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[Defendant] Griswold is Executive Director of the Planned Parenthood League of
Connecticut. [Defendant] Buxton is a licensed physician and a professor at the Yale Medical
School who served as Medical Director for the Leave at its Center in New Haven — a center
open and operating from November 1 to November 10, 1961, when appellants were arrested.

They gave information, instruction, and medical advice to married persons as to the
means of preventing conception.  They examined the wife and prescribed the best contraceptive
device or material for her use.  Fees were usually charged, although some couples were serviced
free.

A Connecticut statute provides:
“Any person who uses any drug, medicinal article or instrument for the purpose of

preventing conception shall be fined not less that fifty dollars or imprisoned not less than sixty
days nor more than one year or be both fined and imprisoned.”

Section 54-196 provides:
“Any person who assists, abets, counsels, causes, hires or commands another to commit

any offense may be prosecuted and punished as if he were the principal offender.”

The appellants were found guilty as accessories and fined $100 each.

Excerpts from the Court’s Opinion:

...This law operated directly on an intimate relation of husband and wife and their
physician’s role in one aspect of that relation.

The association of people is not mentioned in the Constitution nor in the Bill of Rights. 
The right to educate a child in a school of the parents’ choice — whether public or private or
parochial — is also not mentioned.  Nor is the right to study any particular subject or any foreign
language.  Yet the First Amendment had been construed to include certain of those rights....

The foregoing [examples] suggest that specific guarantees in the Bill of Rights have
penumbras, formed by emanations from those guarantees that help give them life and
substance... Various guarantees create zones of privacy.  The right of association contained in the
penumbra of the First Amendment is one, as we have seen....

The present case, then, concerns a relationship lying within the zone or privacy created
by several fundamental constitutional guarantees.  And it concerns a law which, in forbidding the
use of contraceptives rather than regulating their manufacture or sale, seeks to achieve its goals
by means having a maximum destructive impact on that relationship .... Would we allow the 



police to search the sacred precincts of marital bedrooms for telltale signs of the use of
contraceptives?  The very idea is repulsive to the notions of privacy surrounding the marriage
relationship.

We deal with a right of privacy older than the Bill of Rights — older than our political
parties, older than our school system.  Marriage is a coming together for better or for worse,
hopefully enduring, and intimate to the degree of being sacred.  It is an association that promotes
a way of life, not causes; a harmony in living, not political faiths; a bilateral loyalty, not
commercial or social projects.  Yet it is an association for as noble a purpose as any involved in
our prior decisions.

(Note: The U.S. Supreme Court held that the Connecticut statute forbidding use of
contraceptives violates the right of marital privacy which is within the penumbra of specific
guarantees of the Bill of Rights.)


