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Court uf holds law

flghtlng obscene calls-

By Jackie Hallifax

Tre Assosiaed Press The court narrowed the scope of the ﬁ.
TALLAHASSEE "{ :

A law that makes it a second-de- | [@TU), lzmztmg it to'cglls where <" .3,
gree misdemeanor to call people at Yy
- obscemty is used to abuse threaten

home and use obscene language to
harass them is constitutional, the
state Supreme Court said Thursday i
The case arrived at Florida's high ¢
court when a Sebring woman chal- "¢ =
lenged her conviction, arguing the a {0
law violated her free speech rights Shaw supported Wells opinion. Jus  limit it. :
guaranteed in the U.S. Constitution. Itice Major Harding eoncurred in its /¢ Anstead warned the law pumshe ;
The complaint against Sara Gil- result only; The‘dlssenter_s_wereJ ~.gpeech in a consensual- conversat%
breath was brought by Ronald Hega-  /itic es H nstead and Ge if the caller tries to-annoy.
dis, a manager for the U.S. Post.
Service in Highlands County who
worked with her husband. - :
Hegadis said he received some 30
phone calls over a two-year perlo
Thursday’s opinion includes an ex

S5 “For” example, friends: discu:
: .pohtlcs in a friendly. convereat ]
~:may often violate this. statut
“'they ‘reach'a point of disagreeme
" ealled.” . and one uses a ‘dirty’ word to
pletivefilled statement by Hegadis /1 But, ‘he added, the pré nt. statute .or ‘offend’ the other,” Anst X
as an example of the content of one of ] wastoobroad tobe constltutmnal and in a dissenting opmmn suppo 7
the calls. ----questmned the court’s authbrlty to Kogan i

In a 152-word speech 37 words are’
profane or obscene.

Mrs. Gilbreath, who denied speak-.
ing as strongly as Hegadis alleged,
was convicted in county court and -
appealed the verdict to both the cir-
cuit court and the 2nd District Court
of Appeal, both of which upheld the' |
verdict. .

Gary Gossett Jr., a Sebring attor-.
ney representing Mrs. Gilbreath, said -
he is considering appealing to the
U.S. Supreme Court.

In Thursday’s 5-2 opinion, justices
upheld the conviction and the consti-
tutlonahty of the law, ruling it does
not bar “pure speech.”

“Tt is the conduct of mtentmnally
making such a call into a place of
expected privacy, not pure speech,
which is proscribed,” Justice Charles
Wells wrote for the majority. ;

But the court narrowed the scope nf
the law, by limiting it to calls where
obscenity is used to abuse, threaten
or harass. The justices struck the
words “annoy’ and “offend” from the
statute as too vague.

Chief Justice Stephen Grimes and
Justices Ben Overton and Leander

intent ‘to harass t




