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rotecting Sources ' A
 C

ontinuing B
attle 

N
ext W

ednesday, in w
hat is bound to 

• be a m
edia event,V

aniel Schorr w
ill en-

ter a den of congressional lions. H
e w

ill 
go before the H

ouse E
thics C

om
m

ittee 
and, he says, refuse to reveal how

 he 
got a secret H

ouse report that he m
ade 

public. 
Schorr says he has no desire for m

ar-
tyrdom

. T
he com

m
ittee show

s no dispo-
sition to use its teeth. N

onetheless, w
e 

can expect som
e theatrics on both 

sides, and there is alw
ays the danger 

that the com
m

ittee w
ill do som

ething 
foolish like try to put Schorr in jail. 

W
hile the new

sm
an and the con-

gressm
en gird for their m

om
ent in the 

spotlight, a grim
m

er contest over the 
right of journalists to protect their 
sources is going on in C

alifornia. 
W

hen Schorr m
arches to the w

itness 
stand in W

ashington, four new
spaper. 

m
en w

ill be nearing the end of their 

1
  second w

eek in jail for refusing to tell 
show

 their new
spaper, the Fresno B

ee, 
got secret grand jury m

aterial it pub-
lished. T

hey are under open-end sen-
tences, w

hich m
eans that, barring fur-

ther action by the courts, they m
ust re-

m
ain

 in
 jail u

n
til th

ey
 rev

eal th
eir 

source. T
his they have said they w

ill 
never do. 

T
he Schorr case has been highly pub-

licized from
 the start. Suspended from

 
his C

B
S N

ew
s job—

w
ith pay—

because 
of the secret report caper, S

chorr has 
becom

e an authentic celebrity, a fre-
quenter of talk show

s and the lecture 
circuit. T

he Fresno Four have gone vir-
tually unnoticed except for a flurry of  

attention w
hen they w

ent to jail on 
Sept. 2. 

B
ut both are part of the continuing 

battle betw
een officialdom

—
the legis-

lative branch in Schorr's case, the judi-
ciary in the case of the Fresno Four—
and the press over the protection of 
confidential sources. T

he unpublicized 
plight of the C

alifornia new
sm

en is at 
least as im

portant to the freedom
 of the 

press as the confrontation to take place 
n W

ashington next W
ednesday. 

Schorr's career as a public defender 
of the F

irst A
m

endm
ent w

as born in 
February w

hen he obtained a copy of a 
H

ouse Intelligence C
om

m
ittee report 

on the C
IA

 a few
 days before it w

as to 
be released. H

e used the contents in a 
series of C

B
S

 radio and television re-
ports. N

ew
spaper reporters w

ho had 
obtained the report or parts of it also 
published Stories. 

 
T

hen the H
ouse, caught in a conflict, 

betw
een the intelligence com

m
ittee 

and the W
hite H

ouse, voted to suppress 
the report indefinitely. S

chorr there-
upon decided that verbatim

 sections of 
the report should be published. 

H
e m

ade it available, privately, to the 
publisher of the V

illage V
oice, a liberal 

N
ew

 Y
ork w

eekly, w
ith the stipulation 

that paym
ent should be m

ade to the 
R

eporters C
om

m
ittee for F

reedom
 of 

the Press. • 
E

xcerpts appeared in the V
oice and 

suddenly the shopw
orn report w

as a 
storm

 center. P
resident F

ord w
as an-

gry. M
em

bers of C
ongress hinted the 

C
IA

 m
ight have fom

ented the w
hole 

T
he N

ew
s• B

usiness 
search for the leak. A

lso, although 
• Schorr has been taking bow

s for reveal-
.„ ing vital inform

ation, one w
ould be 

hard put to find som
eone w

ho has read 
the. V

illage V
oice excerpts of the re-

: port. 
T

here w
as no com

ic relief in the 
Fresno case. L

ocal corruption w
as the 

issue there. A
 grand jury indicted a city 

councilm
an, a developer and a form

er 
planning official in connection w

ith 
the alleged bribery of the councilm

an 
by the developer..  

A
 judge sealed grand jury transcripts 

so prospective trial jurors w
ould not be 

influenced. A
fter the councilm

an had 
been granted a change of venue (he 
eventually w

as acquitted), the Fresno 
B

ee published a story containing m
ate-

rial from
 the grand jury testim

ony. 

W
hen hailed into court, the new

sm
en' 

refused to tell the judge how
 they got 

the m
aterial, citing C

alifornia's "shield. 
law

" protecting journalists. T
hey did 

tell the judge that the inform
ation did 

not com
e from

 any of the persoti sub- . 
ject to his gag order. 

T
he judge ruled that the court's need 

to protect its ow
n processes superseded' 

the shield law
. A

fter several appealt - 
and futile attem

pts to w
in a stay front' 

the U
. S.Suprem

e C
ourt, the m

en w
ent., 

to jail. E
fforts to free the m

en are con, 
tinning, of course. A

nd to its credit, the: 
R

eporters C
om

m
ittee is taking part in 

those efforts. 
Schorr's case is tainted, in m

y opih- • 
ion, by the effort he m

ade to peddle the 
intelligence report, even though he had 
n

o in
ten

tion
 of p

rofitin
g p

erson
ally 

and no m
oney' ever changed hands. 

am
 less fam

iliar w
ith

 d
etails of th

e 
F

resno case, but I find it disturbing 
that one of the new

sm
en had a court-

house m
aster key that, according to the' 

judge, could have provided access to-
court files. 

N
evertheless, w

hat is really at stake, 
in both these cases is the confidential-
ity of new

s sources. T
hat confidenti117.  

ity is essen
tial to an

 effective free 
p

ress, an
d

 a free p
ress is vital to ou

t- 
system

. 
So w

hen officials, no m
atter in w

hat 
branch of governm

ent or at w
hat level, 

crack dow
n on journalists for protect-, 

ing sources it is a m
atter of concern for 

everybody, not just for those of us in 
the new

s business. 

m
ess. A

nd, courtesy of T
he W

ashington 
Post, Schorr's role in the publication by 
the V

oice. becam
e public, as did the 

'deal involving the R
eporters C

om
m

it-
tee. 

T
he ethics com

m
ittee, notorious for 

Fits insensitivity to congressional m
isbe-

havior, aroused itself enough to spend 
$150,000 looking for Schorr's source, ap-
parently w

ithout success. 
T

here are som
e hum

orous overtones 
to the Schorr case—

the involvem
ent of 

.the high-m
inded R

eporters C
om

m
ittee 

in the peddling of the report, for exam
-

" ; ple, and the ethics com
m

ittee's costly 


