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4 TABLE 3

CONTRIBUNION OF THREE PREDICTORS Ti COVERAGE
CHARACTERISTICS IN FOUR RE6RE'iSIOP E. UATIONS

Viriable Corre.
. -

Source lation

VarianCe
"Account-
ed For

Ingles as Criterion'
Citations .107

0
-,...,Length ,.133

n Press 6 .318

Combined .318.

.011

.018

.101

.101

Reports as Criterion

Citations .197 .039

Length lw .216 .047

Cn Press 324 .4105

Combined .324 .105
Ilk.

f1

1

t

Headlines as,Criteriorf

Citations .107

Lev .136

On Press .399

Combined . .399
. ,,.

..

.

...011

.018

.159

.159

Editorials as Criterion

Citations .097. .009

Length .097 .0u9
N

Cc; Press .229 .052

Combined *. .229 ..052

Change'
in

Variance

.0

.911

. .006

.083

.101

.639

.008

:.058

.105

.1009

.00U

.043 17.968 ..-'1,,398 .001

.052 7.298 3, 396 lot 4001

F I df
less
than1

.832

.204

1, 398 -n.s.-

1, 598 n.s.

36.641 1,'396 .001

14.816 3, 396 .U01 -

I

7.546. 1, 398
.

.01

.719
_

1, 398 n.s.

"26.660 1, 398 .U01

15.40, 3, 396 .U01
'

.485 1, 398 r.pi

.036 1, 3%,

65.299E 1; 398 .001 lk

24.983 3, 396 .031

1.695' 1, 398 n.s.
.."

.550 1, 398 n.e...
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the writers prefaced their remarks with thd almost apologetic

statement, 'Some readers may think it!s a reflex action in self- interest

when the press sounds the alarm against erosions of its freedoms.... u3
di

. .

This study asks the question: Is the press equally responsive in

sounding the alqm when other basic.freedoms are threatened,

particularly freedom of speech?

There is evidence chat the press is not as'9oncerned with"

speech rights atpreis rights. Editorlals on File reprints the

editorials of 120 newspapers that represent one-third of U.S. daily
.t

4 oP

newspaper circulation. When newspapers-indpendently Comment on the

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

twice-monthly editorial survey. During the seven-and-one :half year
t'.

r period, 'January 1970 through June 1977, the editorial'service reported

on 17 freedom of expression matters before the U.S, 4uprame Couit.
Of the 17, 14 concerned the press, 3 speech. during" this period about an

equal number-of press and speech decisions was file0.6 the Court.

Th empirical studies that are related at ,

contradictory conclusions. An analysis of the responde df Wisconsin

- ,

newspapers to sedition laws during World War I identified few instances

of the press defending free expresSion. With a feu_ekteptitils, the

press objected to such infringement onlywhen it directly threatened

the press. Another study 'of editorial reaction in a national sample

of newspapers arrived at an opposite conclusion. The study examined two

periods - -after World War I and before World War'Il-when'sedition bills

were being debated in Congress. Editorials dUring the two periods.

3
Editorial, Sacramento' Bee, Decembei 15, 1975:

, , .

. '

. 4
Editorials on File (New York: Facts on File, TrIc..). 1
5
John 0% Stevens, "Suppression of Expression in Wisconsin During

World War I," Ph.1. dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1967, p. 191.

4
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generally supported expreSsion, with 61ipercent o some 290 'editorials

favoring speech and press..

metropolitan newspapers Was

e study concluded that sunobrt by Mr
;*:

t dependent, on whether the threat f

freedom of exnl'ession directly,affected the.press:
7

, .
, 1

The present study examipgd
,

a similar Oestipn kn a more..contemgorary
. _

,

context. It compared the neuis Arid editorial opverage'by-tendafur
e I

newspapers of forty free expredsion decisions of the:-U.S. Supreme
4 . . & _.

Court during the; -last detade. Half.%df the deasions'were free press
.. <i

.

. .

. , .

cases that directly affected the pre* and, half were frie Speech
1

de

$

cases.

Method

Ten newspapers wepe selected from,themicrofilm collections of

Baylor University and the University of Texas.pc*st for the Waco paps*
I

,

the resulting sample consisted of metropolitan encl.:morning dailies.
>;"`4'

andestehding order of circulation ): Wall Street, Journal, Los Angeles ''
=kr,

Times, New York Times, Chicago Tribune,11ftlhingtolnPost, Oallgs,

'Morning News, Atlanta Constitution, Christian Sciefte Monitor.,,Apstin

American-Statesman, Waco Irtibune-Herald.

tThe 20 press, and 20 Speech cases were

the over 70 free expresdion decisions that

Court during its nine terms, 1966-75. The

by checking all First' Amendment entries of

randomly selected; froM

.-,

were filed bytherSup,44Me

decisiops werd idehtified
;

.
:

i , ,,

the "Table.-of Statutes,
...,-,

. tE

Constitutions, Proclamations and IPeaties Cited and Construed*df -

United States Supreme Court Reports; Lawyerts'Edition. Speech :cases

'concerned the right of private individuals to communicate in- person
...

... .= -.1%

with other individuals, with speech, signis,!symbols or leafi4is. eriss',-
1

. s, f i

;.
.

... .

'...

-cases concerned the right to comm icate 1indire41.1y tieing a'formof '

r ,,,

, .

6
Dorothy Elowles

of Alarm, 1920 and

.7
Ibid., p. 279.

.
"Newspaper Support for Free Expression ,in Timeg.

40," Journalism :siert 1 54: 275 (Summer 1977).-

e 7



mass communidations.,
. , .

)

-The resulting140-decision.samele began with Time, Inc. v. Hill,

kr.

i filed on January 9, 1967, and colidluded'with Bigelow v. 'Virginia.
9

v.t
y. .1, 1.

i
i

.,,: ..,released by the.Coort ori"June 16, 1975. 'loth were frid press cases,
il

'A

V. . .

the first concerning 'false. -light invasion of privacy, and the second

. .

commercial,expression. The 40 cases were filed on 31 different . ;

decision gays, 25 of them days when a single expression case was

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

t decisions were filed et once. (The 40 cases are lidted in the apnendix.)

Newspapers were examined for three days after a, decision was

fileeJor stories about, the.case. The study was restricted to

newspaper accounts primarily devoted, to the substance of the Court.

-4Cision. Separate storieerfn reactions to the decisions, of which

there were few, were not coded. For each publication opportunity

(40 decisions, 10 necespapers, N=400), four news characteriitics were

coded: 1.. repoA--whether the Court decision was reported; 2. inches--

- .

lipmbeztopf standardized colum inches publisned about the decision;,

3.' runt
,

page--mention of decisi on front page or story that continued

the. ./,front page; 4. headline--mention' of the decision in the I '

he4dlipe.. (Newspapers ordinarily grobp all of the Supreme Court actions
S V A

from one day in a single story with a headline that focuses on one

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

..

-At once was 4

9

4

,;, 1

'I':

-1-N %.1 10

g deep,'

.

,

04 V

-

leb.S. 374.

1 U.S? 809.

atanderdized.column inch use 25 characters wide end eight lines
200 characters.

s

e
a

a.

-4
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Aewspapers- also were examined fbr the ten days after a decision

,sas filed for editorials about the decision. For each publ'ieation.

opportunity," four editorial characteristics were coded: 1. editorial--

publication.of an editorial.that mentioned the decision; .2. timely.

publication of a decision editorial within'tw6 days of the decisionis

0 filing; 3. pro? court - -if thweditorial favored the decision of the

. .
,Court;.4. pro- exoression- -if the editorial favored the specific form

of freedom of expression that was asserted in the case.

Chi square tests determined if the differences in .news and,

editorial coverage of the speech and press decisiogp wer statistically

significant, 1
a.

In lidition, multiple regression was used to consider if interveningV.
1

, . )
varipbles.associated with legal significance were responsible for differences

. .'.
'in coverage of the speech:end priss\decisions.leI Four equations were

'tested for the criterionsrreport of decision, inches, headline, and

editorial mention. In each equation the same predictor variables were

entered fid....kh the same order: number of states in which courts had

cited' the Supreme Court decision, length ,of the majority opinion bf

the decision, whether decision concerned speech or-press,: Thus the
_ e

equations tested if the epepch-prest variable' accounted fora

significant amount of variance beyond. the variince'accounted for by

th.e two measures of legal significance,

Results'
`)

,
Title ten' rnlewspipersprqvided significantly.differek emountsof

coverage of the 40 decidkons (see Table 1). These dOferences were .

statistically significant for

.

II-
Tive SPSS regression progiani was .psed., N6rmact 8. Ni's et al.,

. Statistical Packege for the Social Aciencee2nd ed. (New Vorli:

McGraw -Hill Book Co., 1975Y, pp.3.20-367: .
.

.

7; '
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f the news and editoridl characteristic. As, might be

acted, the Washington Post and New York times were the leaders in

total column inches. The Post, Wall Street Journal and Chicano

'Tribune all reoorted dn 85 percOnt or the decisions. The mean

( performance of the dailizs was to report 72 Percent,' place 28 percent

0

<11

on *Page one, mention 45 p-Orcent.in headlines, and editorialize on

.111616 percent. The Austin, Texas, paper reported the fewest'decisions

(50 percent), and the Waco, Texas, paper editorialized on the fewest

(8 percent). .

The two leaders in editorial coverane were the Jashington Post

and Chicago Tribune; which commented on 12 and 13 decisions'

respectively. Each paper supported free exnression in ten instances.

. Most,of the editorials in the ten neWsnars favored oath free

expression and theCourt. One, exceptiosn was. the Dallas Mornin New ,
4 L .

which opposed both the Court and freits*Ort*Sion in" most of:its

six editorials.

Differences in trRatment of the press and speech decisions we.re

evident in descriptive statistics concerningthe individual decisions.

nf 14 deciVons that received 100 or more inches of coverage, 12 concerned

12
Opi ion length was one' of the "decision characteristics examined

in F. Dennis Hale, "Variables Associated"With Newspaper Coverage of
Califomie §upreme Coort Decisions: A Multivarlate Analysis,"'Ph.O.
dissertation, Southefl, Illinois University Cartmndale 1977, p: 24.
Various authors have discussed the_ use of subsequent citations
a

-

court deci ion as a imeas4e of its legal signifidance. Silverman
said, "The sh er ..lentity of appellate _court opinions. on specific issues
therefoiebas significande."
The Unpublished Opinion in Cal
51: 34-35 (3anuaryFebruary 19
which the decisions of b 6ourt

ilton 3. SilVermgh;;"The Unwritten Law:,
fornia," California Statear Journal
)., And Mott noted that "the extent to
re followed by its fellows...is evidence

of its influence on the general development of 'the law in the United
.States." Rodney L. M ?."Judicial Affairs," American Political
Sbience Review 30: 3 (April 1936). Alto see SttWrryri.--.,

* "Sociometric Relatl Amon merican Courts," Southwestern Social Science
Imartalx 43: 136-138 <Se ember 1962); Stephen L. Wasby; "The Supreme
Court's Impact: Some Pro lems of Conceptualization andHeasurement,"
Law & Society Review 5: 51 (August 1970)

4 0

%
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TABLE' 1

NEWS AND EDITORIAL COVERAGE BY TEN DAILY NEWSPAPERS '
OF 40 SUPREME COURT OECISZONS ON FREE EXPRESSION -

(percentages in Perentheses)

Newspaper and
News Coverage

Circulation . Front Head-
IncheaReports Page lines

,Editorial CoverageI
Edito- Pro-. Pro-Ex-
rials Tithely Court pression

.Wall Street,
1,299,000

Los-Angeles,
1,010410

'New-York,
834,000

Chicago,,

-682,000

Washington,
533,000

428*** 34*** 32*** 16*** 41,*

(85): (80)' (40) (10)

411 29 10 16 4

(73) (25) '(40) (10)

530 34 16 24' 7

(85) (40) (60)' (18)

295, 34 1 23 13

(85) (03) (35) .(33)

6b0 32 14 28' 12

. (80) (35) (70) (30)

Dallas, 160 1 24 2 13 6

267,000 C (60) (05)17(33) (15)

294 30 6. 40 4

(75), (15) (50) (10)

124' 22 6' 13 7

(55) (15) , (33) (18)

127 20 '5 ."12 4

(10) 6.3) "(30) (10)
. '. ,. -.

Waco, 107 30 - 19' 14 . 4 3
28,000 *(75) -' (48? (35), - (08)

4" mgAN 308 9' :,.., li 18. 6

n.. (7;) 28)_.,, (45) (16)

Atlanta,
213,000

. Monitor,
186,000

. Austin,
102,000

'4-

*X
2
significant, 41405, dfF9

**X2 significant: pCO25, di=-9

***X2 significant, p<.01`,

2* 2*** j**,

5) (05) :08)

3 2 4

(08) (05) (10)

5 ' 7 6
(13) (18) (15)

.9 11 10

(23) (28) (25)'

9 10
(18) ,(23) (25)

5 .2

(13) (05) (03.)

2 2

(05) (05)

4 7
(10) (18)

0 3

(00) .(08)

2 1

(05) " (03)

4 5

(10) (1`2,*

4
(10)

5

(13)

2

(05)

3

( 8)

Circulation source': 1974kEditor & Piiblishir Year Book (New York: Editor"
.Putilisher.Co., 1974).

1

p
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pressrights. And of 15 decisions that received 40 or ewer ingftes,- g

13:.dgre speech cases.'

Editorial coverage also strongly favoted press decisions. Of

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

Tinker
/

.

3
dealt"with press rights. Two press decisions were discussed

in editorials In allten newspapers: the Pentagon Paper decision

and Tornillo,
15

The Tinker decision .received tir"third m t editor ,ials

s with 5, and the press libel' case, Gertz,16 was fourth ,in ed els. with
__.

, .

4. 'Some 15 or the First AMendment decisions received no ed al

1

coverage, 12 of)them being speech cases.

The Chi square comparison of Oewspaaer coverage or speech and

-

press Tsions supported these descriptive statistics (see Table 2).
.

, '. .
The mean performanci of all the newspapers was to devote 3.81 inches

. /
.to speech' decisions and'11.57 inches to press decisions,. Speech decisions

., N N ,
(- were reported 60"perocnt of the -time, compared to 85 percent for, press

St
cases. Speech` decision were mentioned in headlines e5 percent of

the time, to 65 percent for press. lod 8 percent of speech decisions

received editorial coverage, 'versus 24 percent for press decisionS.
. 1 ,r. r

,

.-

\ I'TASLE 2 i -114. :
,it IK

COMPARISON OF COVERAGE OF'20 SPEECH AND 20 PRESS DECISIONS
OF THE SUPREME-COURT IV TEN DAILY NEWSPAPERS

.

. j E

. Decision
Type

News CoVarage k rEditorial Coverage'

Front Head-. Editp-. Pro- .(-'ro-Ex-

Inches Reports Page' linbs r.ials Timel Court pression

Sp eech 762* 119* .47 50* .16* 9* 9* 9*

PreSs 2,314 170 64 129 48 30 37 .39

'0X
2
significant, p1.001, df=1, N=400 , N



A.

. b. ,. .

0 9

#

These differences- were signifiCant beyond the .001 level for all

'Jexceptthe front page characteristic

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

existed in the qualitative measures of editorial coverage--timely,

pro-court, Pro-expression. The apparent differences may\ have resulted

from the disparity in editorials published about press and speeck,

WhiC0 was 48 to 16. To clarify this, separate chi square tests were

conducted for this subset of 64 cases for the three qualitative

characteristics of editorial ociverage. In percentages, the press

editorials were more timely than speech editorials (63 to 56), more

favorable toward the Court (77 to 56) and more favorable toward free

exor'ession interests (81 to 56). These differences were not significant

for timelinelis (X
2
=:20, df=1, p=n.s.) or for Pro-Court (X

2
=2,43, dr=1,

4 p=p.S.). However, editorials on press rights were'significantly more

favitathetqward free expression (X2,=4.000, df211, 134.05). An' editorial

Sample with a larer N-site would have permitte0 more sensitive tests

of these qualitative measures.._ P
.

.

The four'regression equations(Table 3) established that the press-

speeqh variable:accoulited for signific ant amounts of variance in the
#

four criterion-coverage variables, beyond what was contributed qy the

two legal significance variab;es: The amountof variance contributed

.by the press - speech variable exceeded the .001 probability in all four

equations. Thus press - speech was pbsitively and significan)ly associated

7-13*Tinker v. Des Moines School District, 393 U.S. 503 (190).,

14
New York Times Co. v. United States, 403 U.S..713 (1971).

15
Miami Herald Publishing CO. v. Tornillo, 418 U.S. 241.;1974).

16
Gertz v. Robert Welch, Inc., 418 U.S. 323 (1974).,

f
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. '. TABLE 3 .

\/*
.

COWRIE:30310N OF THREE PREDICTORS TEP COVERAGE
CHARACTERISTICS IN FOUR RE6RESSIOP EiMATIONS

rmb.aormm:=+r 44...m.Mmi.11161171110.

. Multiple Variance Change' 9 P

Viriable Corre 'Account- in . less
Source lation ed For Variance F f df than

,
.

nptles as Criterion
e

Citations - .107

Length ,.133

n Press * .318

' Combined ' .318,

Reports as Criterion

Citations .197
.

Length ''. .216

on Press . .324

Combined .324
4L.

4

i
. Headlines as.Criterio124

,. CitaiionA .107
.

Length .136

On Pre .399 +

Combined
.

- .399

.

I

.011 .011 -.832 1, 398 n.s.'

.018 . .006

.101 .083 36.641 1,'398

.204 1, 398 n.s.

.001

.101 ' .101 14.816 3, 396 .001

.039 .039 7.548 1, 398 .01

.047 .008 .719 . 1, 396 n.e.
., .

.105 :.058 ,'26.660 1, 398 .U01

.105 .105 15.4 3, 396% .001

-0
. .

0

'
.

.

...011
. .

.011 .485 7 1, 398 r.s:

.018
r
.519,4. .036 1, 398, 1-1.b. 4 ,

.159 .141 66.299' 1; 3§8 .001 it

.159 _,159. 24.983 3, 396 .001 '

..-

.
.

-. .-

.009 :09 1.895' 1, 398 n.s.,

-
.0u9 .000

---e

.550 1, 398 n.e.,

.052 .043 17.968 .,-'1,,398 .001

%.052 .052 7.298 3, 396 le 4001

4

:

Editorials as Criterion
.

,Fitat'ions .097.

Length .097
. -

Ori Prssi .229

Combined s. .229-

12
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awith whetherioStecision wareported, column inches devoted to it,

mention of a decision in a headline, dhdoublication of an editorial

.

abbut the decision. And this association was significant when two

mpasmTes of legal signifIcence were held constant;,

`Summary and Discussion'

This stucry:found.that daily newspapers differed significantly n

the news and editorial coverage giVen free expression decision of

the U.S. Supreme Court.,ACiacagoipa04f:reported'on 34 of 40 decisions

arc editorialized on 13; an Mastin; Texas, paper, reported on-2O and

editorialized 4. The mean'performance of
4

the ten dailies was to
r

, ilo, -

.
e

devote 7./2 inalla to a Court altisian
P
reporting a decision 72 percent

. , o

of the time, publishing it on page one 28 Percent, and headlining the

decision 45 percent of the time. '......:4nns'were mentioned.in editorials r-

for 16 percent or the occasionti hist-of these editorials favOred bOth

the Supreme Court action.(72 pe- c.'71-,) and the ftee expAssion.interest
. p

(75 petcent). Thus negative tc,'.kars wei,e the exCeption.

The .ten newspapers combined gsve.sicyjlificantly great)r C-O;4rege
,

to the press .decisions, reporting, press lases 85 percent of the time

to 60 percent 'for speech cases), mentioning press decidiont in,

headlines 65 percent of the time (to.25),.and editorializinn on press

decisions 24 percent of(the time (to 8). Also, newspapers favored

free expression signifidantly more often...en editorials about

press than speech(81 to 56 pircent, p<05).

Four regression equations showed that the press-speech variable

was a significant predictor of news and editorial coverage or the

Court decisions when two. measure's of legal stgnif dance-were held

constant -= number of states that had otted a-decision and the length.

13
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1
..

of the majority opinion.
. .

,..:'
This Oady demonstrated that metropplitan newspapers gave

more inielstvg news andteditorial-coverage to press than speech

--decisions of the U.S. Suprema Court). and that these differences
0

exceeded what might be caused by

.

differenpes-in the legal
1

. '. ..N 4

significance of the decisions. Thus the findings and conclusions

.

.. , 4 4 1

of Stevens.
17
'generally wart sup.Arted, and the Bowies

18
findings

.

.cdntradibted. The press did provide more detailed and favorable

.coverage of the legal issues that,affeoted the press.
, I. -

'the causes' of such' lopsided repprting are not clear. It might

be 'an obvious result of blatant press bias and self-interest and

conscious efforts by the news media to- devote Considerablp-seace,

to those cAvil.liberties that affect the press. Or, the causes

might"be more subtle. The Rrass unconsciously may give press

decision? more coverage because of its greater familiarity Giith free press
,

issues. As acknowledged ,by!!!.ef Justice Warren t.'Byrger,

4

such an emphasis may be healthy:

.' But it is good that journalists react quickly on press
'freedom.. If you, and your predecessors had not been alrrt, .

we probably wputd not have all the greet freedoms we
cheridi.19 ,

. a

Burger here opnceded that press freedom was.of fundamental
4 44

importance, 'Howaver, he did not say that it was of greater ,

'importance than speech.

Two decisions of tide Burger Court have guaranteed a very high '

17
Stevens, "Freedom of Expression," p. 25; Stevens, "Suppression

of Expression," p. 191.
.

18'
Bowles., "*Newtper Support," p. 279.

419
Warren E. ,Burger, "The Interdep ndence of Judicial. and Journalistic

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

-
14
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degree of independence for the press. In Tornillo
20

the'Court barred

state governMents from requiring newspapers to afford reply space to

"caridldates.who had been criticized by a newspaper. And in CBS
21

'the

court upheld the right of broadcaster's to refuse all editorial

advektisehents.4 In the absence of any kind of sight of access to

tne.privttely owned mass media, the rights of individuals tofree

'speech become' even more imOortant. This was recognized. by Firtt
. ip

Amendment scholar Walter' Berns:

. Not everyone has access, to the massrmedia, so a genuinely
fret exchange of political opinions, and the wide
dissemination of information needed if government is to be
responsible to the will of the people, 'reouireS the
availability of other "media,",or necessitates reasonable
access to facilities that provide a substitute for the press
as traditionally anderstood.22

Berns' "other!. medleyand "facilities that provide a substitute

for the press° largely concern public forums and traditional

speech rights. Tqus freedom or speech. should be just as significant

and. newsworthy as freec:m,61 preSs.

e

rb

r

O

20418
U.S. 241 (1974).

21
Columbia Broadeasting System v. Demotrat-Nat. Comm., 412

U.S 94 (1973)..

'22Wilter BerTi,The FirstiAmendment and the Future of American
Democracy (Newyork: Basic Books, 1976), p. 189.

1 Lir
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APPENDIX

SUPREANOURT SPEECH AND PRESS DECISIONS

1

'The 20 decisions on press rights were: Time, Inc. v. Hill,' 385
U.S. 374 (1967);. Curtis Publishing Co. v. Butts, 388 U.S: 130 (1967);
St. Ament v. Thompson,'390 .0.S. 727 (1968); Citfzen Publishing Co. v.
United States, 394. U.S 131 (1969) Greenbelt Coop. Pub. Assn. v.
Bresler, 398 U.S. 6 (1970); Patriot Co. v. Roy, 401 U.S. 265 (1971);
Ocala Star-Banner' Co. v. Damron, 401 U.S: 295 (1971); Time, Inc. v.
Pape, 401 U.S. 279 (19/1); Rosenbloom.v. Metromedia, Inc., 403 U.S.
29 (1971); New Yoxk Times Co. v. United States, 403 U.S. 713 (1971);
Foie V. Wisconsin; 408 U.S..229(1972); Branzburg v. Hayes, 408.U.S.
665 (19.72); Pittsburgh Press Co. U. Human Rela. uomm:, 413 E.S.
316 (1973t; Jenkins v. Georgia, 418 U.S. 153 (1974); Harding v.
United States, 418 U.S. 87 (1974); Girtz v. Welch, Inc., 418 U,S. 323
(1974); Miami Herald Publishing Co. v. Tornillo, 418 U.S. 241 (1974);
Cantrellv. Forest City Pub. Co.,..419 U.S. 245 (1974).; Cox Broadcasting
Corp. v. Cohn', 420 U.S. 469 (1 05); Bigelow ,v. 42),r.U.S.

809 (1975). The 20 decisions on speech rights were: tameron.v.
Johnson, 390 U.S. 611.(19.68); Food Employees v. Logan V011eillaza,.
391 U.S. 308 (1968);.Carrop v. Commissioneks of Princess Anne, 393
U.S. 175 (1968); Tinker v. Des Moines Community S6hool Dist., 393 U.S;
503 (1969); Shuttlesworth v. Birmingham, 394 U.S. 147 *(1969); Gregory
v: Chicagb, 394 U.S. 111 (1969); Street v. New York, 394 UuS. 576 (1969);
NLRB V. Gissel PackingTo., 395 U.S. 575 (1969); Bachellar v. Mqryland,
397 0.S. 564 (1970); Schacht v. United States, 398 U.S. 58 C19700;
Cohen v. California, 40.3 J.S. ,15 (1971); Flower v. United States,
407 U.S. 197 (1972); CentralHdOware Co. v. NLR8e4D7 U.S. 539
(1972); Grayned v. City of Rockford, 408 U.S. 104 C1972); Papish v.
University of Missouri,' 410 U.S.'667 (1973).; Norwell v. qindinnati,
414 U.S. 14 (1973); Lewis v. New Drleans, 415 U.S. 130 (/974); Parker .

v. Levy, 417 U.S. 733 (1974);.Spence v. Washington, 418,U.S. 405 (1974);
American Radio Assn. v. Mobile Steamship Assn, 419 U.S. 215 {1974).

'
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