Running Head: COMMUNICATION		1

COMMUNICATION		3




Name
Institution
Date
Communication









In the Brown v. Entertainment Merchants Association, the Supreme Court ruled against California in a case prohibiting the sale of violent games since it was viewed as a violation of the First Amendment. The law covered other topics like obscenity and sexual content. In the case, the judges voted 7 against 2 against the California law ruling. Judge Antonin argued that obscenity is not covered under the 1st Amendment. He had observed that the young ones were protected under the Amendment and the long past of violent content in books should also be looked into. In the presentation of the ruling, Antonin argued that the former court failed to show the relationship between the violence from the games and negative effects on children. “Moreover, each game had a voluntary warning on the violent nature of the game and the parents had the liberty of not purchasing it.” (Miller, 2012)
According to my personal opinion, I believe that the issue that the law failed to address is the definition of violent content and the impact of the game on the children.  Unpopular speech is protected under the 1st Amendment although we cannot establish if the content of the game can be classified under the same category. I believe that the games are offensive in nature and have a negative impact on children. Nevertheless, the packaging of each game is clear on nature and thus the court should in no way prohibit the sale or rent of the product. According to Caveat emptor principle (buyer beware) states that the product is bought as it is. In such case, the buyer will assume the risk that comes with it. The parents are thereby supposed to deal with the impact of the offensive video as they are fully aware of the nature of the game (Miller, 2012)
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