The Center for
First Amendment
Rights, Inc.

90 Sate House Syuare
Hartford, CT 06103-3708
(860) 541-3339

www. cfarfreedom.org

September 2006

Prof. Jane Kirtley Addresses House Intelligence

2006 High School
Contest Winning Essay :

By Amanda Durfee

The following is the First Place Essay from
CFAR’s 2006 High School Writing Contest.
Details on the 2007 Contest are printed on
Page 2 of this issue. All Connecticut high
school students are invited to participate.

The First Amendment is famous for
its often-cited protections of such
important American freedoms as reli-
gion, the press, and assembly. Among
these rights one also finds the free-
dom of speech, arguably the most
essential of the First Amendment
rights. Webster’s Dictionary defines
speech as “communication or expres-
sion of thoughts in spoken words, and
the power and act of doing so.” Yet
the image called to mind by the aver-
age American when “speech” is men-
tioned is simple conwersation.

additional image of protests or
debates, but any such imagery
remains a generalization. Speech
encompasses so much more, and pos-
sibly the most effective and powerful
use of the freedom of speech, music,
is heard every day by millions of peo-
ple worldwide.

Music touches the lives of nearly
everyone who has access to it. The
melodies and harmonies alone can
invoke a passionate response, but it is
the words floating atop these notes
that give music its power. Artists
express their views, thoughts, and
feelings to their fans, and more, every
time someone pushes “Play.” Without
the freedom to express oneself, there
would be no silly, ridiculous songs to

Continued on Page 5

By Prof. Jane E Kirtley

The following is an executive summary of an
independent statement by Professor Jane E.

: Kirtley to the House Intelligence Committee
on the prosecution of the media for gaining
: access to state secrets. Prof. Kirtley is Silha
¢ Professor of Media Ethics and Law and
Director of the Silha Center for the Study of
. Media Ethics and Law at University of
Minnesota’s School of Journalism and Mass

Communication.

In late April 2006, the Central

¢ Intelligence Agency fired Mary

: McCarthy, an analyst who is accused

: of having provided classified informa-
¢ tion to Washington Post reporters about

secret United States-operated prisons in

¢ Europe where terrorism suspects are
¢ detained. Almost simultaneously,

: reports surfaced that the Federal

: Bureau of Investigation was trying to

examine nearly 200 boxes containing
(13 29
Freedom of speech may summon an :

papers belonging to the late investiga

tive journalist Jack Anderson. A

spokes-man for the FBI was quoted as
saying that the agency had “determined

¢ that among the papers, there are a num-
¢ ber of U.S. government documents that
: contain classified information,” and

¢ further contending that “no private per-

son may possess classified documents

that were illegally provided to them.”

Some commentators accused

: McCarthy of being a traitor, and sug-

: gested that the reporters and news

+ organizations who published the classi-
¢ fied information were no better than

: traitors themselves. Others used the

: incidents as an object lesson in a basic
¢ principle: It is up to the government to
: keep its secrets, if it can, and it is up to
: journalists to ferret out as much infor-
¢ mation as possible.

Many journalists were outraged, as

| Committee on the Free Press and State Secrets

well as surprised, to learn that the gov-
ernment might have the power to go
through boxes of material collected by a
journalist and to repossess any classi-
fied documents that its agents might
find. It seemed particularly chilling
because the FBI justified its actions by
claiming that the Anderson files might
contain information relevant to the on-
going prosecution of a former Pentagon
official and two former lobbyists for the
American Israel Public Affairs
Committee (AIPAC) who are accused
of violating provisions of the Espionage
Act of 1917 by conspiring to communi-
cate national defense information to
persons not authorized to receive it. In
the past, the espionage statutes were
utilized primarily to prosecute those
who had committed classic espionage —
selling secrets to agents of foreign
powers. Some commentators have spec-
ulated that the prosecution of the
AIPAC lobbyists is simply a prelude to
the prosecution of journalists under the
Espionage Act for receiving and dis-
seminating classified information.
Almost exactly 20 years ago, then-
CIA Director William J. Casey urged
the Justice Department to prosecute
news organizations under 18 U.S.C. §
798 for publishing classified informa-
tion concerning interceptions of com-
munications by the Libyan government,
as well as NBC for reporting that
accused spy Ronald W. Pelton may
have given the Soviets information
about an NSA project code-named
“Ivy Bells” by which U.S. submarines
eavesdropped inside Soviet harbors. A
bill sponsored by Sen. Ted Stevens
(R-Alaska) designed to prevent con-
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IN THIS ISSUE State Secrets PAGE 2 ¥ High School Conference PAGE 3 ¥ Kirtley Statement continued PAGE 4

Frst Prize Essay continued PAGE5 ¥ Frst Amendment Briefs PAGE 6



State Secrets Privilege Wounded But Not Dead

By Alex Motoc, Editor

A privilege “born on the lips of a
lie” is what former Nixon White
House counsel John Dean called the
“state secrets privilege”. It is also a
power that has received what may be
at least a resounding buffeting, if not
a deathblow, on August 18th.

In 1875, Totten v. United States
denied spies the right to sue the gov-
ernment incidental to their contract
to spy due to the danger of revealing
state secrets. In 1953, Reynolds v
United States, relying in part on
Totten, held that the government
“had a privilege against revealing
state secrets.” The issue came up in
the context of a wrongful death suit
brought on behalf of three civilians
killed during a military B-52 bomber
test flight. Relying on its privilege,
the government argued that it could
not allow certain facts to come out in
discovery because they were state
secrets. This ruling was the genesis
of the state secrets privilege and
became a powerful shield for the
government against lawsuits.

It is ironic and tragic that this
government privilege was born
mostly out of a lie. In 2000, Judy
Loether, the daughter of one of the
decedent plaintiffs in Reynolds, came
upon the declassified documents
relating to her father’s 1953 case
while surfing the Internet. There
were no real secrets revealed.
Various military officials and com-
mentators have argued that the sim-
ple fact that the B-52 bomber, the
U.S.” primary nuclear delivery
method at that time, had reliability
issues was in itself a state secret.
Despite the apparent weakness of
this excuse, on June 23, 2003, the
Supreme Court, without explanation,
denied motions to reopen made on
the basis of government fraud and
Reynolds, and the privilege survived.

This shield has protected the gov-
ernment well in subsequent actions
such as In re “Agent Orange”

(AR

involving the infamous cancerous
defoliant used widely in Vietnam.

In 2004, the privilege was used
successfully to prevent two former
cold war spies from collecting money
promised to them by the CIA in Doe
v. Tenet.

On May 12, 2006 a German
national named Khalid El Masri had
his case against the CIA dismissed
by Judge T. S. Ellis Il in a
Washington district court. El
Masri told the Washington Post and
L.A. Times that he was kidnapped at a
Macedonian airport, tortured and
raped by CIA operatives at a secret
CIA base in Afghanistan and released
penniless and at night onto a desolate
Albanian road. He was released
because it was discovered that he was
not the person the CIA believed him
to be, and his passport was not false.
His only “crime” was having a name
very similar to al-Masri, a suspected
terrorist. German secret police have
corroborated part of El Masri’s story.
Subsequent to his release, El Masri
was arrested by Albanian authorities
on suspicion of being a terrorist
because of his unkempt appearance,
and was detained and roughly ques-
tioned by them. Judge Elliot III, rely-
ing on the state secret privilege
explained that a public trial would
“present a grave risk of injury to
national security.”

In ACLU v. NSA Detroit District
Judge Anna Taylor has written a bold
decision which is the first meaningful
attack on the expansion of the state
secrets privilege. By denying the
government’s motion for dismissal,
which was based on the state secrets
privilege, Judge Taylor has dealt a
blow to both the NSA phone tapping
program as well as the state secrets
privilege. Judge Taylor held that the
government’s warrantless domestic
spying activities violated the First
and Fourth Amendment. Judge
Taylor further ruled that the case
could proceed since it did not pose a
risk to national security, since too
much information has already been
revealed for the government to assert
the state secrets privilege.

The ruling has limited legal effect
since it is only persuasive authority.
Judge Taylor has also agreed to a
brief stay for the government to
appeal the ruling to the Sixth Circuit
Appellate Court, which was expected
to be heard soon**. But in the
mean time, the decision bodes well.
Michigan ACLU Exec. Director Kary
Moss has said that the decision
“vindicates the rights of the people
for the people.”

Former White House Counsel John

Continued on Page 5

**CFAR will be following up on this
developing issue in its next edition

Announcement:
CFAR® 2007 High School
Hrst Amendment
Writing Contest

All Connecticut high school stu-
dents are invited to submit an essay
to the CFAR Statewide First
Amendment Writing  Contest.
Essays should be on the topic of
“How the First Amendment Impacts
Me, My Life, My Community, My
World.” First Amendment issues
that are raised in school, town,
country or elsewhere are suitable
topics of discussion. The 2006 First
Prize Essay is reprinted on Page 1 of
this issue.

Prizes will be awarded as follows:
First Prize, $1000; Second Prize
$500; Third Prize $250; and in the
discretion of the judges, up to Three
Honorable Mentions of $150 each.
The due date for entries is Monday,
March 12, 2007 with prizes being
awarded at CFAR’s 2007 Annual
Symposium in May.

Entries may be submitted to:
The Center for HArst
Amendment Rights, Inc.

90 Statehouse ., 13th Hoor
Hartford, CT 06103-3708
Questions concerning the High
School First Amendment Writing

Contest may be directed to:
info @cfarfreedom.org




Letter from the Editor

Dear Readers:

As I have graduated law school
and started my first “real” job, my
time as editor of The First Voice
has come to an end. This issue has
been a joint effort between myself
and the incoming editor, Alex
Motoc, (whose cogent and timely
article on the state secrets privilege
may be found on the second page.)
Mr. Motoc’s extensive experience
as an educator and the skills he is
developing as a law student will no
doubt serve him well in his role as
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editor of the First Voice. With the
First Voice in such capable hands, I

believe that we can all look forward

to an excellent year of interesting
articles by prestigious and insight-
ful authors.

Thank you all for reading the
newsletter over the past year. It is
my hope that you have found it at
least a little useful in increasing
your awareness of the First
Amendment’s ongoing importance
and relevance. Please continue to
read the newsletter, and keep con-
tributing your time, thoughts, and
support to the First Voice and
CFAR’s important mission.

Sincerely,

Cecil J. Thomas
Editor

CFAR to Begin New
Collaboration with
UCONN'’s NEAG School
of Education

CFAR is pleased to announce
that it will begin a new collabora-
tion with the acclaimed NEAG
School of Education at the
University of Connecticut. The
NEAG School is ranked 21st
among all graduate schools of edu-
cation in the U.S. and 1st among
public schools in the Northeast.

CFAR will be working with the
NEAG program to develop First
Amendment-oriented lesson plans
for use by student teachers during
teaching internships. This exciting
partnership will help CFAR fur-
ther its mission of increasing the
understanding and appreciation of
the First Amendment among stu-
dents and the general public in
Connecticut and beyond.

In light of recent studies that stu-
dents are particularly unaware of
the meaning and implications of
the First Amendment, CFAR looks
forward to the great potential of
this new relationship.

CFAR’s Annual High School
Conference to Feature Notable
Speakers, Interactive Format

CFAR’s Annual High School First

Amendment Conference will take

: place on Friday, October 6th, 2006

: from 8:30 a.m. until noon. The con-
: ference will be held at 1800 Asylum
: Avenue in West Hartford.

The conference will feature a num-

: ber of notable speakers. The event

¢ will begin with a talk by Mark

¢ Goodman, director of the Student

¢ Press Law Association, which will

: focus on free expression in schools.

i Thomas Mooney, a lawyer for many
¢ school administrations and boards of
¢ educations in First Amendment cases,
¢ will follow Mr. Goodman, and will

¢ address First Amendment concerns

: that are specific to high school stu-
dents.

The conference will also include

" significant student participation. Mr.

Andrew Mangino will speak about
his censorship battle at a New Jersey
high school. Miss Jenn Whalen will
also speak about recent First
Amendment issues at East Lyme
High School.

These speakers will be followed by
a student forum, which will be pan-
eled by the conference speakers and
will be moderated by former
Congressional candidate and U.S.
Attorney Kevin O’Connor. Students,
teachers and administrators are wel-
come to participate in this panel with
their questions and comments.

CFAR is supported in this effort by
generous grants from The Ensworth
Foundation, The Day of New
London, The Hartford Courant, The
Norwich Bulletin, The Journal
Inquirer of Manchester, The Record
Journal of Meriden, The Chronicle of
Willimantic, The Stamford Advocate,
The Greenwich Time, and the
Connecticut Bar Association.

Advanced registration is required,
and may be done by calling (860)
541-3339 or by emailing
ESorokin@pullcom.com.

CFAR looks forward to an exciting

and engaging event!



Kirtley Statement

Continued from Page 1

victed spies from profiting from their
espionage activities included a provi-
sion that would have resulted in the
mandatory forfeiture of “all property”
used in the commission of the crime,
which presumably would have
included any news organizations con-
victed under the Espionage Act. Rep.
Don Edwards (D-Calif.), then-chair-
man of the House Judiciary sub-com-
mittee on constitutional rights, at the
time observed that, “Coupled with
Casey’s threats to prosecute the press,
this provision is frightening.
Communi-cations intelligence today
means much of our intelligence prod-
uct. If this provision is enacted, the
media can publish stories on intelli-
gence matters only at the risk of their
businesses. Obviously, it will have a
chilling effect.”

As it turned out, no prosecutions of
the press resulted from these inci-
dents. But recollecting them reminds
us that the issues currently being con-
sidered by this committee are neither

new nor novel. Balancing legitimate
concerns about maintaining the secre-
cy of properly classified information
a gainst the watchdog role of the press
raises genuine and compelling chal-
lenges. Despite the First Amendment
implications, there are pragmatic con-
siderations. During the 1986 furor
over the press dis-closures, Sen.
Patrick J. Leahy (D-Vt.) was quoted
in the Washington Post as saying
“You should go after the persons
doing the leaking. Going after the
press raises some very serious First
Amendment issues in my mind, and
really won’t get at the problem.”

No journalist seeks to cause harm to
national security. As Benjamin C.
Bradlee, then-executive editor of the
WashhgtonPost, wrote in June 1986,
“[w]e do consult with the government
regularly about sensitive stories and
we do withhold stories for national
security reasons, far more often than
the public might think. [But] we don’t
allow the government — or anyone
else — to decide what we should print.
That is our job, and doing it respon-
sibly is what a free press is all about.”
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Extending the espionage laws to
prosecute individuals, like journalists,
who disclose classified information
but who are not engaged in classic
espionage, would, as noted by Judge
T.S. Ellis III, currently presiding over
the AIPAC prosecution, “veer][ ] into
‘uncharted waters.””

Judge J. Harvie Wilkinson, in State
V. Morisonwrote, “The First
Amendment interest in informed pub-
lic debate does not simply vanish at
the invocation of the words ‘national
security.”” The case was unique in
that it involved the prosecution of a
naval analyst subject to a non-disclo-
sure agreement who sold classified
pictures to a magazine, whereas the
Espionage Act of 1917 under which
he was prosecuted precludes the sale
of “secrets.” While the procedure, in
Wilkinson’s opinion, seemed consis-
tent with the First Amendment it “was
not an attempt to apply the espionage
statute to the press for either the
receipt of publication of classified
materials.” Judge James Dickson
Phillips, concurring specially,
observed that Judge Wilkinson
appeared to be convinced that “the
use of the statute [in that manner] will
not significantly inhibit needed inve s-
tigative reporting about the workings
of government in matters of national
defense and security.” In the view of
these judges, how ever, prosecutions
of the press would raise entirely dif-
ferent constitutional questions.

Surely the 35th anniversary of the
landmark “Pentagon Papers” decision
by the Supreme Court is not the time
to curtail the free flow of information
to the public. Secrecy does not
invariably enhance security.

Although it may be tempting to
yield to the seductive allure of secrecy
to preserve the illusion of security,
illusions are not safe, and neither is a
democracy in which citizens are sys-
tematically denied information.

Name of Donor:

Address:

Telephone: Email:

Amount Enclosed: $

If you would like to donate to CFAR and support programs and events such as the Annual Symposium, Middle School |
Day, the High School Writing Contest, and many others, please simply fill out this form and enclose it with a check and |
mail it to the address below. Thank you!

Checks should be made payable to CFAR and mailed to:

|
The Center for First Amendment Rights, Inc., I
90 Sate House Square, 13th Floor, I
Hartford, CT, 06103-3708. |
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First Prize Essay

Continued from Page 1

put asmie onafrustraied faceaftera :

badday Therewould beno dance
party sorgs abauit OFunitownOto
forgetreality to, andno sentinental
songsabout how sonmeone OFell in
LoveGro, well, fall in loveto. But
mostimportanty, voicesof veteran
sngerslike Bob Dylanor thefresh
new chordsof Ani DiFrancowould
nat justhave been censoredtheir

music never would have reatedany | Griswold for his unquestioning

:acceptance of the State Secrets

earsin thefirst place. In fact, it is
extremelylikely thatthese artists
would have beenarrested for their
ani-establishmentsangs. Certainly

songslik e DiFranco®08If EvidenO

would have beenthe target of censor- admitted that there is Onassive over-

@(pressei)iFrancoé)disgue: with the ggi:gda?g B%;?gi&reeﬁ]urﬁgtz

¢ embarrassment of one sort or anoth-

ship or otherpenalty This song

government@ hypocriy in handing
theWorld TradeCenter disasterand
boasts the following lines: Ocuzake
away our Playsgtions/ andwe are a
third-wald nation / underthe thumb
of sone blue-bbodroyal son/ who
stole the Oval Office andthatphory
electon/ | mean, it donPtakea
weathermar to look around andsee
the weaher/ Jebsaid he@ deliver
Floridafolks / andboy did he everE
We hold thesetruthsto be self-evi-
dent/ #1 George Bushis nat the
presdent/ #2 Americais notatrue
democragy #3 The Mediais not fool-
ing me O Withoutthe protectia of
the First AmendmentDiFrancoand
artistslike her coud bejailedor
worsefor suchviews.

Even with theseprotections, sena-
tors,the FCC, andthemediaall con
tinueto try andcensor musicthat
they find distastefuland/or offensive.
After the Septembef1th attacks,
many radio statonsprohilited the
playing of certainsongs including
SavageGarden® CCrash andBurn,O
Louis Armstrong® OVhata
Wonderful WorldOJom Lennan®
OmagineOandDon McLean®
@\merican PieO.Thesebanswere
lifted after afew weeks, preseving
the artiss@ntegd rightsto free
speech. Similarly, Senates Joseph
Lieberman andSamNunn,amang
others, recently held a pressconfer-
enceto sypportthe censong of
songswith Oobscenesd Odrugpro-

State Secrets Privilege

Continued from Page 2

Dean recently wrote that various

: sources claim that only one quarter
¢ to ten percent of documents labeled
i secret are designated as such for

legitimate security purposes. The
lack of harm to national security sub-

sequent to the 1970 publication of
: O'he Pentagon PapersOsupport this
: claim. The 1989 recant of the White

House Solicitor General Irwin

Privilege in the 1971 case United

States v. NY Times, which allowed

Orhe Pentagon PapersOto be pub-
lished, is also telling. Griswold

motingQlyrics, evenif the albums

warnirgs. The First Amendment

rights of free speech and freedom to
petiion were combined in this case,
asthousand®f sigretures werepre-

vent this drastc measure.

Musicis essentél to the current
way of American life. Hundredsof
radio statbnsacrossthe contnent
deliver songsto the airwaves,certain
television stations broadcasimusc
videos nhon-stop, nearly a quarterof
the popuktion ownsaniPod or other
mp3player. At the sanetime,the
contentandavailability of musicis
growing. With genres of music from
indie rock to hard rock, skato metal,
andpop to classcal, the numkber of

peoplereachedandaffectedeachday :
: the People andthe Pressand the Pew

: Forumon Religion and Public Life

: revedsthatsixty-sevenperentof

: Americansview the United Statesas
: aO@ristian nationO while forty-nine
. percet believe thatconsereative

¢ Christian movements hawe gonetoo

: far in imposing specifc religious

: views on the country and sixty-nine

: percet believe thatliberals have gore
: toofarin trying to keep religion out

: of schoo$ andgovernment.

by the work of musc artistsis
astouming. Listenirg to music, peo-
ple laugh,cry, relax,getpumped up,
or getpolitically passiorate. Music
changeslivesevery day, andmust
continueto be proteded by the First
Amendnent of the Bill of Rights.
Thisirony is whatmakes America
gred- thatthosewho listento the
mod blatanty ani-establishrrent
musc of the day arethe oneswho
gainthemog protedion by the gov-
ernmentsCFirstAmendmeniguaran-
tees.

erOThe argument could be made that
preventing embarrassment is atype
of protection government should
enjoy. Such an argument, however,
would negate the protections and
rights of freedom of the press.

Only afool would argue an inter-
nationally active government such as
ours should not have the ability to
keep secrets. It is also readily appar-
ent that the discovery process of a
lawsuit can easily uncover items that
may be detrimental to national secu-
rity. No American would see this
country weakened or injured. But
what of the risk of injury to the First
Amendment rights of freedom of the
press and freedom to petition the
Government for redress of griev-
ances? If we destroy these protec-
tions doesn@®that destroy Americain
afar more insidious manner?

..........................................................................................................................

. First Amendment Briefs

alreadycary RIAA Paentl Advisory The following are brief reports of

recent Fi rst Amendment events com -
: piled by Attorney Cecil J. Thomas.

: Contempt Ruling Against Freelance
; - : Journalist Upheld. A threejudge
sentedduringa Sene hearngto pre-  panelof the 9th Circuit Court of
: Appeals hasrecentl upheldacon-

: tempt-of-courtcitation agairst a free-
. lancejournalst who refusedo coop-
. eratewith agrand jury stbpoena

¢ requiring him to turn over unpub-

: lishedvideotpe of ananarchig

: protest. Thejournalist, 24-year-ol d

: Joeshua VBIf, intends to petition the

: full courtfor reconsileration.

© New Surveyon American Public®
: Viewson the Combination of
¢ Religion and Palitics. A recentstudy

done by the Pev Reseach Centerfor

Continued on next page
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First Amendment Scholarship
Loses a Preeminent Historian.
Pulitzer Prize-winring scholar
LeonardLevy, autha of suchinfluen-
tial First Amendnenthistorica works
asLegacy of Suppressio: Freedom
of SpeechandPressin Early
AmericanHistory (1960), Emegence
of a FreePresq1985) andOrigins of
the Fifth Amendment:The Right

Against Sdf-Incrimination (1968)
pased anay recetly. Lew isthe
autor of 38 differentbodks on
Americanand British Congitutional
history. His writing on the consttu-
tion hasbeencitedin 27 different
SupremeCourt Cases.Levy@ first
printing of Legacy of Suppressio
arguedthatthe foundng fathersOview
of freedomof speeh wasnot so
sweeping asmodern views would
haveit. RatherLevy aguedthat
they ascibedto aninherited English
view that freedom of speectsimply
meantfreedom from prior restraintby
the govemment. Levy@ findings
shed furtherlight on such episales as
the useof sedtion laws by both par
ties of the early American democracy

but were not well-reeived. His book
waspublishedwith greatdifficulty,
andJudgeHugo Black of the
Supreme Court called it Ooneof the
mog devastatng blows ever directed
atcivil libettiesin AmericaO Levy
later publisheda new edition of his
bookin which herecanted same of _
his eatier viewsasto the FramersO
views on the First Amendment.
Despit this cortrowversy, Levy@
exhaustive work on the First
Amendnent has proveninvaluableto
ammchadr andivory tower scholars
alike

The First Amendment and T-Shirts:
A Michigan high school recenty sus-
pendedhreestucents for weaing T-
shirts printedwith the wordsof the
FirstAmendment. Citing violations
of the schod@ new dresscode,schod
authorties senta total of 200 students
home for various dresscodedevia
tions.Interestngly enoughthe
school @ dress coce alows studentsto
wea school-ponsoredtlothing,
including clothing printed with the
school@ name logo, andmascot.

Meanwhile, anoher T-shirt hasbeen
the subpd of arecently decided2nd
Circuit Court of Appeals case.A
Vermort teenagereceitly wona
FirstAmendmenbasedcaseagainst
schod officialswho refusedo allow
him to wear at-shirt depcting a cari-
catureof Presicent Bushsnoring
cocaineanddrinking alcohol and call-
ing the Presdentthe O®icken-Hawk-
in-ChiefOAIthoughthe schooloffi-
cialsdefendedhe decison asappro-
priate censorshipof the imagesof
drugsandalcoholfeatured onthe
shirt, the courtfoundthe T-shirt to be
political speech,andheldthe sch@l@
censorslp to be aviolation of the
FirstAmendment

California Extends Protections of
High School Journalism to College
Newspapers: A new law hasrecently
beenenactedn California, granting
collegejournalistsfreedomfrom cen-
saship. Thebill, aresponseto recent
courtdecisias, mirrors a1992law
that extendsthe samefreedomsto
high school journaists



