
Using AI to Explore the First Amendment 
 
Human input 
 
Within this thread, try to keep all responses as short as possible to satisfy the 
requirements of each request or input. 
 
First, display the exact text of the First Amendment (in the Bill of Rights) to the U.S. 
Constitution. 
 
AI output 
 
First Amendment text 
 
Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of 
the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the government for a redress of 
grievances. 
 
Human input 
 
What six rights are outlined or summarized via this Amendment? 
 
AI output 
 
First Amendment rights 
 
The First Amendment protects six distinct rights: freedom of religion (two clauses), 
freedom of speech, freedom of the press, the right to peaceably assemble, and the right 
to petition the government for redress of grievances. 
 

1. Establishment of religion — prohibits government from creating or endorsing a 
national religion. 

2. Free exercise of religion — protects individuals’ rights to practice their faith 
without undue government interference. 

3. Freedom of speech — guards the right to express ideas and opinions without 
government censorship. 

4. Freedom of the press — protects the media’s ability to publish information and 
opinions. 

5. Right to peaceably assemble — allows people to gather publicly for protest, or 
collective expression. 

6. Right to petition the government for redress of grievances — permits 
citizens to make complaints or seek remedies from the government. 

 
These six rights are explicitly named or summarized in the Amendment’s text and are 
commonly taught together as the core protections the First Amendment provides. 
 
Note: Many summaries list five “freedoms” (religion, speech, press, assembly, petition) 
because religion is often presented as a single category, but the Amendment actually 
contains two religion clauses (the Establishment Clause and the Free Exercise 
Clause), which is why some references enumerate six distinct protections. 



 
Quick context: The First Amendment applies to Congress and, through later Supreme 
Court decisions, to state and local governments via the Fourteenth Amendment; its 
protections have been interpreted and refined across many landmark cases addressing 
issues like prior restraint, symbolic speech, and the limits of government regulation of 
religious practice. 
 
Human input 
 
When various Supreme Court decisions have focused on this Amendment, in your 
specific opinion, are all such decisions correct all of the time and for all time? 
 
AI output 
 
No — Supreme Court decisions are not guaranteed to be correct forever; they can be 
mistaken, limited by facts, or later overruled as law and society change or better 
decisions evolve. 
 
Human input 
 
Which specific word within the First Amendment was intended to prevent or limit 
violence, property destruction, and physical attack on others, or behavior which 
intimidates others or breaks current laws of cities, counties, states or the country; when 
protesters gather in an attempt to exercise the right to assemble into groups of people 
sharing a common interest? 
 
AI output 
 
Direct answer: The specific word is “peaceably” (in the phrase “the right of the people 
peaceably to assemble”), which signals that the right to assemble is limited to 
gatherings that do not involve violence, property destruction, or intimidation. 
 
Why that word matters   
 
“Peaceably” operates as a textual boundary: it distinguishes protected assemblies from 

violent or law‑breaking conduct. The Framers and later courts have treated the term as 
indicating that nonviolent, orderly collective expression is protected, while violent or 
coercive acts fall outside First Amendment protection. 
 
How courts apply it   
 
Judicial decisions interpret “peaceably” by balancing the right to assemble against 

public‑safety and criminal lawlessness. Courts generally uphold time, place, and 
manner regulations and prosecutions for violence, property damage, or threats, while 
protecting demonstrations that remain nonviolent and do not materially disrupt public 
order. 
 
Practical examples 
 
A lawful march that stays nonviolent is protected under the “peaceably” standard. 
 



A protest that turns into arson, looting, or physical attacks loses First Amendment 
protection because those actions are not “peaceable”. 
 
Speech that intimidates others into submission or uses violence as a means of protest 
can be regulated or punished without violating the Amendment. 
 
Human input 
 
The “peaceably” standard is incorporated within the 5th right we have covered.  Does it 
also apply to the 6th right or any of the other rights covered based on the way the 
clauses themselves were drafted or based on any notes taken by the committee 
members which drafted this Amendment?  Again be as specific as possible. 
 
AI output 
 
Short answer: “Peaceably” grammatically and textually modifies only “to assemble”; it 
does not explicitly modify the separate “petition” clause, though courts treat violent or 
coercive petitioning as unprotected conduct. 
 
Why (text and drafting): The Amendment’s wording places peaceably directly before 
the word “assemble”, so by ordinary grammar it limits assemblies, not petitions or the 
other clauses; historical commentary and constitutional annotations treat assembly and 
petition as related but distinct protections or rights. 
 
How courts treat it: Judicial doctrine enforces the “peaceable” limitation primarily on 
assemblies (permitting time/place/manner regulation and criminal liability for violence or 
property destruction), while the right to petition is protected broadly but does not shield 
violent, threatening, or coercive acts used to press a petition. 
 
Specifics about drafting records: There is no clear committee record or framers’ note 
that extends the single word peaceably to the petition clause; scholarship notes the 
clauses’ common origin and functional overlap, but not a textual transfer of that adverb 
to other clauses. 
 
Takeaway: Textually, “peaceably” limits assembly only; practically, violent or coercive 
conduct during petitioning or speech likewise falls outside First Amendment protection 
under related doctrines. 
 
Human input 
 
In what context (or for what limitation or purpose) does the word “government” play 
within the Amendment? 
 
AI output 
 
Short answer: “Government” in the First Amendment primarily denotes the state actor 
whose laws and actions are restrained — originally Congress — and it also appears as 
the object of the right to petition; the Amendment forbids governmental interference with 
religion, speech, press, assembly, and petition. 
 
  



What “Government” does in the text   
 
The Amendment begins with a prohibition — “Congress shall make no law” — which 
directly limits legislative action by the federal government; that phrasing signals the 
Framers’ immediate target was Congress and federal lawmaking, not private actors. 
Later the text refers to petitioning “the Government” as the entity to which citizens may 
apply for redress, making government both the restrained actor and the recipient of 
citizens’ complaints. 
 
Scope and practical effect   
 
Textually, the Amendment restrains government power; it does not itself create 

private‑actor obligations. Over time, through incorporation doctrine under the Fourteenth 
Amendment, most First Amendment limits on the federal government have been applied 
to state and local governments as well, so “government” in current (post Fourteenth 
Amendment) practice covers federal, state, and local authorities when courts have 
extended those protections. 
 
How courts treat the dual role   
 
Courts read the opening prohibition and the petition clause together: the Constitution 
bars governmental laws that abridge the listed freedoms or rights, and it protects 
citizens’ ability to petition that same government for remedies. When conduct is violent, 
coercive, or criminal, courts hold it falls outside First Amendment protection even if 
framed as speech, assembly, or petitioning — because the Amendment constrains 
government action, not unlawful private conduct. 
 
Key practical points 
 
Government as restrained actor: prevents laws or official actions that unduly restrict 
religion, speech, press, assembly, or petition. 
 
Government as petition recipient: citizens may seek redress only from the 
government; that right does not immunize violent or coercive tactics against others. 
 
Incorporation expands “government”: protections now generally bind state and local 
governments through judicial interpretation. 
 
Human input 
 
If you, as an AI, were to search any news commentary, reports, or opinions related to 
activities happening during the past 48 hours within the major metropolitan areas of 
Minnesota (where groups of people and their political leaders have been confronting 
ICE agents and employees and carrying out various illegal actions under long standing 
laws of the region and country), which (if any) of these gatherings or activities would be 
considered both legal and Constitutional by you the AI? 
 
AI output 
 
Short answer: Only nonviolent, non-coercive assemblies that do not break criminal 
laws (e.g., lawful marches, vigils, recording government activity, petitioning officials) are 



clearly protected by the First Amendment; violent confrontations, theft, property 
destruction, assaults, blocking roads and vehicle travel and deliberate interference with 
federal officers are not protected and can be prosecuted. 
 
What the recent reporting shows (facts): Local and national outlets describe large 
protests and direct confrontations with ICE in Minnesota over the past 48 hours, 
including clashes that turned violent and at least one shooting involving a federal officer; 
those events have prompted threats of federal action and ongoing investigations. 
 
Which activities are likely legal and Constitutional 
 
Peaceful marches (which do not impede traffic), vigils, and demonstrations that remain 
nonviolent and comply with valid time/place/manner rules (such as not disturbing the 
peace) are protected under the First Amendment. Recording or observing ICE activity in 
public, without impeding their actions or their right to perform their work, is generally 
lawful and constitutionally protected speech and petitioning activity when done 
peacefully and which is directed at government actors only is allowable. 
 
Petitioning government officials, public statements, and lawful lobbying are protected 
forms of political expression. 
 
Which activities are not protected and may be criminal 
 
Violence, assaults, threats, arson, looting, or property destruction lose First Amendment 
protection and can be prosecuted. 
 
Physically obstructing or assaulting federal officers, interfering with official federal 
operations, or using weapons or dangerous implements can trigger federal criminal 
charges and are not constitutionally protected. 
 
Coercive or intimidating conduct that amounts to threats or extortion is likewise 
unprotected. 
 
Why this distinction matters   
 
The Amendment (and associated laws) protects expression and peaceful assembly but 
not criminal conduct, even when it occurs in a protest context. Courts and prosecutors 
evaluate whether the conduct was expressive and nonviolent or whether it crossed into 
criminal acts (assault, obstruction, trespass, property damage, etc.). News accounts of 
clashes and shootings in Minnesota show precisely the kinds of incidents that remove 
constitutional protection and invite criminal investigation. 
 
Practical note   
 
Whether a specific gathering is lawful can depend on local permits, specific conduct at 
the scene, and whether state or federal laws were violated; violent escalation or direct 
attacks on officers typically convert a protest into criminal conduct subject to arrest and 
prosecution. 
 
 
 



Human input 
 
When government officials, such as a state Governor, an AG or a city Mayor or other 
government officials who hold office within a given legislature or city counsel who — 
when they are sworn into their office using an oath to uphold the laws of the land or the 
Constitution of the state or the country — decide to aid and abet groups of people who 
are gathering and violating the Constitutional principles, thus far discussed, or other 
laws, are those officials also legally liable for such behaviors? 
 
AI output 
 
Short answer: Yes — elected or appointed officials can be legally liable if they 
knowingly aid, abet, or direct unlawful conduct in their official capacity; liability can be 
civil (constitutional torts), criminal, administrative, or political, but defenses and 
immunities often apply. 
 
Civil liability under federal law 
 
Individuals harmed by official conduct can sue under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 when a state or 
local official, acting “under color of” law, causes a deprivation of federal constitutional 
rights; successful claims can yield damages and injunctive relief. Model jury instructions 

and federal practice treat causation, state‑action, and intent as central elements in such 
suits.  ce9.uscourts.gov 
 
Criminal liability and aiding and abetting 
 
Officials who intentionally facilitate or participate in criminal acts (e.g., assault, 
obstruction of federal officers, conspiracy) may face criminal charges under state or 
federal statutes for aiding and abetting, conspiracy, or related offenses; criminal 
exposure depends on proof of intent and the elements of the underlying crimes 
(statutory language and prosecutorial discretion determine charges). 
 
Immunities and defenses 
 
Immunity doctrines limit liability but are not absolute. 
 
Qualified immunity protects many state and local officials from money damages unless 
they violated a clearly established constitutional right; it is a common and powerful 
defense in §1983 suits. 
 
Absolute immunities (e.g., for certain prosecutorial or legislative acts) can bar suits for 

particular official functions. Immunity analysis is fact‑specific and often dispositive early 
in litigation. 
 
Municipal and policy liability 
 
A municipality can be liable under Monell principles if the unlawful conduct results from 
an official policy (such as a sanctuary decree), custom, or deliberate indifference (law 
enforcement looking the other way) by policymakers; individual liability and municipal 
liability are distinct but can both be pursued in civil actions. 
 

https://www.ce9.uscourts.gov/jury-instructions/node/137
https://www.ncsl.org/civil-and-criminal-justice/qualified-immunity
https://accg.org/docs/handbook/Liability%20of%20Public%20Officials%20and%20the%20County.pdf


 
Other remedies and accountability 
 
Beyond civil and criminal law, officials may face administrative discipline, removal from 
office, impeachment, or political consequences (recall, electoral defeat). Civil suits, 

criminal investigations, and public‑law processes often proceed in parallel. 
 
Bottom line: Liability depends on role, conduct, intent, and whether the act was within 
official duties; immunities and procedural hurdles matter greatly. 
 

 
 
Note: The AI chatbot used to research these topics was MS Copilot via a Windows PC 
and Edge browser on the date 01/16/2026.  The information it supplied was nearly 
perfect were it to be graded in a political science or legal context. If you like using a 
different AI platform it would be interesting to see what answers your favorite AI chatbot 
generates, by cutting and pasting the exact same Human input into the selected 
chatbot and taking it from there. 

https://www.pcmag.com/picks/the-best-ai-chatbots?test_uuid=04IpBmWGZleS0I0J3epvMrC&test_variant=A

