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A.  Case Name: JACOBSON v. COM. OF MASSACHUSETTS, 197 U.S. 11 (1905)
B.  Court Hearing the Case: U.S. Supreme Court
C.  Decision Date: February 20th, 1905
D.  Hearing Date: December 6th, 1904
E.  Case Type: Criminal 
F.  Facts: 
· Massachusetts board of health deemed necessary for the public health and safety of citizens, to require and enforce the vaccination of all citizens that fall under such health standards. The defendant refused to comply with such requirement by stating, his liberty is invaded when the state subjects him to fine or imprisonment for neglecting or refusing to submit to vaccination; that a compulsory vaccination law is unreasonable, arbitrary, and oppressive, and, therefore, hostile to the inherent right of every freeman to care for his own body and health in such way as to him seems best; and that the execution of such a law against one who objects to vaccination, no matter for what reason, is nothing short of an assault upon his person. The defendants evidence consisted of personal opinion that would not give valid effect in the court case. The court ruled that the liberty secured by the Constitution of the United States to every person within its jurisdiction does not import an absolute right in each person to be, at all times and in all circumstances, wholly freed from restraint. The court decided only that the statute covers the present case, and that nothing clearly appears that would justify this court in holding to be unconstitutional.
G.  Legal Issue(s) before the Court: 
· [bookmark: 23]What, according to the judgment of the state court, are the scope and effect of the statute? What results were intended to be accomplished by it?
[bookmark: _Hlk37072385]H.  Applicable Rule(s) of Law: 
· [bookmark: 13]‘Whereas, smallpox has been prevalent to some extent in the city of Cambridge, and still continues to increase; and whereas, it is necessary for the speedy extermination of the disease that all persons not protected by vaccination should be vaccinated; and whereas, in the opinion of the board, the public health and safety require the vaccination or revaccination of all the inhabitants of Cambridge; be it ordered, that [197 U.S. 11, 13]  all the inhabitants habitants of the city who have not been successfully vaccinated since March 1st, 1897, be vaccinated or revaccinated.' The defendant, being over twenty-one years of age and not under guardianship, refused and neglected to comply with such requirement. – Negligence. 
I.  Summary of the respective opposing parties’ positions: Provide a concise summary of the respective opposing parties’ legal positions. 
· The defendant insists that his liberty is invaded when the state subjects him to fine or imprisonment for neglecting or refusing to submit to vaccination; that a compulsory vaccination law is unreasonable, arbitrary, and oppressive, and, therefore, hostile to the inherent right of every freeman to care for his own body and health in such way as to him seems best; and that the execution of such a law against one who objects to vaccination, no matter for what reason, is nothing short of an assault upon his person.
J.  Court’s Legal Analysis: 
· The liberty secured by the Constitution of the United States to every person within its jurisdiction does not import an absolute right in each person to be, at all times and in all circumstances, wholly freed from restraint. There are manifold restraints to which every person is necessarily subject for the common good. Real liberty for all could not exist under the operation of a principle which recognizes the right of each individual person to use his own, whether in respect of his person or his property, regardless of the injury that may be done to others. Even liberty itself, the greatest of all rights, is not unrestricted license to act according to one's own will. It is only freedom from restraint under conditions essential to the equal enjoyment of the same right by others. It is, then, liberty regulated by law.
K.  Court’s Decision/Finding(s): 
· We now decide only that the statute covers the present case, and that nothing clearly appears that would justify this court in holding it to be unconstitutional and inoperative in its application to the plaintiff in error.
L.  Dissenting Opinion(s): 
· N/A
M. Impact of the decision: 
· Help keep Massachusetts safe with proof of vaccine protecting said community against smallpox and share this court case with all states to keep their communities safe. 
N.  Personal Opinion/Reaction: 
· The common good of society must come before an individual’s needs when it comes to large scale public health concerns. Being selfish humans and putting our needs before the greater good of a public health crisis can cause detrimental effects on a nation. I agree with the court’s decision. 
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