AS R, ot s
W. - upreme Court gave
the press still more tutional elbow room
1o writs sbout political candidates and public
officlaly without much fear of libel suits,

mer Chicago polics captain who ohjected to a
1961 Time magazine article,

Perhaps the major significance of the Bu-
preme Court's three decisions, howevar, was
their suggestion that, while the court is turning
more conservative on several issues, it isn't
abandoning the old Warren court's liberallsm
on press freedom.

The conservative turn has become apper-
| ent, particularly in cases Involving Lhe rights

Supreme Court Reduces Risk of Libel,
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report coucerning a 'public otlicial” in ius vin-

cial role, damages can't be collected aven for a fup,
“dafamatory falsehood" unless thas official jbs <=
proves the report was written with “actual [

that it was false, or with [«
of

Boosts Press Freedom by Three Rulings
‘JAS’ 7/

of those accused of criminal offenses, 83 Presi-
dent Nixon's two appointees have teamed up
with three or four of the incumbent conserva-
tives, or moderates, who frequenty wers in the
minority when Earl Warren was Chief Justice.
The Nixon appointees ara Chisf Justice Warren
Burger and Justice Harry A, Blackmun,

But yesterday, the court was almost unani:
mous in broadening press freedom from libel
risks, The only significant dissents were those
of Justices Wililam O. Douglas and Hugo
Black, whe, even in the Warren court days,
argued that under the First Amendment the
press should be totally free of libel threats.
Yesterday, thelr partial dissents were raised
because two of the cases the court dismissed
can be tried again in lower courts. *

The Warren court's leading decislons,
reached In the so-called New York Times Case
in 1864, held that when a publication prints a

ten with knowledgs
kleas di j.ﬂ-! hether it was false or} -

true.
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In later decisi

the court extended the

The third, involving Time Ine.,
publication’s omission of the word “‘alleged,
and its presentation of !
in and of {tuelf malice, But the
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| tations of the report. Under the circumstances, i
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sion was one of a number of possible interpre- &

Justice Stewart sald, sending the case to a jury ¥ /
e e i
stances under which publications can P
The second libel case was brought sgainst £

| the Concord Monitor, & daily paper in Concord, it

sald Mr, Roy was &, "former smalliime boot- '
legger.” A jury held the pewspaper and the S
syndleats that distributed the column gul mmjty 74
libel, New Hampshire Supreme Court afll EE b

lower courts, held that the y R
the high court in the 1964 case spplies to candi- ‘e
dates as well as to office holders, It also held
that the newspaper couldn't be held guilty of|
1ibel for digging deeply into Mr. Roy's past ta
make the “‘bootlegger’ charge.
“Given the realitfes of our political life,"
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rejecting
court’s 1064 standard didn’t apply to his case,
He asserted that a perjury action in a federal
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4 “, ' and
court doesn't relate ta “offictal uct! g
tharefore, the ‘newspapar's story wasn't pro-
the standard. Justice Stewart's opin-|| o

tected by
t the New Hamp-
ion sald, ““;ﬂ:;‘mm:ﬂmm hatye G

tical candidacy-
polition} ¢

shire paper,
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