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Supreme Court of the United States
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR the ADVANCEMENT OF COLORED PEOPLE, et al., Petitioners
v.
CLAIBORNE HARDWARE COMPANY et al.
No. 81-202.
   Justice STEVENS delivered the opinion of the Court.
. . .

     I
 In March 1966, black citizens of Port Gibson, Miss., and other areas of Claiborne County presented white elected officials with a list of particularized demands for racial equality and integration.  The complainants did not receive a satisfactory response and, at a local National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) meeting at the First Baptist Church, several hundred black persons voted to place a boycott on white merchants in the area.   On October 31, 1969, several of the merchants filed suit in state court to recover losses caused by the boycott and to enjoin future boycott activity.   . . .

A

 . . . The Mississippi Supreme Court upheld the imposition of liability on the basis of the chancellor's common-law tort theory.   After reviewing the chancellor's recitation of the facts, the court quoted the following finding made by the trial court: 
"In carrying out the agreement and design, certain of the defendants, acting for all others, engaged in acts of physical force and violence against the persons and property of certain customers and prospective customers. Intimidation, threats, social ostracism, vilification, and traduction were some of the devices used by the defendants to achieve the desired results.   Most effective, also, was the stationing of guards ('enforcers,' 'deacons,' or 'black hats') in the vicinity of white-owned businesses.   Unquestionably, the evidence shows that the volition of many black persons was overcome out of sheer fear, and they were forced and compelled against their personal wills to withhold their trade and business intercourse from the complainants."   

  On the basis of this finding, the court concluded that the entire boycott was unlawful.  "If any of these factors--force, violence, or threats--is present, then the boycott is illegal regardless of whether it is primary, secondary, economical, political, social or other."  . . . 
B
. . . In late 1965 or early 1966, Charles Evers, the Field Secretary of the NAACP, helped organize the Claiborne County Branch of the NAACP.   At about the same time, a group of black citizens formed a Human Relations Committee and presented a petition for redress of grievances to civic and business leaders of the white community.   In response, a biracial committee--including five of the petitioners and several of the respondents--was organized and held a series of unproductive meetings.
 The black members of the committee then prepared a further petition entitled  "Demands for Racial Justice."   This petition was presented for approval at the local NAACP meeting conducted on the first Tuesday evening in March.   As described by the chancellor, "the approximately 500 people present voted their approval unanimously."  On March 14, 1966, the petition was presented to public officials of Port Gibson and Claiborne County.
  The petition included 19 specific demands.   It called for the desegregation of all public schools and public facilities, the hiring of black policemen, public improvements in black residential areas, selection of blacks for jury duty, integration of bus stations so that blacks could use all facilities, and an end to verbal abuse by law enforcement officers.   It stated that "Negroes are not to be addressed by terms as 'boy,' 'girl,' 'shine,' 'uncle,' or any other offensive term, but as 'Mr.,' 'Mrs.,' or 'Miss,' as is the case with other citizens." As described by the chancellor, the purpose of the demands "was to gain equal rights and opportunitie s for Negro citizens." The petition further provided that black leaders hoped it would not be necessary to resort to the "selective buying campaigns" that had been used in other communities. On March 23, two demands that had been omitted from the original petition were added, one of which provided:  "All stores must employ Negro clerks and cashiers." This supplemental petition stated that a response was expected by April 1.
    A favorable response was not received.   On April 1, 1966, the Claiborne County NAACP conducted another meeting at the First Baptist Church. As described by the chancellor: 
"Several hundred black people attended the meeting, and the purpose was to decide what action should be taken relative to the twenty-one demands. Speeches were made by Evers and others, and a vote was taken.   It was the unanimous vote of those present, without dissent, to place a boycott on the white merchants of Port Gibson and Claiborne County."    [FN28]
 FN28. Although Evers' speech on April 1, 1966, was not recorded, the chancellor found:  "Evers told his audience that they would be watched and that blacks who traded with white merchants would be answerable to him. According to Sheriff Dan McKay, who was present during the speech, Evers told the assembled black people that any 'uncle toms' who broke the boycott would 'have their necks broken' by their own people.   Evers' remarks were directed to all 8,000-plus black residents of Claiborne County, and not merely the relatively few members of the Claiborne NAACP."  Id., at 17b-18b (footnote omitted).
. . . One event that occurred during the boycott is of particular significance.   On April 18, 1969, a young black man named Roosevelt Jackson was shot and killed during an encounter with two Port Gibson police officers.  [FN31]  Large crowds immediately gathered, first at the hospital and later at the church.   Tension in the community neared a breaking point.   The local police requested reinforcements from the State Highway Patrol and sporadic acts of violence ensued.   The Mayor and Board of Aldermen placed a dawn-to-dusk curfew into effect.
 FN31. The officers had gone to Jackson's home to arrest him.   A scuffle ensued and Jackson was shot by a white officer allegedly while being held by a black officer.
  On April 19, [1969], Charles Evers spoke to a group assembled at the First Baptist Church and led a march to the courthouse where he demanded the discharge of the entire Port Gibson Police Force.  When this demand was refused, the boycott was reimposed on all white merchants.   One of Evers' speeches on this date was recorded by the police.   In that speech--significant portions of which are reproduced in an Appendix to this opinion--Evers stated that boycott violators would be "disciplined" by their own people and warned that the Sheriff could not sleep with boycott violators at night.
. . .   On April 21, Evers gave another speech to several hundred people, in which he again called for a discharge of the police force and for a total boycott of all white-owned businesses in Claiborne County.   Although this speech was not recorded, the chancellor found that Evers stated:  "If we catch any of you going in any of them racist stores, we're gonna break your damn neck." 
  As noted, this lawsuit was filed in October 1969.   No significant events concerning the boycott occurred after that time.   The chancellor identified no incident of violence that occurred after the suit was brought. He did identify, however, several significant incidents of boycott-related violence that occurred some years earlier.
 Before describing that evidence, it is appropriate to note that certain practices generally used to encourage support for the boycott were uniformly peaceful and orderly.   The few marches associated with the boycott were carefully controlled by black leaders.   Pickets used to advertise the boycott were often small children.   The police made no arrests--and no complaints are recorded--in connection with the picketing and occasional demonstrations supporting the boycott.   Such activity was fairly irregular, occurred primarily on weekends, and apparently was largely discontinued around the time the lawsuit was filed. 
  One form of "discipline" of black persons who violated the boycott appears to have been employed with some regularity.   Individuals stood outside of boycotted stores and identified those who traded with the merchants.   Some of these "store watchers" were members of a group known as the "Black Hats" or the "Deacons."  [FN34]  The names of persons who violated  the boycott were read at meetings of the Claiborne County NAACP and published in a mimeographed paper entitled the "Black Times."   As stated by the chancellor, those persons "were branded as traitors to the black cause, called demeaning names, and socially ostracized for merely trading with whites." 
 FN34. Evidence concerning the aims and practices of the "Black Hats" is contradictory.   Respondents describe them as a "paramilitary organization."   Petitioner Elmo Scott, a member of the group, testified concerning instructions that were given to him:  "It was given to the Deacons to give respect to the people that was on the street and, regardless of what they say back to you, for you not to use bad language to them or not to curse them or no kind of way, just talk to them in the right manner of way."  Id., at 2985.   It is undisputed that the "Black Hats" were formed during the boycott, that members of the organization engaged in "store watching" and other "enforcement" activities, and that some individuals who belonged to the group committed acts of violence.
  The chancellor also concluded that a quite different form of discipline had been used against certain violators of the boycott.   He specifically identified 10 incidents that "strikingly" revealed the "atmosphere of fear that prevailed among blacks from 1966 until 1970." The testimony concerning four incidents convincingly demonstrates that they occurred because the victims were ignoring the boycott.   In two cases, shots were fired at a house;  in a third, a brick was thrown through a windshield;  in the fourth, a flower garden was damaged.   None of these four victims, however, ceased trading with white merchants.
  The evidence concerning four other incidents is less clear, but again it indicates that an unlawful form of discipline was applied to certain boycott violators.   In April 1966, a black couple named Cox asked for a police escort to go into a white-owned dry cleaner and, a week later, shots were fired into their home.   In another incident, an NAACP member took a bottle of whiskey from a black man who had purchased it in a white-owned store.   The third incident involved a fight between a commercial fisherman who did not observe the boycott and four men who "grabbed me and beat me up and took a gun off me." In a fourth incident, described only in hearsay testimony, a group of young blacks apparently pulled down the overalls of an elderly brick mason known as "Preacher White" and spanked him for not observing the boycott. 
  Two other incidents discussed by the chancellor are of less certain significance.   Jasper Coleman testified that he participated  in an all-night poker game at a friend's house on Christmas Eve 1966.   The following morning he discovered that all four tires of his pickup truck had been slashed with a knife.   Coleman testified that he did not participate in the boycott but was never threatened for refusing to do so.   Record 13791. Finally, Willie Myles testified that he and his wife received a threatening phone call and that a boy on a barge told him that he would be whipped for buying his gas at the wrong place.
 Five of these incidents occurred in 1966.   The other five are not dated.  The chancellor thus did not find that any act of violence occurred after 1966. In particular, he made no reference to any act of violence or threat of violence--with the exception, of course, of Charles Evers' speeches-- after the shootings of Martin Luther King, Jr., in 1968 or Roosevelt Jackson in 1969. . . .
     II
. . .
     A
 The boycott of white merchants at issue in this case took many forms.   The boycott was launched at a meeting of a local branch of the NAACP attended by several hundred persons.   Its acknowledged purpose was to secure compliance by both civic and business leaders with a lengthy list of demands for equality and racial justice.   The boycott was supported by speeches and nonviolent picketing.   Participants repeatedly encouraged others to join in its cause.
    Each of these elements of the boycott is a form of speech or conduct that is ordinarily entitled to protection under the First and Fourteenth Amendments. The black citizens named as defendants in this action banded together and collectively expressed their dissatisfaction with a social structure that had denied them rights to equal treatment and respect.   . . . 
 Of course, the petitioners in this case did more than assemble peaceably and discuss among themselves their grievances against governmental and business policy.   Other elements of the boycott, however, also involved activities ordinarily safeguarded by the First Amendment.   In Thornhill v. Alabama

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=++++1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1940125855" 
, 310 U.S. 88, 60 S.Ct. 736, 84 L.Ed. 1093, the Court held that peaceful picketing was entitled to constitutional protection, even though, in that case, the purpose of the picketing "was concededly to advise customers and prospective customers of the relationship existing between the employer and its employees and thereby to induce such customers not to patronize the employer."  . . .
   Speech itself also was used to further the aims of the boycott.  Nonparticipants repeatedly were urged to join the common cause, both through public address and through personal solicitation.   These elements of the boycott involve speech in its most direct form.   In addition, names of boycott violators were read aloud at meetings at the First Baptist Church and published in a local black newspaper.   Petitioners admittedly sought to persuade others to join the boycott through social pressure and the "threat" of social ostracism.   Speech does not lose its protected character, however, simply because it may embarrass others or coerce them into action: 
"[Speech] extends to more than abstract discussion, unrelated to action.   The First Amendment is a charter for government, not for an institution of learning.  'Free trade in ideas' means free trade in the opportunity to persuade to action, not merely to describe facts."  Thomas v. Collins

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=++++1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1945116444&ReferencePosition=325" 
, 323 U.S. 516, 537, 65 S.Ct. 315, 325, 89 L.Ed. 430.
 In Organization for a Better Austin v. Keefe

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=++++1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1971127069" 
, 402 U.S. 415, 91 S.Ct. 1575, 29 L.Ed.2d 1, the Court considered the validity of a prior restraint on speech that invaded the "privacy" of the respondent.   Petitioner, a racially integrated community organization, charged that respondent, a real estate broker, had engaged in tactics known as "blockbusting" or "panic peddling." Petitioner asked respondent to sign an agreement that he would not solicit property in their community.   When he refused, petitioner distributed leaflets near respondent's home that were critical of his business practices. A state court enjoined petitioner from distributing the leaflets; an appellate court affirmed on the ground that the alleged activities were coercive and intimidating, rather than informative, and therefore not entitled to First Amendment protection.  This Court reversed.   THE CHIEF JUSTICE explained:
"This Court has often recognized that the activity of peaceful pamphleteering is a form of communication protected  by the First Amendment.   E.g., Martin v. City of Struthers

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=++++1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1943120620" 
, 319 U.S. 141, 63 S.Ct. 862, 87 L.Ed. 1313 (1943);  Schneider v. State

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=++++1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1939126946" 
, 308 U.S. 147, 60 S.Ct. 146, 84 L.Ed. 155 (1939);  Lovell v. Griffin

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=++++1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1938122404" 
, 303 U.S. 444, 58 S.Ct. 666, 82 L.Ed. 949 (1938).   In sustaining the injunction, however, the Appellate Court was apparently of the view that petitioners' purpose in distributing their literature was not to inform the public, but to 'force' respondent to sign a no-solicitation agreement.   The claim that the expressions were intended to exercise a coercive impact on respondent does not remove them from the reach of the First Amendment.   Petitioners plainly intended to influence respondent's conduct by their activities;  this is not fundamentally different from the function of a newspaper.   See Schneider v. State, supra;  Thornhill v. Alabama

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=++++1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1940125855" 
, 310 U.S. 88, 60 S.Ct. 736, 84 L.Ed. 1093 (1940).   Petitioners were engaged openly and vigorously in making the public aware of respondent's real estate practices.   Those practices were offensive to them, as the views and practices of petitioners are no doubt offensive to others.   But so long as the means are peaceful, the communication need not meet standards of acceptability."  Id.

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=++++1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1971127069&ReferencePosition=1577" 
, at 419, 91 S.Ct., at 1577. 
   [The Court then discussed whether the boycott was purely economic or political in motivation, ultimately concluding that it was primarily politically motivated in order to effect economic change.]  . . .  
     B
 . . . The First Amendment does not protect violence.  "Certainly violence has no sanctuary in the First Amendment, and the use of weapons, gunpowder, and gasoline may not constitutionally masquerade under the guise of 'advocacy.' "  Samuels v. Mackell

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=++++1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1971127017&ReferencePosition=769" 
, 401 U.S. 66, 75, 91 S.Ct. 764, 769, 27 L.Ed.2d 688 (Douglas, J., concurring).   Although the extent and significance of the violence in this case are vigorously disputed by the parties, there is no question that acts of violence occurred.   No federal rule of law restricts a State from imposing tort liability for business losses that are caused by violence and by threats of violence.   When such conduct occurs in the context of constitutionally protected activity, however, "precision of regulation" is demanded.  NAACP v. Button

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=++++1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1963125272&ReferencePosition=340" 
, 371 U.S. 415, 438, 83 S.Ct. 328, 340, 9 L.Ed.2d 405. Specifically, the presence of activity protected by the First Amendment imposes restraints on the grounds that may give rise to damages liability and on the persons who may be held accountable for those damages.
. . .  Petitioners withheld their patronage from the white establishment of Claiborne County to challenge a political and economic system that had denied them the basic rights of dignity and equality that this country had fought a Civil War to secure.   While the State legitimately may impose damages for the consequences of violent conduct, it may not award compensation for the consequences of nonviolent, protected activity.   Only those losses proximately caused by unlawful conduct may be recovered.
     III
 . . .  Respondents argue that liability may be imposed on individuals who were either "store watchers" or members of the "Black Hats." There is nothing unlawful in standing outside a store and recording names. Similarly, there is nothing unlawful in wearing black hats, although such apparel may cause apprehension in others.   As established above, mere association with either group--absent a specific intent to further an unlawful aim embraced by that group--is an insufficient predicate for liability.   At the same time, the evidence does support the conclusion that some members of each of these groups engaged in violence or threats of violence.   Unquestionably, these individuals may be held responsible for the injuries that they caused;  a judgment tailored to the consequences of their unlawful conduct may be sustained.
. . .   To the extent that Evers caused respondents to suffer business losses through his organization of the boycott, his emotional and persuasive appeals for unity in the joint effort, or his "threats" of vilification or social ostracism, Evers' conduct is constitutionally protected and beyond the reach of a damages award.   Respondents point to Evers' speeches, however, as justification for the chancellor's damages award.   Since respondents would impose liability on the basis of a public address--which predominantly contained highly charged political rhetoric lying at the core of the First Amendment--we approach this suggested basis of liability with extreme care. . . .
 While many of the comments in Evers' speeches might have contemplated  "discipline" in the permissible form of social ostracism, it cannot be denied that references to the possibility that necks would be broken and to the fact that the Sheriff could not sleep with boycott violators at night implicitly conveyed a sterner message.   In the passionate atmosphere in which the speeches were delivered, they might have been understood as inviting an unlawful form of discipline or, at least, as intending to create a fear of violence whether or not improper discipline was specifically intended.
  The emotionally charged rhetoric of Charles Evers' speeches did not transcend the bounds of protected speech set forth in Brandenburg.   The lengthy addresses generally contained an impassioned plea for black citizens to unify, to support and respect each other, and to realize the political and economic power available to them.   In the course of those pleas, strong language was used.   If that language had been followed by acts of violence, a substantial question would be presented whether Evers could be held liable for the consequences of that unlawful conduct.   In this case, however--with the possible exception of the Cox incident--the acts of violence identified in 1966 occurred weeks or months after the April 1, 1966, speech;  the chancellor made no finding of any violence after the challenged 1969 speech.   **3434 Strong and effective extemporaneous rhetoric cannot be nicely channeled in purely dulcet phrases.   An advocate must be free to stimulate his audience with spontaneous and emotional appeals for unity and action in a common cause.  When such appeals do not incite lawless action, they must be regarded as protected speech.   To rule otherwise would ignore the "profound national commitment" that "debate on public issues should be uninhibited, robust, and wide-open."  New York Times Co. v. Sullivan

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=++++1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1964124777&ReferencePosition=720" 
, 376 U.S., at 270, 84 S.Ct., at 720. 
    For these reasons, we conclude that Evers' addresses did not exceed the bounds of protected speech. . . .  
   At times the difference between lawful and unlawful collective action may be identified easily by reference to its purpose.   In this case, however, petitioners' ultimate objectives were unquestionably legitimate.   The charge of illegality--like the claim of constitutional protection--derives from the means employed by the participants to achieve those goals.   The use of speeches, marches, and threats of social ostracism cannot provide the basis for a damages award.   But violent conduct is beyond the pale of constitutional protection.
 The taint of violence colored the conduct of some of the petitioners.   They, of course, may be held liable for the consequences of their violent deeds.  The burden of demonstrating that it colored the entire collective effort, however, is not satisfied by evidence that violence occurred or even that violence contributed to the success of the boycott.   A massive and prolonged effort to change the social, political, and economic structure of a local environment cannot be characterized as a violent conspiracy simply by reference to the ephemeral consequences of relatively few violent acts.   Such a characterization must be supported by findings that adequately disclose the evidentiary basis for concluding that specific parties agreed to use unlawful means, that carefully identify the impact of such unlawful conduct, and that recognize the importance of avoiding the imposition of punishment for constitutionally protected activity.   The burden of demonstrating that fear rather than protected conduct was the dominant force in the movement is heavy. A court must be wary of a claim that the true color of a forest is better revealed by reptiles hidden in the weeds than by the foliage of countless freestanding trees. . . .  
 The judgment is reversed.   The case is remanded for further proceedings not inconsistent with this opinion.
 It is so ordered.
APPENDIX TO OPINION OF THE COURT
Portions of speech delivered by Charles Evers on April 19, 1969 (Record 1092-
1108):
 "Thank you very much.   We want our white friends here to know what we tell them happens to be so.   Thank you for having the courage to walk down those streets with us.   We thank you for letting our white brethren know that guns and bullets ain't gonna stop us.  (No)  (No)  We thank you for letting our white brothers know that Port Gibson ain't none of their town. (Amen)  (Applause)  That Port Gibson is all of our town.  (Applause)  That black folks, red folks, Chinese and Japanese alike (Yeah) (That's right.), that we are going to have our share.  (Yeah, we are.)
  * * *
"We are going to beat you because we know you can't trick us no more.  (yea)  You are not going to be able to fool us by getting somebody to give us a drink of whiskey no more.  (Applause)  You ain't gonna be able to fool us by somebody giving us a few dollars no more.  (Applause)  We are gonna take your money and drink with you and then we're gonna (Applause) vote against you.   Then we are going to elect a sheriff in this county and a sheriff that is responsible, that won't have to run and grab the telephone and call up the blood-thirsty highway patrol when he gets ready (Yeah) to come in and beat innocent folks down to the ground for no cause.  (That's right) (Applause) (Boo)  We are going to elect a sheriff that can call his deputies and represent black leaders in the community and stop whatever problem there is.  (Yeah) (That's right.)
 "Then we are going to do more than that.   The white merchants of this town are so wrapped up in the power structure here, since you love your Police Department so well, since you support them so well (Yeah), we are going to let them buy your dirty clothes and your filthy, rotten groceries.
 "Oh, no, white folks, we ain't going to shoot you with no bullet.  (That's right.)   We are going to shoot you with our ballots and with our bucks. (Yea) (That's right.)   We are going to take away from you the thing that you have had over us all these years.  (Yeah)  Political power and economic power. While you kill our brothers and our sisters and rape our wives and our friends.  (Yeah)  You're guilty.   You're guilty because you don't care a thing about anybody.  (Yes.)  And when you go and let a big, black burly nigger like you get on the police force (Yea) go down and grab another black brother's arm and hold it while a white racist stole him from us, and he's a liar if he says he didn't hold him.
  * * *
 "We mean what we are saying.   We are not playing.  (Right)  We better not even think one of us is black.   You better not even be caught near one of these stores.  (Applause)
"We don't want you caught in Piggly-Wiggly.   You remember how he grinned at us four years ago?  (Yeah)  You know how when he took office he grinned at us?  (Yeah)  He ain't hired nobody yet.  (That's right) (No)  And you know old Jitney Jungle down there with those funny letters down on the end?  (That's right) (Applause)  He haven't hired nobody in there yet.  (No) Do you know poor ole M & M or whatever it stands for, mud and mush, I guess. (Applause)  They're out here on the highway and they haven't hired none of us yet.
 "Do you know Ellis who had a part-time boy all his life?   He ain't hired nobody, is he, yet?  (No)  Then we got ole Stampley, and ninety-nine and three-fourths of his sales are black folks business.   He got the nerve to tell me he ain't gonna put no nigger ringing his cash register.   I got news for you, Brother Stampley.   You can ring it your damn self.  (Extra loud applause.)   I want some of you fat cats after this meeting who wants three of our young boys who ain't a'scar'd of white folks (Applause) (Me) and we want you that's willing to follow the rules now to go down by Brother Stampley's and serve notice on him with our placards that we ain't coming no more.
 "Then we are going to tell all the young men that drive Piggly-Wiggly trucks now (Yeah) (Be careful, Son.) because the soul brothers and the spirit is watching you.  (Extra loud applause.)
 "All right, Brother Wolf, you're next.  (Applause)  We got a couple of 'em to come down by Brother Wolf's.   We mean business, white folks.   We ain't gonna shoot you all, we are going to hit you where it hurts most.  (In the pocketbook) (Applause)  In the pocketbook and in the ballot box.  (Applause) We may as well tell our friends at Alcorn to stay away from up here.  (Yea) Now, you say, 'What's wrong with you niggers?'   I'll tell you what is wrong with us niggers;  We are tired of you white folks, you racists and you bigots mistreating us.  (Yeah)  We are tired of paying you to deny us the right to even exist.  (Tell'em about it.)   And we ain't coming back, white folks.  (We ain't.)
 "You all put a curfew on us at eight o'clock tonight.   We are going to do you better than that.   We are going to leave at one-thirty.  (Loud applause)  We are going to leave at one-thirty and we ain't coming back, white folks.
  * * *
 "We are going to have Brother McCay;  we are going to have our newly elected mayor who we elected, we are going to have him around here, too.   Come on back, my dear friend.   He say, 'Naw, brother, we ain't coming.'  'Have you got rid of all those bigots you got on your police force?'  'No.'  'Have you hired Negroes in all them stores?'  'No.'  'Well, we ain't coming back.'  (Right) That's all we gonna do.   You know, what they don't realize is you put on this curfew, that is all we needed.   Let me just give them some instructions.   We are going to buy gas only from the Negro-owned service stations.   We agreed on it, remember?   Now, don't back upon your agreement.  (Yea)  I don't care how many Negroes working on it, that's too bad.   We are going only to Negro-owned service stations.   And we are going only--the only time you will see us around on this street, now listen good, you are going to Lee's Grocery and other stores on this end.   Is that clear?  (Yeah) (Applause)
 "We don't want to go to none of them drugstores.   They get us confused.  Now, who am I going to get my medicine from?   Let us know in time and we will be glad to furnish a car free to carry you anywhere you have to go to get a prescription filled.   You can't beat this.  (No)  It won't cost you a dime. You go to any of the local black businessmen and tell them you have got to go to Vicksburg to get your stuff.   And then if they don't carry you, let us know.   We'll take care of them later.  (Applause)  Now, you know, we have got a little song that says, 'This is your thing, do what you want to do.' (Applause)  This is our thing, let's do what we want to do with it.   Let's make sure now--if you be disobedient  now you are going to be in trouble.   Remember that, now, listen.   Listen good.   They are going to start saying, 'You know what, Evers is down there with his goon squad, ...'  Now, we know Claiborne County,--'with his goon squad harassing poor ole niggers.'
 "Well, good white folks you have been harassing us all our lives.  (Applause)  And if we decided to harass you that's our business.  (That's right)  They are our children and we are going to discipline them the way we want to.   Now, be sure you get all this right on all these tape recorders.   Whatever I say on this trip I will say it in Jackson.  (Amen) (Glory)  And I will say it in Washington and New York.   White folks ain't gonna never control us no more. (Applause)
  * * *
 "Now, my dear friends, the white folks have got the message.   I hope you have got the message and tell every one of our black brothers until all these people are gone, you voted on this in the church, don't let me down, and don't let yourself down.   We agreed in the church that we would vacate this town until they have met those requests, the white folks don't demand nothing out of us.   All right, white folks, we are just saying until you decide when you want to do these little things we beg of you, we are not coming back.  (No way)
 "None of us better not be caught up here.  (Yea)  I don't care how old you are, I don't care how sick you are, I don't care how crazy you are, you better not be caught on these streets shopping in these stores until these demands are met.  (Applause)
 "Now, let's get together.   Are you for this or against it?  (Applause) (For it.)   Remember you voted this.   We intend to enforce it.   You needn't go calling the chief of police, he can't help you none.   You needn't go calling the sheriff, he can't help you none.  (That's right.)   He ain't going to offerto sleep with none of us men, I can tell you that.  (Applause) Let's don't break our little rules that you agreed upon here.
  * * *
 "Let's go to the funeral of our young son whenever the funeral is.   I don't want you to come with hate because that is not going to solve our problems. (No hate.)   We don't want you to hate the white folks here in Port Gibson. That is not going to solve it.   If you hate what they have done, I hate to get personal, I hate what they did so much to Medgar, (I know.)   I ain't going to ever stop hating them for that.   But I am going to chase them in the way what I know is right and just.   I am not going to lay out in the bushes and shoot no white folks.   That's wrong.   I am not gonna go out here and bomb none of them's home.  (No)  That's not right.   But I am going to do everything in my power to take away all the power, political power, legal power that they possess anywhere I live.   We are going to compete against them.   When we blacks learn to support and respect each other, then and not until then, will white folks respect us.  (Applause)
 "Now, you know I trust white folks and I mean every word I say.   But it comes a time when we got to make up in our mind individually, are we going to make those persons worthwhile.   We done talked and raised all kind of sand all day here, now, what is really going to prove it, are we going to live up to what we have said?  (Applause)  Now if there is any one of us breaks what we agreed upon, you are just as guilty as that little trigger-happy, blood-thirsty rascal.  (Tell 'em about it.)
  * * *
 "I go all over this country, and I ought not to tell you white folks this, and I tell other white folks that some day we are going to get together in Mississippi, black and white, and work out our problems.   And we are ready to start whenever you are.   If you are ready to start, we are.   We ain't *940    going to let you push us, not one inch.  (That's right.)   If you come on beating us, we are going to fight back.  (Right)  We got our understanding.   We are all God's children.   The same man that brought you all here brought us.   You could have been black just like we are.   We could have been white and baldheaded just like you are.  (Laughter) (Inaudible)  We are going to work hard at this, Dan.   We are going to be organized this time.   We ain't going to be bought off and talked off.   We are going to elect the county sheriff here this next time that don't need the highway patrol.   Now, you see, Dan had a good chance to set himself up right, but he goofed it.   He goofed. (Yeah)  He blew it.  (Laughter)  Don't forget that, heah.  (Right)  It brings back memories like you know you remember things we do.
 "Now, if you don't think it is necessary, we don't have to go back to the church.   If you want to go back there, we can.   I want you to make sure here that we are going to leave this town to our white brothers and we ain't coming back no more until all our requests have been met.   Is that the common consent of all of you here?  (Applause)  (Let's go back to the church.) All right.   Are we willing to make sure that everyone of us will be sure that none of the rest of our black brothers violate our ... (Yea)  We are all saying it now.   Let's not say it now so much on my part.   You know, I'm just sort of leading, you know, how these lawyers are, leading our folks on to say what has to be said.   And that's the case.   Let's make us a white town.   We would like for you to start it.   Be courteous now.   Don't mistreat nobody.   Tell them, in a nice forceful way, the curfew is going to be on until they do what we ask them."
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