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judgment that one possible alternative to that statute—
an industrial security screening program—would be
inadequate and ineffective to protect against sabotage
in defense facilities. It is not our function to examine
the validity of that congressional judgment. Neither
is it our function to determine whether an industrial
security screening program exhausts the possible alter-
natives to the statute under review. We are concerned
solely with determining whether the statute before us
has exceeded the bounds imposed by the Constitution
when First Amendment rights are at stake. The task
of writing legislation which will stay within those bounds
has been committed to Congress. Our decision today
simply recognizes that, when legitimate legislative con-
cerns are expressed in a statute which imposes a sub-
stantial burden on protected First Amendment activities,
Congress must achieve its goal by means which have
a “less drastic” impact on the continued vitality of First
Amendment freedoms.*® Shelton v. Tucker, supra; cf.

20 Tt has been suggested that this case should be decided by “bal-
ancing” the governmental interests expressed in §5 (a)(1)(D)
against the First Amendment rights asserted by the appellee. This
we decline to do. We recognize that both interests are substantial,
but we deem it inappropriate for this Court to label one as being
more important or more substantial than the other. Our inquiry
is more circumscribed. Faced with a clear conflict between a fed-
eral statute enacted in the interests of national security and an
~ individual’s exercise of his First Amendment rights, we have con-
fined our analysis to whether Congress has adopted a constitutional
means in achieving its concededly legitimate legislative goal. In
making this determination we have found it necessary to measure
the validity of the means adopted by Congress against both the
goal it has sought to achieve and the specific prohibitions of the
First Amendment. But we have in no way “balanced” those respec-
tive interests. We have ruled only that the Constitution requires
that the conflict between congressional power and individual rights
be accommodated by legislation drawn more narrowly to avoid the
conflict. There is, of course, nothing novel in that analysis. Such
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