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UNITED STATES v. ROBEL.

ernment makes no claim that Robel is a security risk.
He has worked as a machinist at the shipyards for many
years, and we are told is working there now. We are in
effect invited by the Government to assume that Robel
is a law abiding citizen, earning a living at his chosen
trade. The justification urged for punishing him is that
Congress may properly conclude that members of the
Communist Party, even though nominal or inactive
members and believing only in change through lawful
means, are more likely than other citizens to engage in
acts of espionage and sabotage harmful to our national
security. This may be so. But in areas of protected
freedoms, regulation based upon mere association and
“not upon proof of misconduct or even of intention to act
unlawfully, must at least be accompanied by standards
or procedural protections sufficient to safeguard against
indiseriminate application. “If . . . ‘liberty’ is to be
regulated, it must be pursuant to the law-making func-
tions of Congress . . . [alnd if that power is delegated,
the standards must be adequate to pass scrutiny by the
accepted tests.” Kent v. Dulles, 357 U. S. 116, 129.



