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< = TABLE 3
[ ¢ + .
CONTRIBUIION OF THRCE PREDICTORS T# COVERAGE
CHARACTERISTICS IR FOUR REBRESSIUN £ UATIONS

( Multiple Variance Change’
Variabie Corre-= ‘"Account- in
Source lation ed For Variance

3

Inches as Crfterion"
Citations - .,107 L011 ) .832
Length 133 018, 2o
h“‘““\\gg Press *  ,318 101 364641
) Combined - ,318 - 101 14 .8156

. Reports as Criterion .
Citations «197 039 7,545
Length ™ .216 047 719
Cn Press -, .324 105 ’ 126,666

e

Cambined L324 ,105 15.460
2. o . ‘

-

Headiiﬁeg as Criterion’® -

Citations .107 _.011 ©.011 485
. N [ .

Length 136 .018 2097 .036

Gn Press .399 .159 A4l 65,299

Compimed | - .399 °  .159 159, 24.983

Editur}ais as Criterion . .

\Citations  .U97.  .069 - a9 :ﬂ,r.égs-
Lendth 097 .09 .000 550
On Press .229 052 043 17,968

Combined *, «229  -.052 .* ,052 7.298
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the writers prefaced their femarks with the almost apologetic

£
[l

e * - -
statement, PSOme}readers may think it's a reflex action in self-interegst
when the press sounds the algfm against erosions of its Freedqrns....“3

This study asks the guestion: Is the oress edually’ respansive in

.

sounding the alarm wnen other basic- freedoms are threatened,
- L . -

e
LY -

papticularly freedom of speech?

There 1S  evidencé€ that the press is not as ‘concerned with '

-

gspeech Tights as press rights. Editorjals on File febrinﬁs the

\ .
editorials of 120 newspapers that represent one~third of U.S. daily

newspaper circulation.q when newspapers - 1nd§gendentlv COmment on xhe

same subject, the editorials are grouped, indexed and reprinted by the

1

twice-monthly editorlal SUTVEeY. Durlng-the seuen-and-ene-half year

LA ]

period, ‘January 1970 through June 1977, the edi@orial‘senuice reported

an 17 freedom oF expression matters before the U.S. bupreme Court.
pf the 17, 14 concerned the press, 3 speech. During this period about an

equal numher  of press and speech decisions was filegd UV the Court.
The Mo empirical studies that are felated to this xSaUE srrive et

contradictory conclusions. An analysis of the response of Wisconsin
[ T - - .. I3

newspapers to sedition laws during World War T identifiegd feuw instances

+

of the press defending free expression.> With a feu ekceptichs, the
press gbjected to such infringement onlywhen it directly.;hreatedgd

the press. Angther study of editerial reaction in a né%iopal sample

]

of newspapers arrived at en oppgsite conclusion. The study examined two
c - - .. ' . '- [ .
periods--after world War 1 and before world War "I I--when sedition Pills

: ﬂ/] were being debated in Congress. Editorials during the twp periods.

/ i . ’ Te
-~ - | N

3Editprial, Sacramento ‘Bee, December 15, 1975,
4

Editorials on File (New York: Facts on File,thcQJ. jy

5John *. Stevens, "Suppresslion of Expressiontkn Wisconsin Buring
‘world War I," Ph.Q,. dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1967, p. 191, -




+

generally supported expression, Eithlﬁéfpercent of some ZQD‘editnrjals

’

favoring speech and'press.ﬁ ;Zﬁe study concluded that'sunpbrt by tag
t

metropolitan newspaoers was dependent, on whether the thréat~tné

14 - N LW ‘ ]
freedom of expfession directly.affected the:press.7 )

4 - ! “

The gresent sfudy examiuéa a similar Pdéstinn in a mnrefcnn%emﬁnrary
- “ - b
context. It onmpared the news pnd edltnr1al cuverane by ten dalﬁy .

i
-

neuspapers of Fnrty Free expreésinn declslnns nF the u.g. Supreme

. w. -

Cnurt durqu thEylast de;ade. HalF <0f the deqzsinns wersa free OTess

w

cases that directly affected_thg preSs, and,ha;ﬁ were fres snbech

cases.
Method

Ten newsgapers were selacfed Frnm .the. ﬁicréfilm cnllections nf'

Y
-

J
Baylor Unluer51ty and the University of Texas £xcept for the Macn papaf,

the resulting salee cnnsisted of metrnpnlfian and,mnrning dailles

a . PR

(1ndescnnalng arder of circulation ): wall Street Juurnal Los ﬁngelgs )

?\— . A
-

Times, New York Tlmes, Ghicago Trlbune,lwauhinatnh Post, Dﬂl/ﬂs ST

J
ti "

%

‘MOrning Heus, Atlanta Ennstitutinn, Chrlstlan 5c1erce Mnnitnr, ﬁustln
. b

Amerlcan-StatESman, Waco Tﬁibune-Herald. R

1

s .

' The 20 press and ZD apcech cases were randnmlv selected From
the over 70 frea expreséinn decisinns that were Filed Dy’thewbuprﬁmehazT
Court durlng its nine ﬁerms, 1966~ 75 The dec1sinns ;erd ident;Fled ‘
by checking all Firsﬂ Amendment entries of the “Table of Statutesr .
Congtitutions, Prncf;matlnns and Treaties Cited and Constrﬁed“%of '

L

United 5tates Supreme Court Repnrts‘ Lauyer's Edition. Spesch cases - -

concerned the rlght of priuate indlviduqls to cnmmunicate indpersan
I f’ : "'4‘4

with other- lndiuiduals, with speech, 319n§, Syﬁbnls or 19afléts. Press

a1

cases concerned the right to cnmm?nlcate @ndirebily u51ng a fnrm-nF E

-k T -
v

EDnrnthy Bowles, "Newspaper Suopnrt r Free Expr2531nn in Time
gof Alarm, 1920 and WRLO," Journalism {uart ly 5& 275 (Summer 1977)..

'71u1d., b. 279. . - -

|
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mass cammun1datians.1

Y
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e

-
"'ll

>

) .
“The resultlng hU-deC1sian ‘Sample nagan with TlmE, inc. v. Hill,%.

T

—_
—

Filed an January 9, 1967 and candluded wlth Bigelow v, Uirglnla.g

"zreleasad by the Court an June 16, 1975. Both were free preSs cases,

\
* the first cancerning false-light invasion g? prluacy, and the second

, cammercial expressian The &) cases . Were Filed on 31 different .

decisiaon Jays, 25 of them days uﬁen a single expression case was
4 L3

filed by the Court and six of them when two or three expression

gecisions were filed pat once. (The 40 cases are listeod in the aomendix.)

“

Newspapers werg examined for three days after a decision was

Filed.for staries about the.case. The study was restricted to

. Newspaper accounts primarily devoted to the substance of the Court:

-dﬁcisian. Separate staries'?n reactions to the decisions, of which

there were few, were not coded.

\, 1

Ffar each publication opportunity

y‘?‘

L . -
(hﬂ d301siuns, 10 newspepers, N=400), four news characteristics were

codeds “‘l. repaft--uhether the Court decision was renarted;:Z. iﬁches--
. l . -

HLMEen of standardizeﬂ celumminches publisned about the degisian;%g —
3 thnt page--mentlan of de::::Bp
. t.

an frant page ar starv that continued
f'_m thaqfrant page; 4. headline--mention of the decision in the V'

heqpllge.-

(Neuspapgrs ordinarily grobp all of the Supreme Court actions

L]

Fram one day in a single siory with a headline that focuses on one
- J‘:‘: ra

decisian. In this sample the mean number of written decisions filed

’at once uas 6»53 x

I|I cT * IR

ep—

5.0.5. 37.
9 u's, 805.
N ; 10 atandardizad column inch wes 25 characters wide snd sight linse
"~ qap, ‘o 200 cheracters,

g .




Neuspapers-alsu were examnined Fur the ten days af%er a declision

was filed for editorisls about the decision. For each publilation
opportunity,” four editorial characteristics were coded: 1, editorial--

‘publication of an editorial that mentioned the decision; -2, timely--

publication of a decision editorial within'twd days of the decisionis
- L . ‘ -

3 - . N
. filing; 3. pro-court--if the-editorial favored the decision Of the
L}

.Cuurt;nﬁ. pPro-exoression~-if the editorial Faunréd°the speci?ic form

A »

of frecdom of expression thatjwas asserted in the case.

-
L]
.

Chi syquare tests determined if the differences in news and..

editorial coverage of the speech and press decisions wer!k:tatlstiCafly .

significant, i v . - -

In addition, multiple regression was used to consider if %Fﬁeruaning

s 1} A . - . *
variables. associated with legal significance were responsible for differences
" . - 4 " . i ‘.‘

~in coverage of the speach.hdd ;:n?éss‘der;isi|:|r'|s.:!'l Four equations were

“tested for the criteriuns-repnrt of decisinn, 1nches, headllnP, and
ks

1

edlturlal mentlnn. In each equatlnn the same predictur uarlahlaa were

> L]

Entered in the same order: number of states in uhich courts had
cited’ the Supreme Cnurt decision, Iength of the majnrlty uplnlnn bf

the decision, whether decision cnncegned sneeCh OF-press. ¥hus the

-

. - ‘. & - .
equations tested if the spagch-prass variable'accnunted fun_a

‘o

31gnirlcaﬂt amount of uariance bevnnﬁ the uarlance accnunted for by

 the tun measures of legal 31gnificance.12 R
' ' Results’ . 5-; . B .
. ————— .o R - P T
. The ten' fewspdpers provided significantly dfffereﬁt amuuﬁié d?
) A ) o
coverage of the 40 decisions (see Table 1). Thase differences were

‘ B

statistically significent for - ‘ \H. {. ,‘ ‘

’ -

. IIThe 5085 regression program was used, Nbrmar H. Nie et al.,
5tat1stical _Packebe for the Social Sciences, 2nd ed, (Mew Vnrk-
. McGraw-Hill Book Co., 19757 PP 320-337.

..' '“ 7
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" all/BF the news and editoridl characteristicse' As, might he*
' ¢
expected, the Uashlngtun Post and New Vork Times were the ;eaders in

~

tatal column 1nchas. The Past, mall Strect Journal and Chicano

-

Trihune all reoorted dn 65 peércent of the decisions. The mean

‘ {( performance of the dailizs was to reoort 72 nercent, Plece 28 pefcent

&

. ’ .~
on-'nage one, mtntion 45 pgrcgnt in headlines, and ‘editorialize on

- 16 gercent. The Austin, Téxas, paper rehorted the Feuest'decigions

-

(50 percent), and tﬁe Waco, Texas, paper editorialized on e fowest
(8 hercent). .
The tuwo leadérs in ;ditorial épuerage were the Uashiagton_ﬁggﬁ
Qand Chicapga Tribune, which commented on 12 and 13 decisians: |
rresnectiuelv. Each paper supported free exnression in ten instances,
' Mast ,af tﬁe edlturials in the ten newsna%?rs favored ooth Free

b
expression and the- COUrt. Dna exceptlan was.the Da‘laﬂ Harnlng_je_ﬁ,

uh;ch opposed both the Cuurt and free: exprﬁ§51an in most of 3 ts

six edi torials. " . .
£ Oif?eqsnces in treatment of the press and speech decisions were
evident in deScriptive ststistics concerning the individual decisionse
.o - +

0of 14 deci%funs ﬁhat received 100 or more inches of coverage, 17 concerned

*

lzﬂpi ion lenptm was ane of the decision characteristics examined
in F, Oennis Hale, "Variables Associated With Newspaper Caverage of
Californi’a $upreme Court Oecisions: A Multivariate Analysis," Ph.0. °
dissertatian, Suuthe#ﬁ Illingis University at Barﬁandale, 1977, p. 2b4e |
Various autnors have discus%ed the use of subeeqguent citations of-
a court decision as a measure of its leqal sipnificance. Silverman
sald, "The ;ﬁa\ Euantity af appellate court uplnlans an specific issues
therefore has significance.” ilton J. Silvermf;; ;"The Unuritten Lau:
The Unpublished Opinidfk in Calijfornia,® Bal1farn1a State. Bar Journal
- 51: 3435 ( January-February 19 Yo, And Mott noted that "the extent to
* ', which the decisions of a dourt bre follouwed by its fellouws...is evidence
' af its influence an the general development of ‘the law in the 4nited
-States." Rodney L. y, "Judicial Affairs," American Political

Science Review 30: 3Q(April 1936). Also see Stuart ;5. lagel,
/kr,_ﬁgociometric Relati A:;gg,ﬂmerican Courts,” Southuestern Soclal Science

Juarterly 43: 136=138 {S ber 1962); Stephen L. Wasby; "The Supreme
Court's Impact: Some Prollems of Banceptuallzatlun and-Measurement "
Lau 2 Society Review 57 51 (August 1970).. . Ven .

* ‘-u..._"t

e
8
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. | TABLE L ‘
NEWS AND ECITORIAL COVERAGE BY TEN DAILY NEWSPAPERS
* OF. 40 SUPREME COURT OECISIONS ON FREE EXPRESSION -
. ' (Percentagqs in Parentheses) -
/_'

~

Newspaper and News Coverage Edituf&alﬁﬁbuarage

Circulation S Frdht Head- Edito-' Pro- Pro-Ex-
: Inches.Reports Page lines rials Timely Court pressioh

5

Y

Cd

.Wall Street, ' 42ge«xs 3u**e.  32%%s 15**s  4we 2+ 2exx Jes
1,299,000 (85)° (80) (L40) (10) 5)  (05) .88)
Los Angeles, 411 -~ 29 10 16 & . 3 2 4
1,010,000 . (73) (25) (40> (10) ‘ (08) (05) (1D)

"New - Yark, 530 34 16 2 7 -5 7 6
834,000 (85)  (40) (60} (18) (13) (18) (15)

Chicago, 295. 3k 1 23 13 g 11 10
662,000 ©o(85)  (03) (35) (33 (23)  (28) (25)°

Washington,” B0 32 =l 28, I2 7 5 " 10
533,000 . - (80) (35) (70) (30) (18) (23) (25)

Dallas, 160 ", 26 2 13 E . 5 .2 L
267,000 L (60)  (05¥7(33) (15 (13) (05) (U3

Atlanta, i2gh . 30 6 20 b 2. 2 Ly
213,000 (75)  (15) (500  (1D) (D5) (0S) (1})

‘Honitqr, 124" 22 6° 13 7 & 7 5
186,000 (55) (15) - (33) .(18) (10) (18) (I3)

Austin, 127 20 .5 12 N 2
102,000 (%ﬂ) (13) (30) (18) (00) .(08) ’ (05)

- Waco, SR LY. s R S U3 3 2 1 3
26,000 ((75) - (48) (35), - o8y (05) ~ (03)  (§8)
,"; - ae : ' ‘ .
" MgaN 308 29 G, 1l la 6 b 5 k
A : (72). (2&) (45)  (16) * (10)  (IZ% -€12)

N

significant, A<.05, df=9
+x2 significant, p<.025, dfs9 ™ .
***X2 significant, p<.ﬁﬁf, df=9

ke

\

Circulatiqp gource? 197h@§d1tor & Ppblisher Vear‘Book (New York: Editor ’
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press rights. And of 15 decisions that received &40 or Fewer inclresy

'lj\uJELrB speech cases. * ) \

s\

S

tditorial coueraée also strongly Fauuxéd press'decisihns. oFf

8 decisions that were disdhssed in three or more editorials, all except

Tinkerl§ dealt with press rignts. Two press decisions were discusééd
in ediforials in all-ten newspapers: the Pentagon Faper decisiunlh
and Tornillo, > The Tinker decision .received the'%hird mist editorials

_ulth 5, and the Qress libel case, Gertz,lb was fourth in ed

. 4, * Some 15 uF‘the Flyst Amendment decisions received no edit

coverage, 32 ofpthem being speech cases. o

¥
.

The Chi square comparison of rMewspaner Coverage o+ speech and

oress qsfisiuns suppufted these descripfiue statistics (see Table 2).
N [

The mean pemfurmanci of all the newspapers was to devote 3.81 inches
. . s

.to soeech decisions and'11,57 inches to bress decisionsy Speech decisions
: . ' o N LI
were reported 60 pergent of the time, compeared to 85 percent for nress

cases. Speeah'decisiuns were mentioned in headlines <5 percént ofe

. the time, to 65 percent for press. jsF 8 percent of speech d951siong .

necelued edlturial cuuerage, versus 24 percent Fur press dectsiong,.
f _ . -

A ’“Tnaue 2’ / N
COMPARTSON OF COVERAGE OF- 20 SPEECH AND 20 PRESS DECISIONS -
OF THE SUPREME-COURT BY TEN DAILY NEWSPAPERS
! T

full '] - "

Decision - - News Coverage Y ' { Editorial Euueragé‘

Type Front Head-  £dito-. . Pros Fro-ix-
Inches Regortas Page' lings ‘rials Timely Court pression

- !

——r

b
-

Speech  762*  119* 47 . 50* et ., 9 9 o

—

-

Press 2,314 170 6h 129 48 30 37 ‘39

paE

4 ‘*Xz significant, p<.001, dfsl, N=200
/-

10




*

These diFFerenceafwere significant beyond the .00l level for all

‘except the front page characteristic

2

It was not clear from the analysis in Table 2 that differences

existed }n_tha qualitative measures of editorial coverage--timely,
- ‘ -

pro-court, Pro-expression. The apparent differences maﬁ have resulted
<
from the disparity in pditorials oublished about press and speech,

: L *
which was 48 to 16, To clarify this, seoarate chi square tests were

- conducted for this subset of 64 cases for the three gGualitative

.

. Gha;acterisfics‘uf editorial soverage. In percentages, the press
editorials were more tim€ly than speech editorials (63 to 56), more

favorable toward the Court (77 to 56) and more favorable toward free a
. ) \ ) . —
exoression interests (8l to 56).  These differences were not significant

A ]

for tim21fﬂ8§§ (X2=:20, df=1, p=n.s.) or for Pro-Court (X2=2,&3, dft=1,

Y

p=n.%,.). éuweuér, editorials on press'rights were’ significantly more

Fa;dfaéle_ﬁqward free expression (X;=h,UGU, dfl, p<.05). An editorial .

sample with a lgrLer N-sigg would have permitfed more sensitive tests

of these qualitative measures. v .
. r &

The four'ragregsiog equations ,(Table 3) eétabli;hed that the press-
speech uariaﬁlefaccouﬁted for signifihant amounts of uariaqce in the
FBur qriterinn-cuuefége uariables,‘bévﬁnd what was cnntribu%ed by {he
two legal signifiéande‘ﬁériablfs; Tge amount of variance Funtribute&‘
by the p}ess-speecﬁ variable exceeded the .00l prubability‘in all four

equations. Thus preés-speechﬂﬂfs positively and significanjly assocliated

P

-

rinker v. Des Meines Schogl District, 393 u.5. 503 (1989).

s ; .
thém York Times Co. v. United Stetes, 403 U.S.. 713 (1971).

Y

r
lsmiami Herald Publishing Co. v, Tornillo, 418 U.S, 241 .01974),

1EEertz v. Robert Weleh, Inc., 418 U.5. 323 (1974), ,

Il




. * TABLE 3 ) .

¢ . .
CONTRIBUTION OF THREE PREDICTORS T# COVERAGE
CHARACTERISTICS IR FOUR REBRESSION S ,UATIDNS

-

( Multiple Variance Change’
Variable Corre- -Acctounte- in
Source lation ed For Variance

a

Inches as Criterion”
Citations - ,107 011 ). ' w832

Length , 2133 .018 .204
*““f“*\gg Press ®*  ,318 .101 36,641

Combined - .318. .101 14,8158

. Reports as Criterion
Citations .197 .039
Length ™ .216 .047
Cn Press -, 326 105

Combined 8. . 324 - €..’3.05

an
.

. Headigheg as Criterion' -

Citationg .107 .011 ".611

»

. +
Lefgth .136 .018 0R7 .036

v

Gn Press + 399 .159 A6l 66.299
Combined - . ,399 ° ~.159 159  24.983
Editorials as Criterion ., L
y Citations .u97. .069 - b9 1.895
Lendth ©.097  .009 00 77 L5500

~

On Press = .229 .0S2 L0433 17.968
Combined  *, .229  -.052 - ,052 7.298

14
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- - i Y . "
~with whether~2 decision was' Teported, column inches devoted to it; =

mention of a decisidh in a headline, shewgubliction of an editorial J

abhut the decisiun.'tﬂnd this association was éignificént when two

mgasures of legal signif&cance'mere held comstant,

Summary and Discussion’ T
) N

This study.Found that daily newsnapers differed significantly in

the news aﬁd editorial coverage gilen Free'bxﬁressiun decisiong of

v

the U. S. Sumneme Cuurt.,%;\ﬁﬂicagu paﬁﬁ?srepurted‘on 3& of 40 decisiqns

i

andt editurializad on 13; an ﬂdstin Texas, paper, repurted on 20 and

edltarial1zed qqa?. The mean perfurmance uf the ten dailles was tu

%o
deuute 7.72 inch“ to a Court a§b181ﬂn, reﬁurtlng a deczslun 72 perceﬂt

-»of the time, publishlng it on page one 28 percsnt, and heedlining the

o

decision 45 percent of the time. *qu.‘ﬂns ‘were mentluﬁed.ln edlturials(-
. 2 : . * & .

for 16 percent of the occasiony  wst-of tiese editorials Fauéred'bhth
the éupreﬁe Court actidn.(72 ge* <-%) and tfe free expfessiun_interest
P

(75 percent). Thus negatiue Eﬂ&to*ia!% were the exceptiun.

o
The ten newspauers combined gaue.51qnlficantly greazér éE;E?age

to the press‘d201sians, repurt@ng,press fgses 85 percent of the time =~

{ta &0 percént £or speech cases), mentioning press deécisions inm

. - : .
.‘headlines 65 percent of the time ¢to 25),.and editorializine on press

decisions 24 percent of{the time (to 8). Also, nemsﬁapems favdred

. 1 h
free exoression significantly more uften’fﬁ editorials about

press than speech: (81 tu 56 percent, p<s05).

— - .
Four regression EQUatiuns ehowed that the press-speech variable

was a signifi&ant predictor of news and editorial coverage ot the
s ) - M
Court decisions when two. mpasures of legal signiffcance‘were held

L) o . t

cunstgnt—dnumber of states that had.odtéd a decision and the length.




. \
of the majurlty upiniun.

L

. This study demunstrated that metropglitan neuspaners gave
’ mure 1nteq§§ue neua and edltur1a1 coverage to press than speech

f‘decisiuns of the U.S. SUpremt Buurt, and that these differences -
exceeded what ﬁight be caused by di Fferances in the legal

- —\\ ]

51gnzflcance of the decisions. Thus the findings and cunclusxuns

”~ 4 . b3 N

of bteuens}fgenerally uera sup.orted, and the Buu&esla findings

\

-
Al

. ~ . .
- cdntrad:ictede The press did provide more detailed and favorable

. Coverage. of the 1ega1 issues that affected tha press.
. ! ‘ .
fhe cayses' of such lopsided reporting are aot clear. It might

oe an ubuinus result uF blatant press bias and self-interest and
conscious efforts by tﬁe news media to devote considerable~space

to thuse c)uil.liberties that affect the press, Or, the causes
- . ’ . ) -
mighﬁ‘be'mure subtle. The press uncdnascicusly may give press

decisiun? more -coverage because of its greater Familiarlty Gith Free presa

issﬁes. " As acknuuledged_bgqitief Justice Warren E. Burger, .

L]

auch'ap emphasis may be healthy:

.7 But it is good that journalists react fuickly on press

- freedom. . If you_and your predecessors had not been alFrt,

we probdably wpudd not have all the grest freedgms we
cherish.19 ) .

"

’ Bunger here apnceded that press freedom was-of fundamental
e
impurtance ‘Huueuer, he did not say that it was of greater R

’
»

&»

'
dﬁ:: impurtance than speach,

Two decisiuns uf tﬁe Burger Lourt have guaranteed a very high *'

17Steuens “Freedom of Expreasiun," P. 25; Steuena, “Suppressiun
of Expressiun,“ p. 191. , .

1Béuulea, “Newsaaper Support,® p. 279. - < - s

Jlgh}arren E.-Burger, "The Interdep%ndence of Judicial. and Journalistic

Independence, "yGeorgetown Law Journal §3: 1195 (July 1975).

a', A

‘14:.'*t
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degree of indgpéndeﬁce for the press. 1Inp Torn111020 the'Cnurt.barred

-

atate gouermments from requiring newspapers to afford rep}y space to
'caﬁdid;tes-mhu had beenm criticized by a newspaper., And in §§§21'the
. Court upheld the right of brogdcaaterb to refuse all editorial
' adbe?tisehents.{ In the absenbe of any kind of right of access to
the.priuételv punggémasq media, ?he ribhtsyuf individuals to.free

*

‘speech become' even more imfortante This was recognized by First

Amendmentt gchnlar W=alter Berns: IF' ' a ] - -

- . .

. Not everyone has access to the mass’media, so a genuinely
free excpange ot wpolitical epiniens, and the wide : N
dissemination of ipformation needed if government is to be
responsible to the will of the people, requires the
avallability of other "media,™.or necessitates reasonable
access to facilities that provide a substitute fur the press
as tradltlnnallv understood «22

Herns! “othen nedia“ and “facilitles that provide a substitute

¥

Fur the press" larqely cancern oubllc forums and tradltinnal

- -

speech rights. Thus Freedem ot sueech 5hau;d be jpst as significant

and. newsworthy as freec:n,dg NTEss.

z

Pu1s u.s. 261 (1978),

21Culumbla Breoadeasting Svsten Ve Demutrat*Nat. Comme, 412
Ue3. 94 (1973).- . -

22walter Berns, -The First Amendment and the Future of American
emncraC! {Wew ank Basic Bnnks, 1976), p. 189,

.
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APPENDIX

\ : .
SUFREﬁE\QUURT SPEECH AND PRESS DECISIONS

. The 20 decisions on press rights were: Time, Inc. v. Hill, 385
u.s. 375 (1967) Curtis Publishing Co, v. Butts, 388 U.S. 130 (1967)
St. Ament v. Thompaon, 390 P.S. 727 (1968); Bitizen Publishing Co. v.
United States, 394 U.S. 131 (1969); Greenbelt Coop. Pub. Assn. v.
Bresler, 398 U.S. 6 (1970); Pstriot Ce. v. Roy, &0l U.5. 285 (1971);
Ocaka Star-Banner Co. v. Damron, &0l U.S. 295 (1971); Time, Inc. v.
Pape, 401 U.S. 279 (1971); Rosenbloom v. Metromedia, Inc., 403 U.5.
29 (1971); New Yoxk Times Co. v. United States, 403 u.S. 713 (1971);
kois v. Wisconsin; 408 U.S..229-(1972); Branzburg v. Hayes, 408 .U.5.
665 (1972); Pittsburgh Press Co. v. Human Rela. tomm., 413 U.S.
376 (1973%; Jenkins v. Georgia, 418 U.5. 155 (1974); Hamling v. -
United S5tates, 418 y.5. 87 (197k) Gertz v. Welch, Inc., 418 y.s. 323
(1974 ); Miami Herald Publishing’ Co. v. Tornillo, 418 U.G. 261 (1974);
Cantrell v. Forest City Pub. Co.,.619 u.5. 245 (1976); Cox Brnadcasting
Corp. v. Cohm, 420 U.S. 669 (1975); Bigelow *v. UlrginLﬂ, 642}..U.5.
- 809 (1975). The 20 decisions on soeech rights were: Cameron, v.
Johnson, 390 U.S. 611°(1968); Food Employees v. Logén Ualleﬁiggazs,
391 u.S. 308 (1968);.Carrc}ll v. Commissicnets of Pripncess An0s, 393 .
u.S. 175 (1968); Tinker v, Des Maoines Community Schaol 0ist., 393 U.S.
503 (1969); Shuttlesworth v. 8irmingham, 394 U.S. 147 "(1969); Gregery
v. Chicagd, 394 U.S. 111 (1969); Street v. New YoPfk, 394 U.S. 576 (1969),
NLRE v. Gissel Paeking*Co., 395 ¥.5. 575 (1969); Bachellar v. Maryland,
397 ®.5. 564 (1970); Schacht v. United States, 398 U.S. 58 (1973
" Cohen v. California, 603 y.S, 15 (2971); Flower v. United States,
407 U.S. 197 (1972); Central Hacdware Co. v. NLRB,. D7 U.S. 539
(1972); Grayned v. City of Rockford, 408 U.5. 184 (1972); Papish wv.
Unluersity of Missouri, 410 U.S. 657 (1973); Norwell v. Gincinnati,
416 U.S. 16 (1973); Lewis v. New Drleans, 415 U.S. 130 (2974); parker .
v. Levy, 417 U.5. 733 (1974); .Spence v. Washington, 418 U.S. 405 (1974);
American Radic Assn. v. Mobile Steamship Assn, 419 U.S. 215 (19743,

. ‘ f .




