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2 P gt R B] 5 (The basic principle that a criminal
statute must give fair warning of the conduct that it makes
a crime has often been recognized by this Court. As was
said in United States v. Harriss, 347 U.S. 612,617, 74 S.Ct.
808, 812,98 L.Ed. 989‘The constitutional requirement of
definiteness is violated by a criminal statute that fails to
give a person of ordinary intelligence fair notice that his
contemplated conduct is forbidden by the statute. The
underlying principle is that no man shall be held criminally
responsible for conduct which he could not reasonably
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(There can be no doubt that a deprivation of the right of
fair warning can result not only from vague statutory
language but also from an unforeseeable and retroactive
judicial expansion of narrow and precise statutory
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RIS dp 5l 0 R A2 H iR o (Although the
doctrine focuses both on actual notice to citizens and
arbitrary enforcement, we have recognized recently that
the more important aspect of vagueness doctrine “is not
actual notice, but the other principal element of the
doctrine—the requirement that a legislature establish

minimal guidelines to govern law enforcement.”) | >
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