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Summary of the facts of the case, 
In the last 20 years the church of west boro Baptist was very vocal at picketing military funerals. They claimed that god hated America for it tolerated homosexuality especially in its military. The church also condemned the Catholic Church for the scandals that were in their church with their clergy. The founder Fred Phelps and six other parishioners who were his relatives travelled to Mary land to picket the funeral of Mathew Snyder who had been killed in Iraq in the line of duty. They picketed at a distance of 1000 feet from where the funeral took place. They displayed signed such as god hates America, priest rape boys, you are going to hell for thirty minutes before the funeral started. Mathew’s dad passed by them but didn’t notice the sign but later on knew about them in the news in the evening. He sued through his daughter who was a member of the church with a claim that there was intentional infliction of emotional distress, intrusion upon seclusion and civil conspiracy.
 The issue,
Was there a tort of intrusion?
Did the westboro church have first amendment right on the matter above?
 The Court's decision 
The First Amendment shielded Westboro church from tort liability for its picketing in this case. The first amendment in its provision of free speech serves as defense in state tort suits eve those that include intentional infliction of emotional distress. The court further stated that if the church was liable greatly depended on whether the speech was public or private. On determining if its public or private, the court would look at the content and the context and majority of the signboards were directed to the public that is America and thus the mere fact that one collided with the deceased, it didn’t mean that the church was liable.
The court further held that Snyder could not recover damages of tort of intrusion as he stated that he was part of the captive audience. The court held that the church members stayed away from the service and even those in the service could not see the reading on the posters and thus the captive audience could not be used on the above. Thus he could not recover tort damages and also civil damages.
Whether or not you agree with the court's legal reasoning.
Yes I do agree with the court’s decision. The constitution provides in the first amendment that one has the right of free speech and that is what the westboro church was exercising and by dint of them being American citizens they had a first amendment right and thus Sydney could not take away that from them. Further the church members were further away from the service and thus they didn’t intrude them and actually most of the boards were addressed to the public not private parties.
In oral argument, Justice Scalia questions the applicability of the "fighting words" doctrine enunciated in Chaplinsky v. New Hampshire, 315 U. S. 568 (1942). 
Please define and explain the doctrine. The fighting word doctrine is put out to allow the government to limit the speech of individuals if in them exercising their first amendment right could lead to violence from the recipient of the words. The doctrine is used so as to maintain peace and to avoid conflict and violence from the recipient and the stator of the words.
 Could/should it have been applied in this case? 
The fighting words must cause immediate injury and cause immediate breach of peace. On the above matter, this doctrine couldn’t be used as the word used by westboro church did not cause immediate harm on the respondent who only learnt about it on the news. Further there was no breach of peace as the church stayed at a distance and demonstrated peacefully and thus couldn’t affect the peace of those who were at the memorial service.
Is there another analysis that the Court could have made which would result in a different outcome? Yes, if the court looked at the matter in regard to right to privacy and thus by the state being for homosexuals then the words that were stated by the church were vexatious to the public.
Do you agree with the outcome of this case? Yes I do agree as the church had first amendment rights and they didn’t use fighting words that could cause breach of peace.
What other free speech cases has the Court decided and do you agree with them?
Terminiello v. Chicago, 337 U.S. 1 (1949), the preacher was convicted because he delivered a speech that caused a crowd to be restless as he talked about ethnic and political matters. By the fact he made the crowd restless he was already breaching their peace. Yes I do agree with the decision as the fighting word doctrine could apply as his words caused breach of peace.
