Freedom. Jefferson hoped
that by separating church and state, Virginians could practice their religion—whatever it might
be—freely.

. . . to compel a man to furnish contributions of money for the propagation of opinions
which he disbelieves, is sinful and tyrannical; that even the forcing him to support this or
that teacher of his own religious persuasion, is depriving him of the comfortable liberty
of giving his contributions to the particular pastor . . . that our civil rights have no depen-
dence on our religious opinions, any more than our opinions in physics or geometry; that
therefore the proscribing any citizen as unworthy the public confi dence by laying upon
him an incapacity of being called to offi ces of trust and emolument, unless he profess or
renounce this or that religious opinion, is depriving him injuriously of those privileges
and advantages to which in common with his fellow-citizens he has a natural right . . .

Be it enacted by the General Assembly, That no man shall be compelled to frequent
or support any religious worship, place, or ministry whatsoever, nor shall be enforced,
restrained, molested, or burthened in his body or goods, nor shall otherwise suffer on
account of his religious opinions or belief; but that all men shall be free to profess, and
by argument to maintain, their opinion in matters of religion, and that the same shall in
no wise diminish enlarge, or affect their civil capacities.

. . . yet we are free to declare, and do declare, that the rights hereby asserted are of the
natural rights of mankind, and that if any act shall be hereafter passed to repeal the pres-
ent, or to narrow its operation, such act shall be an infringement of natural right.

From W. W. Hening, ed., Statutes at Large of Virginia, vol. 12 (1823): 84–86.
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Objections to This Constitution
of Government

George Mason played a behind-the-scenes role in the Revolutionary War and wrote Virginia’s
Declaration of Rights. He attended the Constitutional Convention in 1787. Mason criticized the
proposed Constitution for allowing slavery, creating a strong central government, and lacking
a bill of rights. As a result, he refused to sign the Constitution. In the following excerpt, Mason
explains why he would not sign the Constitution.

There is no Declaration of Rights, and the laws of the general government being para-
mount to the laws and constitution of the several States, the Declarations of Rights in the
separate States are no security. Nor are the people secured even in the enjoyment of the
benefi t of the common law.

In the House of Representatives there is not the substance but the shadow only of
representation . . .

The Senate have the power of altering all money bills, and of originating appropria-
tions of money, and the salaries of the offi cers of their own appointment, in conjunction
with the president of the United States, although they are not the representatives of the
people or amenable to them. . . .

The Judiciary of the United States is so constructed and extended, as to absorb and
destroy the judiciaries of the several States; thereby rendering law as tedious, intricate
and expensive, and justice as unattainable, by a great part of the community, as in Eng-
land, and enabling the rich to oppress and ruin the poor.

The President of the United States has no Constitutional Council, a thing unknown
in any safe and regular government. He will therefore be unsupported by proper infor-
mation and advice, and will generally be directed by minions and favorites; or he will
become a tool to the Senate . . .

The President of the United States has the unrestrained power of granting pardons
for treason, which may be sometimes exercised to screen from punishment those whom
he had secretly instigated to commit the crime, and thereby prevent a discovery of his
own guilt. . . .

From http://gunstonhall.org/documents/objections.html.

Washington’s Farewell Address

In 1796 at the end of his second term as president, George Washington wrote his farewell address
with the help of Alexander Hamilton and James Madison. In it he spoke of the dangers facing
the young nation. He warned against the dangers of political parties and sectionalism, and he
advised the nation against permanent alliances with other nations.

In contemplating the causes, which may disturb our Union, it occurs as matter of
serious concern, that any ground should have been furnished for characterizing parties
by geographical discriminations-Northern and Southern-Atlantic and Western . . .

No alliances, however strict, between the parts can be an adequate substitute; they
must inevitably experience the infractions and interruptions which all alliances in all
times have experienced . . .

The great rule of conduct for us, in regard to foreign nations, is, in extending our
commercial relations, to have with them as little political connexion as possible. So far as
we have already formed engagements, let them be fulfi lled with perfect good faith. Here
let us stop.

From Annals of Congress, 4th Congress, pp. 2869–2880. American Memory. Library of
Congress. 1999.
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Jefferson’s 1801 Inaugural Address

In 1800 Thomas Jefferson, representing the Democratic-Republican Party, ran against the Feder-
alist candidate, President John Adams. Jefferson won the election and used his inaugural address
to try to bridge the gap between the new political parties and to reach out to the Federalists.

March 4, 1801

Friends and Fellow–Citizens:
Called upon to undertake the duties of the fi rst executive offi ce of our country, I avail

myself of the presence of that portion of my fellow–citizens which is here assembled
to express my grateful thanks for the favor with which they have been pleased to look
toward me, to declare a sincere consciousness that the task is above my talents, and that
I approach it with those anxious and awful presentiments which the greatness of the
charge and the weakness of my powers so justly inspire. A rising nation, spread over a
wide and fruitful land, traversing all the seas with the rich productions of their industry,
engaged in commerce with nations who feel power and forget right, advancing rapidly to
destinies beyond the reach of mortal eye when I contemplate these transcendent objects,
and see the honor, the happiness, and the hopes of this beloved country committed to
the issue, and the auspices of this day, I shrink from the contemplation, and humble
myself before the magnitude of the undertaking. . . .

I repair, then, fellow–citizens, to the post you have assigned me. With experience
enough in subordinate offi ces to have seen the diffi culties of this the greatest of all, I have
learnt to expect that it will rarely fall to the lot of imperfect man to retire from this sta-
tion with the reputation and the favor which bring him into it. Without pretensions to
that high confi dence you reposed in our fi rst and greatest revolutionary character, whose
preeminent services had entitled him to the fi rst place in his country’s love and destined
for him the fairest page in the volume of faithful history, I ask so much confi dence only as
may give fi rmness and effect to the legal administration of your affairs.

From Inaugural Addresses of the Presidents of the United States. 1989. Bartleby Library.

John Quincy Adams’s
Fourth of July 1821 Address

John Quincy Adams made the following Fourth of July speech in 1821.

And now, friends and countrymen, if the wise and learned philosophers of the elder
world, the fi rst observers of nutation and aberration, the discoverers of maddening ether
and invisible planets, the inventors of Congreve rockets and Shrapnel shells, should fi nd
their hearts disposed to enquire what has America done for the benefi t of mankind?

Let our answer be this: America, with the same voice which spoke herself into exis-
tence as a nation, proclaimed to mankind the inextinguishable rights of human nature,
and the only lawful foundations of government.

She has abstained from interference in the concerns of others, even when confl ict has
been for principles to which she clings, as to the last vital drop that visits the heart. . . .

[America’s] glory is not dominion, but liberty. Her march is the march of the mind. She
has a spear and a shield: but the motto upon her shield is, Freedom, Independence, Peace.
This has been her Declaration: this has been, as far as her necessary intercourse with the
rest of mankind would permit, her practice.

From An Address . . . Celebrating the Anniversary of Independence . . . on the Fourth of July
1821 . . . Hilliard and Metcalf, 1821.
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Monroe Doctrine

In 1823 President James Monroe proclaimed the Monroe Doctrine. Designed to end European
infl uence in the Western Hemisphere, it became a cornerstone of U.S. foreign policy.

With the existing colonies or dependencies of any European power we have not
interfered and shall not interfere. But with the governments who have declared their
independence and maintained it, and whose independence we have, on great consider-
ation and on just principles, acknowledged, we could not view any interposition for the
purpose of oppressing them, or controlling in any other manner their destiny, by any
European power in any other light than as the manifestation of an unfriendly disposition
toward the United States. . . .

Our policy in regard to Europe, which was adopted at an early stage of the wars
which have so long agitated that quarter of the globe, nevertheless remains the same,
which is not to interfere in the internal concerns of any of its powers; to consider the
government de facto as the legitimate government for us; to cultivate friendly relations
with it, and to preserve those relations by a frank, fi rm, and manly policy, meeting in all
instances the just claims of every power, submitting to injuries from none.

From “The Monroe Doctrine” by James Monroe. Reprinted in The Annals of America:
Volume 5, 1821–1832. Copyright © 1976 by Encyclopaedia Britannica.

Seneca Falls Declaration of Sentiments

One of the fi rst documents to express the desire for equal rights for women is the Declaration of
Sentiments, issued in 1848 at the Seneca Falls Convention in Seneca Falls, New York. Led by
Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Lucretia Mott, the delegates adopted a set of resolutions modeled on
the Declaration of Independence.

When, in the course of human events, it becomes necessary for one portion of the
family of man to assume among the people of the earth a position different from that
which they have hitherto occupied, but one to which the laws of nature and of nature’s
God entitle them, a decent respect to the opinions of mankind requires that they should
declare the causes that impel them to such a course.

We hold these truths to be self–evident: that all men and women are created equal;
that they are endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights; that among these
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness; that to secure these rights governments are
instituted, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed. Whenever any
form of government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the right of those who suffer
from it to refuse allegiance to it, and to insist upon the institution of a new government,
laying its foundation on such principles, and organizing its powers in such form, as to
them shall seem most likely to effect their safety and happiness.

From “Seneca Falls Declaration on Women’s Rights.” Reprinted in The Annals of America:
Volume 7, 1841–1849. Copyright © 1976 by Encyclopaedia Britannica.
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Denmark Vesey Document

Some enslaved African Americans struck back against the slave system in the South by using
violence. Denmark Vesey, a free African American, planned a revolt in 1822. He was betrayed
before the revolt began, and he and other people were executed. Included below is an excerpt from
a report of Vesey’s trial.

William, the slave of Mr. Paul, testifi ed as follows:—Mingo Harth told me that
Denmark Vesey was the chiefest man, and more concerned than any one else—Denmark Vesey
is an old man in whose yard my master’s negro woman Sarah cooks—he was her father-
in-law, having married her mother Beck, and though they have been parted some time,
yet he visited her at her house near the Intendant’s (Major Hamilton), where I have
often heard him speak of the rising—He said he would not like to have a white man in his
presence—that he had a great hatred for the whites, and that if all were like him they would
resist the whites—he studies all he can to put it into the heads of the blacks to have a
rising against the whites, and tried to induce me to join—he tries to induce all his
acquaintances—this has been his chief study and delight for a considerable time—my
last conversation with him was in April—he studies the Bible a great deal and tries to
prove from it that slavery and bondage is against the Bible. I am persuaded that Denmark
Vesey was chiefl y concerned in business. . . .

Frank, Mrs. Ferguson’s slave gave the following evidence—I know Denmark Vesey
and have been to his house—I have heard him say that the negroe’s situation was so bad
he did not know how they could endure it, and was astonished they did not rise and
fend for themselves, and he advised me to join and rise—he said he was going about
to see different people, and mentioned the names of Ned Bennett and Peter Poyas as
concerned with him—that he had spoken to Ned and Peter on this subject; and that
they were to go about and tell the blacks that they were free, and must rise and fi ght for
themselves—that they would take the Magazines and Guard-Houses, and the city and be
free—that he was going to send into the country to inform the people there too—he said
he wanted me to join them—I said I could not answer—he said if I would not go into
the country for him he could get others—he said himself, Ned Bennett, Peter Poyas and
Monday Gell were the principal men and himself the head man. He said they were the
principal men to go about and inform the people and fi x them, etc. that one party would
land on South-Bay, one about Wappoo, and about the farms—that the party which was to
land on South-Bay was to take the Guard-House and get arms and then they would be
able to go on—that the attack was to commence about 12 o’clock at night—that great
numbers would come from all about, and it must succeed as so many were engaged in
it—that they would kill all the whites—that they would leave their master’s houses and
assemble together near the lines, march down and meet the party which would land on
South-Bay— . . .

 The court unanimously found Denmark Vesey GUILTY, and passed upon him the
sentence of DEATH. After his conviction, a good deal of testimony was given against him
during the succeeding trials.—

From Lionel H. Kennedy and Thomas Parker, comps., “The Trial of Denmark Vesey, a Free
Black Man,” in An Offi cial Report of the Trials of Sundry Negroes charged with an Attempt to
Raise an Insurrection in the State of South Carolina (Charleston, 1822), 85–90.
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Lincoln’s First Inaugural Address

After his election as president of the United States in 1860, Abraham Lincoln pledged that
there would be no war unless the South started it. He discusses the disagreements that led to the
nation’s greatest crisis in the excerpt below from his fi rst inaugural address.

March 4, 1861

Fellow–Citizens of the United States:
In compliance with a custom as old as the Government itself, I appear before you to

address you briefl y and to take in your presence the oath prescribed by the Constitution
of the United States to be taken by the President “before he enters on the execution of
this offi ce.” . . .

I have no purpose, directly or indirectly, to interfere with the institution of slavery in
the States where it exists. I believe I have no lawful right to do so, and I have no inclina-
tion to do so.

Those who nominated and elected me did so with full knowledge that I had made
this and many similar declarations and had never recanted them; and more than this,
they placed in the platform for my acceptance, and as a law to themselves and to me, the
clear and emphatic resolution which I now read:

. . . In any law upon this subject ought not all the safeguards of liberty known in civi-
lized and humane jurisprudence to be introduced, so that a free man be not in any case
surrendered as a slave? And might it not be well at the same time to provide by law for the
enforcement of that clause in the Constitution which guarantees that “the citizens of each
State shall be entitled to all privileges and immunities of citizens in the several States?” . . .

It follows from these views that no State upon its own mere motion can lawfully get
out of the Union; that resolves and ordinances to that effect are legally void, and that
acts of violence within any State or States against the authority of the United States are
insurrectionary or revolutionary, according to circumstances.

I therefore consider that in view of the Constitution and the laws the Union is unbro-
ken, and to the extent of my ability, I shall take care, as the Constitution itself expressly
enjoins upon me, that the laws of the Union be faithfully executed in all the States. . . .

One section of our country believes slavery is right and ought to be extended, while
the other believes it is wrong and ought not to be extended. This is the only substantial
dispute.

Physically speaking, we can not separate. We can not remove our respective sections
from each other nor build an impassable wall between them. A husband and wife may be
divorced and go out of the presence and beyond the reach of each other, but the differ-
ent parts of our country can not do this.

This country, with its institutions, belongs to the people who inhabit it. Whenever
they shall grow weary of the existing Government, they can exercise their constitutional
right of amending it or their revolutionary right to dismember or overthrow it. . . .

In your hands, my dissatisfi ed fellow–countrymen, and not in mine, is the momen-
tous issue of civil war. The Government will not assail you. You can have no confl ict with-
out being yourselves the aggressors. You have no oath registered in heaven to destroy the
Government, while I shall have the most solemn one to “preserve, protect, and defend it.”

I am loath to close. We are not enemies, but friends. We must not be enemies.
Though passion may have strained it must not break our bonds of affection. The mystic
chords of memory, stretching from every battlefi eld and patriot grave to every living
heart and hearthstone all over this broad land, will yet swell the chorus of the Union,
when again touched, as surely they will be, by the better angels of our nature.

From Inaugural Addresses of the Presidents of the United States. 1989. Bartleby Library.
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The Emancipation Proclamation

When the Union army won the Battle of Antietam, President Abraham Lincoln decided to issue
the Emancipation Proclamation, which freed all enslaved people in states under Confederate
control. The proclamation, which went into effect on January 1, 1863, was a step toward the
Thirteenth Amendment (1865), which ended slavery in all of the United States.

That on the 1st day of January, in the year of our Lord 1863, all persons held as slaves
within any state or designated part of a state, the people whereof shall then be in rebellion
against the United States, shall be then, thenceforward, and forever free; and the executive
government of the United States, including the military and naval authority thereof, will
recognize and maintain the freedom of such persons and will do no act or acts to repress
such persons, or any of them, in any efforts they may make for their actual freedom. . . .

And I further declare and make known that such persons of suitable condition will
be received into the armed service of the United States to garrison forts, positions, sta-
tions, and other places, and to man vessels of all sorts in said service.

And upon this act, sincerely believed to be an act of justice, warranted by the Con-
stitution upon military necessity, I invoke the considerate judgment of mankind and the
gracious favor of Almighty God.

From “Emancipation Proclamation” by Abraham Lincoln. Reprinted in The Annals of
America: Volume 9, 1858–1865. Copyright © 1976 by Encyclopaedia Britannica, Inc.

Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address

On November 19, 1863, Abraham Lincoln addressed a crowd gathered to dedicate a cemetery at
the Gettysburg battlefi eld. His short speech, which is excerpted below, reminded Americans of the
ideals on which the Republic was founded.

FOUR SCORE AND SEVEN YEARS ago our fathers brought forth on this continent a new
nation, conceived in liberty and dedicated to the proposition that all men are created
equal.

Now we are engaged in a great civil war, testing whether that nation or any nation
so conceived and so dedicated can long endure. We are met on a great battlefi eld of that
war. We have come to dedicate a portion of that fi eld as a fi nal resting–place for those
who here gave their lives that that nation might live. It is altogether fi tting and proper
that we should do this.

But in a larger sense, we cannot dedicate—we cannot consecrate—we cannot hallow—
this ground. The brave men, living and dead, who struggled here have consecrated it
far above our poor power to add or detract. The world will little note nor long remem-
ber what we say here, but it can never forget what they did here. It is for us, the living,
rather, to be dedicated here to the unfi nished work which they who fought here have
thus far so nobly advanced.

It is rather for us to be here dedicated to the great task remaining before us—that from
these honored dead we take increased devotion to that cause for which they gave the last
full measure of devotion; that we here highly resolve that these dead shall not have died
in vain; that this nation, under God, shall have a new birth of freedom; and that govern-
ment of the people, by the people, for the people shall not perish from the earth.

From “The Gettysburg Address” by Abraham Lincoln. Reprinted in The Annals of America:
Volume 9, 1858–1865. Copyright © 1976 by Encyclopaedia Britannica, Inc.
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Lincoln’s Second Inaugural Address

On March 4, 1865, President Lincoln laid out his approach to Reconstruction in his second inau-
gural address. As the excerpt below shows, Lincoln hoped to peacefully reunite the nation and its
people.

At this second appearing to take the oath of the Presidential offi ce there is less occa-
sion for an extended address than there was at the fi rst. Then a statement somewhat in
detail of a course to be pursued seemed fi tting and proper. Now, at the expiration of four
years, during which public declarations have been constantly called forth on every point
and phase of the great contest which still absorbs the attention and engrosses the ener-
gies of the nation, little that is new could be presented. The progress of our arms, upon
which all else chiefl y depends, is as well known to the public as to myself, and it is, I
trust, reasonably satisfactory and encouraging to all. With high hope for the future, no
prediction in regard to it is ventured.

On the occasion corresponding to this four years ago all thoughts were anxiously
directed to an impending civil war. All dreaded it, all sought to avert it. While the inau-
gural address was being delivered from this place, devoted altogether to saving the Union
without war, urgent agents were in the city seeking to destroy it without war—seeking
to dissolve the Union and divide effects by negotiation. Both parties deprecated war, but
one of them would make war rather than let the nation survive, and the other would
accept war rather than let it perish, and the war came. . . .

With malice toward none, with charity for all, with fi rmness in the right as God gives
us to see the right, let us strive on to fi nish the work we are in, to bind up the nation’s
wounds, to care for him who shall have borne the battle and for his widow and his
orphan, to do all which may achieve and cherish a just and lasting peace among our-
selves and with all nations.

From Inaugural Addresses of the Presidents of the United States. 1989. Bartleby Library.
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Declaration of Rights for Women

Included below are excerpts from a speech made on July 4, 1876, by Susan B. Anthony in sup-
port of rights for women.

Susan B. Anthony, July 4, 1876

While the nation is buoyant with patriotism, and all hearts are attuned to praise, it is
with sorrow we come to strike the one discordant note, on this one-hundredth anni-
versary of our country’s birth. When subjects of kings, emperors, and czars from the
old world join in our national jubilee, shall the women of the republic refuse to lay
their hands with benedictions on the nation’s head? . . . Yet we cannot forget, even in
this glad hour, that while all men of every race, and clime, and condition, have been
invested with the full rights of citizenship under our hospitable fl ag, all women still suf-
fer the degradation of disfranchisement.

The history of our country the past one hundred years has been a series of assump-
tions and usurpations of power over woman, in direct opposition to the principles of just
government, acknowledged by the United States as its foundations, which are:

First - the natural rights of each individual
Second - the equality of these rights
Third - that rights not delegated are retained by the individual
Fourth - that no person can exercise the rights of others without delegated authority
Fifth - that the non-use of rights does not destroy them
And for the violation of these fundamental principles of our government, we arraign

our rulers on this Fourth day of July, 1876 . . .
These articles of impeachment against our rulers we now submit to the impartial

judgment of the people. To all these wrongs and oppressions woman has not submitted
in silence and resignation. From the beginning of the century, when Abigail Adams, the
wife of one president and the mother of another, said, “We will not hold ourselves bound
to obey laws in which we have no voice or representation,” until now, woman’s discon-
tent has been steadily increasing, culminating nearly thirty years ago in a simultaneous
movement among the women of the nation, demanding the right of suffrage. . . .

And now, at the close of a hundred years, as the hour hand of the great clock that
marks the centuries points to 1876, we declare our faith in the principles of self-govern-
ment; our full equality with man in natural rights . . . We ask of our rulers, at this hour,
no special favors, no special privileges, no special legislation. We ask justice, we ask
equality, we ask that all the civil and political rights that belong to citizens of the United
States, be guaranteed to us and our daughters forever.

From History of Woman Suffrage, vol. 3. Elizabeth Cady Stanton, Susan B. Anthony, and
Matilda Joslyn Gage, eds. 1887.
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President Bush’s Address to the Nation

On September 11, 2001, two passenger airplanes crashed into the World Trade Center in New
York City. Terrorist hijackers had seized control of the planes and deliberately fl own them into
the buildings. President George W. Bush’s message to the nation in response to this terrorist
attack follows.

THE PRESIDENT: Good evening. Today, our fellow citizens, our way of life, our very free-
dom came under attack in a series of deliberate and deadly terrorist acts. The victims were
in airplanes, or in their offi ces; secretaries, businessmen and women, military and federal
workers; moms and dads, friends and neighbors. Thousands of lives were suddenly ended
by evil, despicable acts of terror.

The pictures of airplanes fl ying into buildings, fi res burning, huge structures collaps-
ing, have fi lled us with disbelief, terrible sadness, and a quiet, unyielding anger. These
acts of mass murder were intended to frighten our nation into chaos and retreat. But
they have failed; our country is strong.

A great people has been moved to defend a great nation. Terrorist attacks can shake
the foundations of our biggest buildings, but they cannot touch the foundation of
America. These acts shattered steel, but they cannot dent the steel of American resolve.

America was targeted for attack because we’re the brightest beacon for freedom and
opportunity in the world. And no one will keep that light from shining.

Today, our nation saw evil, the very worst of human nature. And we responded with
the best of America—with the daring of our rescue workers, with the caring for strangers
and neighbors who came to give blood and help in any way they could.

Immediately following the fi rst attack, I implemented our government’s emergency
response plans. Our military is powerful, and it’s prepared. Our emergency teams are
working in New York City and Washington, D.C. to help with local rescue efforts.

Our fi rst priority is to get help to those who have been injured, and to take every
precaution to protect our citizens at home and around the world from further attacks.

The functions of our government continue without interruption. Federal agencies
in Washington which had to be evacuated today are reopening for essential person-
nel tonight, and will be open for business tomorrow. Our fi nancial institutions remain
strong, and the American economy will be open for business, as well.

The search is underway for those who are behind these evil acts. I’ve directed the full
resources of our intelligence and law enforcement communities to fi nd those responsible
and to bring them to justice. We will make no distinction between the terrorists who
committed these acts and those who harbor them.

I appreciate so very much the members of Congress who have joined me in strongly
condemning these attacks. And on behalf of the American people, I thank the many
world leaders who have called to offer their condolences and assistance.

America and our friends and allies join with all those who want peace and security in
the world, and we stand together to win the war against terrorism. Tonight, I ask for your
prayers for all those who grieve, for the children whose worlds have been shattered, for all
whose sense of safety and security has been threatened. And I pray they will be comforted
by a power greater than any of us, spoken through the ages in Psalm 23: “Even though I
walk through the valley of the shadow of death, I fear no evil, for You are with me.”

This is a day when all Americans from every walk of life unite in our resolve for
justice and peace. America has stood down enemies before, and we will do so this time.
None of us will ever forget this day. Yet, we go forward to defend freedom and all that is
good and just in our world.

Thank you. Good night, and God bless America.

From http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010911–16.html.




