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Teifit-;tsion reshapes the way we perceive relliity. ,-------- . 
Before ioe allow TV in even one more courtroom,l ,---- ----------­
we must know more about its effects on trials -. . ~------ -------:--
and on our image of justice. r.-:-~------------- ---
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T~le\'iSion is modng into the American 
courtroom. ~Ine sudden rush seenlS to fly in the 
face of the known risks of prejudice, the cer~ 
tainty of endless liligalion. a decision of the 
Supreme Court, resistance on the ~ed('ral1r\'eI, 
and a \'ote last year by the American Bar Asso· 
ciationJo uphold its ad\"isory ban on cameras 
in the courtroom. 

SOlne speakers caIJed the ABA stand "a rcar 
guard aClion long aftcr [he dawn of the elec­
tronic age."! Since telc,"ision made its cktims 
on behalf of the public's right to know, r{'sist­
attt delegates appeared to be in a last-ditch 
defense against the ine,·itable march of free­
dom_ In the most widely reported comment, 
former FCC Commissioner and Washington 
attorney Lee Loevinger told the ABA delegates: 
"You're fooling yourselves. I don't think ,,'e 
have any choice. We'll continue to get teled­
sian coverage whether \'\.'e like it or not.":! 

Events may prove Loevingcr right. TeJe,·i­
sian has already entered courtrooms in the 
majority of states or is about to do so for 
"experiments" '''''hose long~range effects no 
one is prepared to ('\'alu;lle seriously. No mean~ 
ingful research has yet demonstrated the valid­
ity of argunletltS for television trials or the 
benefits frOTn trials already televised. No 011e 
has yet investigated the potentially far-reach­
ing social impact and institutional conse­
quences of plugging the achninistration of 
criminal justice into a systenl geared to enter­
tainment and sales. 

Our organs of public discussion, the mass 
media, are hardly disinteresled parties in the 
debate. They are not motivated, to say the least, 
to expose their o\\'n blindspots and limita­
tions. As a result, the public debate has been 
conducled on nanD,,,,', obsolete. and at times 
nliskading grounds. 

e FreedoOl to report is not the issue. Journal­
ists-both broadcast and print-are free to 
co\'er most trials. lne fact that they choose to 
report only a few of the most dramatic olles 

11w ('m thor wishes to thank rhme who read eadier drafts of 
Ihb. article and pl'Ovidt'd helpful criticism: ];mic't' Bellan" 
Jo B(·audry. P.ntl Bend(."r. Cuhy Boggs. Mil-had Bott'in. 
SU'phell BUl hank. Palll J" Fink. l.;:my Gros..;. JOt'1 J-lirM'h· 
hnrn. Rolx'f( l.A'wis ShaHm. Daniel Schil1(·r, and Loui", B. 
Schwartz. . 
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already warps public understanding of the 
judicial process. Te1evi~ion lrials would not 
help thal. They ,,"ould only add audim'isual 
speclade and funheT dramatic dh"ersion to the 
reponing. 

• Obtrusive equipment and courtroom deco­
rum are no longer issues. Video technology can 
be unobtrusive and can ('v('n reduce the mo\'e­
ment of reporters during the tri~iJ by providing 
monitors for them oUlsiuc the courtroom . 

• E\:en video recording is not Ihe issue. 
Canon 3A(i) of the Code of Judicial Conduct 
already permits recording of trials for edu­
cational purposes, so long as the tapes are 
shown after the trial and all appeals ha\'e been 
exhausted. 

The only remaining. issue is whether the 
addition of ,·ideo spectacle to the already exist­
ing press and broadcast coverage would reduce 
or increase the risk of prejudice and whC'ther it 
would correct or further extend the \'ie\\"ers~ 
already distorted image of the court. That issue 
has been addressed-and then ignored. The 
Supreme Court has said that the sudden noto­
riety of judges, jurors. attorneys. and defend­
ants and "heightened public damor" KQuld 
"ine"itably result in prejudice.'" And preju­
dice eou ld extend far beyond the courtroom 
since television profoundly affecls the social 
and political climate and the institutional set­
ling in which courts work. 

Altering the historic relationship 
Trialsby television are likely to alter the his­
toric relationship bet\\·ecil two institutions that 
have largely di\'ergeI11 and partially conflicting 
functions. Popular entertainment and ne\\·s via 
mass media represent the conH'ntional cultural 
pressures of the social order. The judicial proc­
ess. how('\"er, represents an effort to adjudicate 
individual cases according to law. Theit distinc­
tion is crucial lO this whole discussion. 

In criminal cases" t"he most likely to be tele¥ 
vised. a fair trial me;::ms detcrmination of guilt 
of the spccifie offense charged, and not, as in 
general cnlerrainment and ne\",·s, whether a 
person has done somclhing bad for which he or 
she should be punished. In bCl, a trial must 
proceed as independently as possible from 
(on\'cn.lional moral pressures and the popufar 
clamor of the momenl. Td{,Yi~ing trials may 

3, [Sit'S v. Texas. 381 t· .S. 5:~2. 53R·"J9 (l9(5). 
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erode independence of judges to do justice in 
each case; it \vouJd do nothing to ensure 
greater fairness that existing media scrutiny 
could not do. 

The erosion of independence will be hard to 

track and difficult to measure. It win OCCUf as 
televisiori trials. despite any safeguards t\"ithiIl 
the court,' are selected and edited to fit the 
existing patterns of televisofl. l\'e may be on the 
verge of drifting into a major institutional 
transformation while assuming that we are 
only making a few public-spirited adjustments. 

A review of research on the impact of televi­
sion on American institutions shows that it has 
reshaped poEtics, changed the nanire of sports 
and business, transformed family life and the 
socialization of children. and affected public 
security and the enforcement of la\\·s.5 The 
debate o\;er carneras in the courts may be OUf 

last opportunity to consider the evidence aJ­
ready available on the influence of television 
on public images of law and the COllrtS, anu to 
halt the rush toward televised trials until we 
can take a, fresh look at the problem. 

4. E\"{~'n s~fegll~HJs require \'igorous enlorcenlt'llt. 
which is impractical. An analysis of the dfenin'tlt'!>s of 
ABA and state prt·ss·bar gllideli flt':'> covel ing tht' rrie<-l."t' of 
pn:-trial information. and rt'porfcd in bar <lilt! press polls 
to work "rt'<l!:>onably wt:lt," (oUlld that 6i.j per n'Ul of the 
srorit,s \·jobl('d the agrl'emellt. T~lllbnl. ~riddlelon and 
Rimmer. Compliall(e u'ith :/mrrica1/ Bar .-1.~.H)('iati(]fl Fair 
Trial-Fret> pft·ss Guidl'iiw's. ;'iii jOUR:-;AlIS~1 Q. ·16·1. 468 
(AtHtimn l!Ji9). 

5, C.omslOck. Tilt' Impact 0/ Tt'lf'tJision mt Amrrimn 
/rutilutiollS, 28 J. OF CO:\I. 12 (Spring 19i5). 
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Television as a system 
Television is our (ammon and constant learn­
ing enviroTlment. Our children are born into 
it. In the t},pit-al honle. the family watches 
more than six hours of TVa day in a ritual 

. most people perform with little selectivity or 
deviation. 

Television demands no mobiJity, literacy, or 
concentrated attention. Its repetitive patterns 
come into the home and show as \vell as tell 
about people and society. Presidents, police­
men, judges, spies and celebrities are familiar 
parts of a selective. synthetic, syrnbolicenviron­
nlent of entertainment and news in which we 
grow up and learn most of what we know in 
common. 

Different kinds of programs serve the saIlle 
basic formula: they assemble viewers and sell 
them at the least cost. The classifications of the 
print era-the relatively sharp differentiation 
between news, drama. documentary. etc.-do 
not apply to tele\·ision. Hea\')" viewers watch 
more' of everything. Different progranls com­
plement and reinforce each other as they enter­
tain, the sam,e audiences.and repeat the same 
propositions about life and society. i\lost pro­
gram formulas present different aspects of the 
same symbolic world made [0 the sanle specifi­
cations of television and its, sponsors. 

The process of socialization \'ia entertain­
ment is an exercise in social (rjling. It sets the 
norms' of societ:- by showing their frequent 
violations. Offenders and their victinls cast for 
most dramatic attention (or selected as "news­
worthy") telld to be those who fit established 
preco.nceptions.6 

Lessons in justice and power 
LVlost action on relevisiori revolves around 
some demonstration of justice <lnd power. Via· 
knee, the stock dramaticdt:vice of that demon­
stration. gi\·cs us' the cheapest and quickest 
lesson on who should get away wi[h what 
against whom., Two-thirds of all major dra· 
rna tic characters are involved in some \-'ioknce. 
'\then women and minorities are iuvoh'ed, -----------------

6. Set', ('.g., jout'", The Prl'.H a." Ml'ITOpO/irflll ,\I f)tlitor. 
40 Pus. 0"1:">10;>0 Q. 2:>9 (Summer 19;6): Smith. ,lJwhic 
Elt'mt'nts ill Tel('t'i,~iorl Nru'.~, !!<J J. OF CQ:\I. 75 (,\,'inu:r 
19i9): Grabt'r. b Crinlt'.\' rU'J CrwrraKt" F.xas.'ilt·t'! 29 j. OF 
CoO,.f. 81 (SWlHilt'r 19i9}: ;\ti<;hl:l.lIoU' Comnu:rica/ TeI£,· 
l'i.timl ,Vetworks C()l'('r Nt'u's of l.atJ' ElI/OTCt'I1U"llt, 5(i 
JOVRNAU5!1.1 Q. fill (AUltIfUII 19i9). 
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I they are more likely to be victims than \'ic1im-

izers,and lhey are gencraJIy underrepresented 
and devalued in Inany olher ways.7 Cas(ing 
and [ateon television combine to present-and 
to cuhi\'at.e-a scx-iaJ structure typic-ally ruled 
by force and domina led by stereolypes. 

Acconling toa study of Ie levis ion drama and 
Ihe law by Albert S. Tedesco, crime on lelevisnn 
is not only much more rampant than in real 
life bUI also very different.' Tclcdsion charac­
ters are the targets of crime about 10 times as 
often as people in Ihe real world. Nearly 4 I per 
cent of al1 teJevi~ion crimes aTC murders; the 
next leading crime amounts to onI y 5 per cent 
of all TV crimes. A disproportionale number 
of viclims are whiles. (In Ihereal world, prop­
erty crimes are most common and a dispropor­
lionale number of ,~iClims are blacks.) 

Half of all lelevision police make arresls 
each week, and nine OUI of 10 limes Ihey soh'e 
crime by making successful arresls. In real life 
the deanmce rate is about 11 per cent. Arrest 

I ~sends Ihe suspeCl into a legal limbo. Tedesco, 

I confinning other iln'estigators. found that the 
police obsene suspect'~ rights in fewer than 
twO in e\'ery ] 0 cascs~ 

Law in the world of television 
Typical \'iewers of prime time and \\'eekend 
daytime net\\'ork shows alone recei\'e the les­
sons inherent in vj"id ilnages of an a\'erage of 
30 police officers, seven lawyers. and three 
judges every ,\'eek~9 But what do they learn? 

A sllIdy of 15 prime time police programs 
telecast in one week found thai in all bUI Ihree 
the enforcers of the law routinely committed 
clear violations of constitutional rights. 1o The 
authors. an attorney and a law professor. 
conclude: 

i. Gerbm'r and SignorieiJi. '\'O:\lE:>; A:-.;n.MIXORlTIES IX 

TEl.EnSTO:"i DR.-\MA 1969-J97A. Philadelphia: The Annen· 
berg SdlOO) oC C .. ommunieations. tlniH'fSi!y of Pt'nnsyJ­
\'ania. 1969. 

8. Tedesco, "Images of Ihe Slate in Ch<1r:wlcrizalions of 
Police arid [-«'gal Prof~sionaJs." dOl1or:ll disM'n,Hion in 
progH:SS. The Anncuong School of Communications. 
Unin'nil}, of Pennsyh:ania. Philadelphia. 

9. These figures nmH" from om (b(;l bank has{'d 011 the 
, .annual monifol-ing of Jlelwor'k I{'J{'ri~i(jn drama sinn' 

1967. For a genew) d('~t iprion. S('(· G('rbncr. Gros:», Jack. 
son·B"eck. Jeffries·Fox. and Signori('lIi, Cullural hldim· 
lors: l'iolrna PTofil~ .\ro. 9.28 J. OF CO~L 176 (Summer 
1978). 

10. Arons and ,Karsh. /IoU' TV Cops Flout Ihe Lnu,'. 
SATL·RD .... " RE\U:W. M~uch J9. 19ii. 

The 0\'('1(-11) ima~l' that ~hOl'\.'S project is dearly 
one thai -is alien to thc-Constitution.llardly a singi(' 
\·k\\,.ing- hour pas"~t's \\'illlOllt an illegal scare-h, or a 
('(mf{'ssion ohtaim·d by (H('rcion. or Ih(' f01illlre 10 
pro\'ide counsel. \\'arrants are nol sought or issued. 
and h~irdly any mcntion is Inatit' of notifying: ~us­
PCClS of their right agai'''si :»elf·incriminalion. 

Scorf's of <"ililens unin\'(»)n,d in the (Time und('r 
irH'('"stigalion arc roughed up, shaken- down. or 
harra"sed-by police. Homcs. offict's. and cars are 
broh'Jl into regularly-by police .... Every such in­
\'asian of personal pri\'acy turns tip Ihe real. and 
usuaJly dcmcnlcd. niminal. or is juslified bl'{'au~e 
the dnim was probably guilty of some nimt' any­
wa)~ Hom'sl, la\-... ·abiding citizens are miraculously 
never hurt by these methods. 1I 

The authors wonder if the daily oblileration 
of righls on TV may nOI be responsible for 
their casual vi01ations in rea] life and for the 
growing pressure on the courts to conform to 
the tough onu1iscience and omnipotence of 
leJeYision juslice. J2 

On leJe,·ision, police are Ihe law, virtually 
isolated from la1\'yers and the crimina1 justice 
SYSlem. In 1,,/ crime programs studied by 
Tedesco a- lawyer only once interceded in a 
police action against a citizen. 13 

Television lawYf'rs are equally removed frOlTI 

real life. Consider these findings by Tedesco: 
• Two-thirds work on criminal cases, mostly 

murder. perfonning-se1f]('ss service defending 
needy_ d iellts. 

• "Nine in IOtele\'isioll lawyers are wealthier 
than their clients, Few work for the corpora· 
lions [hat in real1ife employ rnost la",:),ers. 

o Six out 0[.] 0 la1\'Yf'rs defend clienls wrong-

J J. Jd .• at 14. 
12, Broadcas.!ing {'od{'~ requiring-th3t crime mmt not go 

unpuni~hed pro,"ide a standard of jmtict> seen ('\'t'ry day on 
td(',"ision Ihal no reaJ -';YS!C")l1 of Jaw {'nfnrct:'lflcnt can meet. 
(For lht' texi of thme codes. Sf'('" C;J:»sata and A-';;IIUt'. !\IASS 

CO~nfl!XfCATIO;-"':S: PRIXClPl£S A:"in. PRACTICES, Appendix 
A. "The C..odt's." K'-{'w York: "facmiiJan. 19i9.) 
Thi~ idealil(·J standan.1 sets UpCOllriS a-.; 01 dis::Ippointing 

(·:"ilx·riel1ct'. Sce TilE PeHUC L\lACr OF THE (',oeRTS: HJ(;J-j· 

LIGJirs OF A :\ATfO~AI. SeRVE\' OF THE GENERAL PI'sue. 
Jt"DGF.S. I ,,\ WY£RS~ A,:-';D-C()~f:\r{":-.:nY LE. .... OERS 17, Williams­
burg. Va.: The National (£rlICf for- Stale Courts. 1978. 

Tclnised Iri'lls sclt'cl('d to' (OnlraSr legal conlp)t-xitics 
with tlw~\\'ift justice of PCtTy :'I.Jason would exploit Ihat 
di~salisfClClion. The' suggestion tha! such ('xposlln'l1llght 
hasten Jl('("('ssary Idorm dOl'S nOi jihC' with past perfor­
mana'. A ,omplt>lwmin'ledt·\,· conclude", that "Wilh few 
honorable ('xct.'prjom. jounulisis anti broadcasl{'!'s de­
faulted on ilwir obligalion IO-t'ch,clte lllt' puhHc on the 
h~lIt's of Jl('nal rdorm." Sdl"';lrtl. Rrform of tlie Ft'df'ral 
C,im"'/{/II~Il1I'"~: l.\'.wrs, T(l('tic.~ and Pro.\'prcl.~, 1977 DUKE 
L. J. :?2.{ (-1977). 

13. Thl('s("o. sllinn n. 8. 
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fully accused and eventually acquitted . 
• One-third of all television la\'~.·yers serve as 

prosecutors. 
• TV lawyers rarely defend professional 

criminals (who always lose); when they do, the 
lawyers arc likely to be corrupt or criminal 
themselves. 

The scenario of social typing and the confir­
mation of cOIlventional presumptions-rather 
than the judicial avoidance of all that-is the 
substance of the law on television. 

The mind of the beholder 
Television is also a primary source of our infor­
mation about occupations. On a test of occu­
pational knowledge children score signifi­
cantly higher in their knowledge of rare voca­
tions they see frequently on tele"ision than 
their kl1owledgeof Blore common occupations 
they seldom see on TV." Children who give 
television as the source also have more to say 
about the professions. When we consider all 
sources of information other (han television 
(but including conversation), we learn that 
less than half the children named other sources 
for information ahout la,,"yers and less than 
one third named other sources for information 
about judges.!S 

The majority could not cite any difference 
between la\vyers on television and in real life; 
73 per cent could not cite any differences 
between judges on television and in real life. As 
the researcher noted ...... vie\\"ing of tcJe\'ision 
was found lOcultivatean understanding of the 
world of law enforcement consistent with tele­
vision's somewhat inaccurate portrayals. "16 

Is there any way to calculate the effects upon 
adults? Research conducted so far can show the 
background of television-cultivated concep­
tions of social reality into 'which teic\'ised trials 
will have to fit. The research found that expo­
sure to television cuhh'ates a heightened sense 
of living in a mean and violelll world. Again, 

H. DcFkur and DeFleUT, The Retatiz-t' Contribution of 
TI"It't';sioll_aJ a Leamillg Sot/ret' for Childrt'll'.~ Oat/pa· 
tionai KlloU'l('dg~, 32 AM. Soc. REV. iii (OclObef 19IH). 

1.:). Jdfri{'s·Fox. "Tdt',,"bioJl's Contribution to Young 
Pcoplt"~ Con(t'ptiolls ~holl[ Oc,up,Hions:' uIlpuhlisht'tl 
doctorat di~'l"na[ion, The AIlIlt:nhClgSchoot of CommulI­
icaliOlI~.lfTli\'t'rsity (If Pennsylvania, Phil;;tddphi:1 (19in). 

16, Ill .• at 208·9 

420 Judicaturei T'oluult: 61, Number 9-' April, 1980 

consider these findings." . I 
.• Heavy vje\-.... er~ (compared to light viewers" 

in the same age. sex. and socio-economic ~ 
?rollPS~ exhihit a corrsistently higher degr~e of i 
tnsecuflty.- mistrust. and quest for protecllon. : 
. • T~ey gi\'e higherestimatcs than light view- ' I 
ers of their chances of encounterlllg \'iolence, ! 
the proportion of violent crimes~ the number II 

of people invoh·ed in law enforcement, the 
danger of walking a city street at night, and the I 
number of times policcIncn use their guns. ~ 

• They are more likely than light viewers to j 
agree that people just look out for themselves, ' 
try to take advantage of others, and cannot be 
trusted. 

• And they are more likely than their light 
viewing neighbors to seek protection and take 
protective nleasures them·selves. All in all. tele­
vision vie\ving appears to cultivate relati\'ely 
anxiolls hard-line attitudes among \·iewers of I 

most types, particularly the young_ I 
Are trials made-far-TV? I 
But if tele\!ision begins broadL-asting trials, 
won't it gi\"c a more~accurate portrayal than 
fiction? Probably not. Selected courtrooms 
win become program originating locations. 
transporting the sights and sounds of real 
courtrooms into millions of hOlnes condi­
tioned to a weekly ritual of couri.foom and 
crime drama. Trials will be picked and edited· 
to fit that dramatic ritual. 

The problem is that the opaque reality of the 
courtroom is less illuminating of the judicial 
process than is translucent fictiofLOne nUlst 

go behind the scenes to see how things really 
work. SUI face appearances are I110re likely to 
conceal'than to reveal ho\\-' the judici~d system 
opera res. ~Ielcvision will ,create popular spec· 
taclcs'of great appeal_but deceptive authentic· 
ity as it selects and interprets trials to fit the 
existing patu>rn of Ia\\' in the world of telcylsion. 

Indeed. the media h3\"e already recognilcd 
that the public. so \ .... oefully misinformed about 
the courts. is not vcry inreft"'sted in the issues 
thac really occupy {he judicial system. The ex­
ceptions area few highly visible and politicall y 
charged controversies such as desegregation. 

Ii. For Ihe mosl It'('ult n·ports. and rde1"l'IKt'S to lllt"­
\'iotJs slwlie'>,.ft't' Cerbllt'r. Grov~.SiKnorit.·lli, :\Iorg-.111. ~nd 
J~l( bOIl·Beeck. Till' Dt'lIloll.'i/mtioTl vf Polt'n: l'iol,.TI("t' 
Profill' No. 10. ~ J. OF CoM. 1i'/"(SUUlfll(· .. -19i9J. 



The purpose of open 
trials is to help 

protect the accused, 
not to entertain or 

even to educate. 

.. ".-' 

prayer in the public schools, capital punish­
ment, abortion, and "coddling" defendants in 
crilninal cases.1S Public interest too ofren re· 
suits from publicity the media give to claims of 
judicial excess and leniency, and from OT­

ganized groups objecting to the enforcement of 
laws they dislike in the first place. 

Television thus represents a process that sets 
cululral nornlS and generates anxieties and 
insecurities that can find release in depen-dence 
on strong authority and in harsh or repressive 
measures. These social functions of media 
compere and conflict with those of the courts. 
The history of troll bled relations between the 
two instinnions shovl.'s a precarious balance 
reached at great cost oyer the centuries: 

Institutions at cross-purposes 
El1Ienainment is the cultivation of COI1vt'n· 

tionaI morality. It "entertains" the basic yalues 
and norms of the community and cultivates 
conformity to those norms. An important part 
of that process is the exploitation of popular 
prejudices and the culti"ation of publicsup­
port for the suppression of threats and eha}· 
!enges to the social order. 

From thearcnasofthe Roman empire to this 
very day, show trials, highly publicized confes­
sions. public tribunals and execulions have 
helped to reaffirm the legitimacy of contem­
porary ,·alues. The most \\'id~' frequented 

18. Sc-hw.iuu. sUJJT(l n. 12. 

sho, .. ·s in LonoonjustemergingfnJI111he :\jid­
dJe Ages were public executions, and 

('n'n aflcr these were aholislwd, atlcndann' <.II mur­
der rrials rCHl<1illl'l1 as a mort> socially r('~lri( Icd bUl 
nC\'ellheIcss much sought·arler clllt'rlailllneIlt. A 
"isit to a hanging might wcll, one preslImes. ha\'(' 
folIowt"d a gentle prodding widl a SlkJ..: of some 
madman at Ikdlam.!9 

The great shot"~ trials and public confessions 
of the twentieth century occurred under dicta­
torships and during periods of w)(chhul1t in 
democracies. They , ... 'Cre a pan of the cntertain­
ment mainstream, now joined by much of 
what ,,'C ca11 news, cOlnpdling attcntion, ex­
posing deviation, spreading f(,~lf, and cultivat­
ing eonformity.20 

The struggle to remove trials from the pub­
lic arena parallelled the fight against secret 
proceedings. the Star Chamber. In fact, the two 
are sides of the -same coin. Arbitrary power 
wants no pu bIie wi tness to its private del ibera­
tions but needs all the hoopla it can get to 

legi t im ize its actions. 
The illlegrit)' and independence of judicial 

proceedings serve to protect the accused [rot11 

both arbitrary power and public prejudice. 
The purpose of open trials is to help assure 
obsernmce of rhesc-vrorecrions, not to entt'r· 
lain or even to educate_ 

Why Canon 35 was adopted 
Cene-ral en tt'rtainmell [ a nd specific rights have 
never mixed \\"('11. Chief Justice Earl ,Varren 
pointed,out in Estes v. Texas that "In the early 
days of our country's deveIoprnent, the enter· 
tainment a trial might provide often tended to 
obfuscate its proper role. "21 And he cOlllinued, 
citing other accounts: 

The people thoughl holding coun one of the 
greatest performances ... the country folk- would 

,cfQ,,'d in for len miles to hear thesc-,',gre3t lawyers' 
~)lt'<id; and it 'W3S -a secondary ma't!cr wilh lhem 
\\'he'!}J(-r he ,\'on or lost his case, so long as the 
'pJcadilJg' W:15 loud and long. 

In t'arly frontier America, ,dH:'1l no motion -pic-

19. Haskell. Yeslt'rdfly'J Toda)' Show, N. Y. RE\'. OF 
BOOKS. Oclober 12,1978, p. '[)5. 

20. The mo~t recent slal(' 10 usc television !rials in a 
!'Iyslem:ilic way is the new hlamic gm("rnrncol of Iran 
which hroa(ka,>, Ilwm and ailed "f till conf('ssions" nightly 
on ((,](,\·j .. iol1. "2 Com"i(-Icd of Tonun' Face han Firing 
Squ:td:' :'\.-.Y. TI\IE..". JIII1C 2S, 1979. p. ;\4. 

21. ESIt"s \'. T(,""':-Is. 3S1 V.S. S~2, SiO·il (Warn'n. c.J., 
con<."uo-ing) (1911,,). 
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tures, no television. and no radio provided enter· 
tainment, trial day in {he country 'vas like fair day. 
and from near and far citizens young and old con­
verged on the county seat. Thccriminal trial was [he 
theater and ~pectaculllm of old rural America ... AII 
too easily LI\~'yers and judges became pan-time 
actors at the b3.r. ... 22 

\Vhen functions of public entertainrncnt 
and civic responsibility shifted to the press, 
new problelTIs emerged. Crime and court re­
porting were the big guns in the circulation 
wars of the 19th century. They were also wea· 
pons of the press on the way to establishing 
itself as the organ of business community 
rather than of local governments and parties 

22.1d. 

upon whose patronage it had once depended. 
In that process the press shook up some 

bloated and venalloc.al administrations. police 
-and court systems. But it also assumed the 
responsihility for conducting tria Is by nc·ws­
paper for what James Gordon Bennett of the 
New York Herald called tbe "li"ingjury of the 
Nation," ignoring the essential contrast be­
tween jury box and arena. 

Things became so bad that the American Bar 
Association appointed a special committee in 
1924 to curb "unwholesome tendencies" in 
news reporting. In 1927, the committee re­
ported that "There can be no more opportune 
time than the present for the press to cease 
making vulgar amusement of 'our law en-

Do the media defend the rights of others? I 
With the prospect of TV rather than the courts 
calling the shots. it may he instructh"e to COI1-

sider the record of the press in using its rights 
to defend the rights of others-especially those 
with no money, clout, or popular appeal. 

A study of metropolitan pe\\'spapers' CQ\'er­

age of First Amendment cases before the Suo 
preme COLIrt shows considerably greater con­
cern , .... ·ith press rights than with the other basic 
freedoms. The study suggests that press advo­
cacy of freedom is large! y self-serving and 
could not be expected to help uphold rights 
inimical or irrelevant to its o,\'n. 1 

The press also has a poor record of using 
information made available by the courts. Of 
the 139 most significant decisions announced 

-by the California Suprerne COLIrt in 1972. a 
sample of \0 state daily newspapers showed 
that they published reports on only one-fifth of 
the cases. Only conflict OIl the court helped 
dra,v press attention to a case. 2 The first lime 
the media evcr paid sustained and compelling 
attention to the U.S. Supreme Court, e"en 
going to the extent of serializing the story, was 
the appearance of the personalized account of 3-

thousand leaks, The Brethren by Bob Wood· 

1. Hale. A COI1I/>arisrJTl of Cm'nagf> of Sp('l'ch lIwl Pre.' ... 
Vat/iets of Sulm:me COl/rt, 56 jOl:RXAUSM Q. ·13 (Sprin~ 
1979). 

2. Halt', Prf'.~.~ RI'!t·a.w~ l':~. Nei.l'spaper r.m'I'rn!-{(' of Cali· 
fornia Suprmu' COllrt Df'("i.~ioJH. 5r, JOUR.:-JAI.IS:,\I Q. G9{) 
(\\,intl'r 1~)7S). 

3. Arm:o;tmng and '\·ood\\"~lrd. Tut: BRHIIRF.:-'. Nt·\\-· 

York: Simon anti SdlU~lt·r. 1979. 
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ward and Scott Arnlstrong.:l 
In the most sensitive area of citizens' rights, 

the area of crime reponing. the media work 
closely with the police and generally follow 
what one survey of research calls "the police 
version of crinle. "4 Ivlost studies agree that 
crime ne'\\'s generally gi.\·es a 111isleadillg and 
prejudicial account of the frequency and nature 
of crime in a community5'and that such cover­
age provides the media "with a vehicle for 
communication to readers of the necessity for 
strong social controls. "6 

Broadcast co\'erage is, jf anything. the lnOst 

slanted toward the police view of due process. 
especially since the minicam gave crews the 
ability to follow police tips to the field and to 
concentrate on the violent and the spectacular. 
A 14-wcck survey of community coverage found 
the prograrnmi11g "often ~rbitrary. superficial. 
or both," a casualty of "the-50-called 'realities' 
of the TV industry .... "1 

-George Gerbner 

4. Sherin'n. Social Creation of Crime ;\'I'U'S; All thr ,\.'{'U!s 
Fittl'll to Prillt, in \\,inc-ik. ('J" DE\"L\~CF A:'\O ~(.-\SS :\11-:01,\ 
22:? ReH'rlV Hills. Califol1li'l: S;:u,'"(', 197R 

5. Sa, e.g .. Jout'S, The Pn'.\.\ a~ .1It'lrnpo/ilan ;\/rmitoT, 
40 PCB. 01'1:'1.:10:-; Q. 2:)!l·-1-1 (197!;). 

6. Lippman. TIll' i..flU' of COl/tempt: Fair Jury Ttiah 
aml FuePTl'.u ill Austmlia.;; .-h.'STR.\U.\X SCAN:jol'R:-.IAl. 
01' HU:'IA:'II Co:-.n.Ili:-ilc.HIO .... 20 (D£"celHht'T 197M·May 
1979). 

7. Public affairs U'('uk ·;11 Nt'll' }-'ork, .mi's New School 
report (a surn'y by Ihe.I ,ab Cor Puhlic Afbir~ Ic:1t.· .. ·is.iou.1t 
Ihe Nt'\\' Sdwc))\ Center for :"\t'\\' York CilV Affairs}. 
BKO,\OCASTI",·C. February 20. 19iR. p. 60. ' 



(orc{'nlcllt institutions ...... Instead, ho\ ... 'evcr, 
crime photographers entcred the courtroom 
and disrupted proceedings and ('\'en sneaked 

:: pictures of L'oCl\'icted murd('fcrs dying in the :j electrie chair_Zl . 
. The 1935 trial of BruHa Richard Haupt-

mann. accused of kidnapping the 20-01ooth 
old son of Anne and Charles Lindbergh. at­
traCle<1 an anny of reportcrs and photogra­
phers." The ABA called the Hauptmann trial 
"the most speclacular and depressing exam pIe 
of improper publicity and profcssional mis­
conduct ever presented to the people of the 
United States. in a criminal trial. "25 As a result, 
the ABA passed Canon 35 in its Canons of 
Judicial Ethics, a ban on cameras and micro­
phones in the counroOlll.26 

But it took two more landmark cases to edu­
cate the public-at least for a "'hile-about the 
threat thar television poses to justice. One was 
the 1954 murder trial and conviction of Dr. 
Sam Sheppard; the other. the 1965 swindle trial 
and conviction of Billie Sol Estes." Both con­
\"icti,ons were eventual1y reversed because of 
nlassive. pen.rasi\'e and prejudicial publicity, 

TV as an 'irrelevant factor' 

I
l,i A "circus almosphere" pn:>\'ailing at the Estes 

trial is often considcred fhe cause of the rc\'crsaI 

1

]- of the COl1\·iclion. Actually, how("\,("r, other con· 
siderations~ as valid [ada')' as they were then, 
\\'eighcd hea\'jJy in the decision of the Court. 

Indeed. ML Justice Harlan was of the view 
that "a circus atmosphere" was not the prob· 
1el11 in Esie's: 

("..abIes. kleL~ lights. lnten'iews with princjpai 
panicipants. commentary on their performances, 
"commercials" at frequent intCITals, special wcar­
ing apparel and makeup for the trial parlicjpaJlts~ 
certainly such things would not ('onducc to the 

, sound administration of justice by an acceptable I standard. BUI that is not the case before us. \\"e must 
! judge 1C')evislon as we find it in this trial-rclatin'ly 
I llJloblrUsi\-e. with [he cameraS cOl1lainf'd in a booth 

1

1 a. ;~:CF~~:~,.0~;/~Cc::::::::,:::: /0 C",,,,. FRano" or 
h}:OR~fATlOX CF.:,\H:R REPORT .:\'0. 3960_ t'ni\-ersity of 

I 
:\fi.,solUi (OcrODt'r 19i8). 

24./d. f_T 

t 2.!i. Francois. MASS ~h:nIA- LAW A:\O REGL'LATIOS 272 
! (!-t"Cond -t"\.iirinn). Columbus. Ohio: Grid. Inc., 19/8. 
I 26. Id .• 31 30;. 

I 
27. Id .. ;11 213-4. 
28. ESll'S "'. Jt'xas. 38IH.S. 532. 5RB (Harlan, J .. nUleur· 

iring) (1965). 
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, 

\ 'It is only the 

\ 

notorious trial which 
will he broadcast,' , 

\ Justice Clark warned 
I in Estes v. Texas. 

NIr. Justice Clark's opinion for the Court 
also nOled features whose relevance only in· 
creased in time. 29 He acknowledged that the 
Sixth Amendment guarantees a "public trial" 
[Q the "accused." 

It is said. hm\'en-r, lhat the freedoms gralllcd in 
the First Amendment extend the right to the news 
media to icJe\,lse from the courtroom, an-d-that La 
refu~f' to honor this pri\-ilege is to discriminate 
bct\\·een newspapers and tc1nisiol1. This is a mis· 
conception of Ihe right of rhe press ... TIle lck\'ision 
and radio reporter has the same pridIegf'. All are 
entitled to Ihe same rights as the general public.30 

Tele\·ision does not contribute materia))y to 
the courts objecth-e of ascertaining the truth, 
Justice Clark argued. In fact. he said. the intro­
duction of T\' rtpresents "the injection of an 
irreltyant factor into court proceedings .... "31 

It is the sensational trial lhat most people 
will actuaJ1y-s('{', Justice Clark warnrd. 

, .. From the momcnl the trial judge announces 
lhat a case- will be televised it becol1H"s a cause cde· 
bre ... Thn .. ho.!r HJmmuniry. incIudi ng prosper! iH' 
jurors. become'S i11l{Tt'sled in all rhe morbid details 
surrounding it ... And W{' mus1 remember Ihal lea· 
listieallv il isonlv the IWloriollS trial \,-hich "'ill be 
bro:idca~1 becaus~ of tht' ne({'ssilY for paid spon­
sorship.-'2 

29. ld .. at :)38·5-J9. 
30. id. 
S!. !d. 
32. id. 
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And thecHect upon justice is almost inevitable . 

... If a community he hostile to an accused. a 
televised juror, realizing that he must Teturn [0 
neighhon; who Sal\! the trial thems('IH~.'i. may well be 
led 'not to hold the babnce nice. clear. and true 
bct\,,"een the State and accused ... 0' 

... But we kno\\' that distractions ar.t' not caused 
solely by the physical presence of the Glmeras and its 
teBtale red lights. It is the awareness of the fan of 
leleca~ting that is felL .. throughout the trial. 

... The impacr upon a witness of the knowledge 
that he is being vicv,,"ed by a vast audience is simply 
incalculable ... ~ 33 

Justice Clark acknowledged that newspaper 
coverage results in some of these same prob­
lems. but he said that "the circumstances and 
extraneous influences ... in the televised trial 
are fat more serious.'-

"Television would put nev,," responsibilities 
on the trial judge. too. "[IJt is difficult to 
remain oblivious to the pressures that the ne;,xs 
media can bring to bear on them both directly 
and through the shaping of public opinion." 
Justice Clark wrote. 34 As soon as one judge 
permits telecasting, other jlldges~especiaI1y 
elected ones-could hardly resist the-pressures 
(0 do the same. 

Finally. Justice Clark said. the defendant 
would suffer if television were introduced. 

A defend..'lnt on trial for a specific (rime is en'tit led 
(0 his day in court, not in a stadium. or city or 
natiollwide arena. The heightened public clamor 
resulting from radio and television coverage wiil 
incviwbly result in prejudice. Trial by televisiofl is. 
therefore. foreign to our system .. Y" 

. The trend today 
The drawing power of the lVatergate impeach· 
ment hearings and the lure of :;ensationallri~lls 
has lately Jed to mounting n~cdia pressures_to 
open the courls to cameras. But look at what 
has happened so far. 

e In an Ohio case. the defendant. charged 
with the rape and murder of a nine-year-old 
girl. was allowed to be hypnotized during the 
exarnination.. creating high viewer "in[{'rc:;[ in 
the trial. 36 

·33. rd. 
3·1. rd. 
35. rd. 
3~. Whitt·. Call1t'Yfl.'i inlhe COllr/mom: ,I V.S. Sun't')', tiO 
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As soon as one judge 
permits telecasting, 
others can hardly I 

resist the pressures 1 

to do the same. I 

e1fl.lstler magazine owner Larry Flynt \\-dS 

shot during a recess of the teIe\-ised trial in 
which he \\"a5 charged WIth distributing obs­
cenc;ITlau.:rial.3i 

e The murder-robbery trial of 17 -year-old 
Ronny Zamora. televised during a one~year 
"experiment" in the state of Florida, became a 
national media sensation because television 
was "on trial": in a llOyel defense, -Zamora's 
attorney charged that lY had induced his 
insanity through "involuntary sublirninaJ in­
toxication." Ratings reponedly exceeded lhose 
of the Johnny Carson ShO\\I·. 3R 

In an effort to limit some of the adverse ef­
fects of broadcasting, several states-including 
Florida, \Visconsin and no\\" Io\\:a-girt their 
judges the power to-decide \\'helher to [UTn off 
the cameras for a particular "'jrness or a par­
ticular casco }~lorida, for -exanlple, allo\\"$ a 
judge to exclude electron"ie flledia if he fiuds 
(hat such coverage will affect a p::l:fticu};u per­
son Illuch differently than it affects other 
people-and diffetently from the ways in 
which print media affect him or hcr.39 len ... ·a 
allows the judge to ref use fIledi a coverage if a 

3i, /d .• <II 16. 
38. /d .• at 26. 
39. Ho)'t. Prohibitillg COllrtmmn plwtogmphr: its up 

10 the jl/(Igr ill Florida ami H'i.5COlrsiTl. 63 Jt'[)1(:'\ n·kF. 290 
(Dt.'ceJllbt.'r·J~ulu;lry 1980). 



, 
witness can show "good C(lUSf'."40 But how can 
a witness or defendant posibly knot'"~ let alone 
sho\,". such do thing? 

Already Ihe Florida District COllrt of Ap­
peals has o\'t'nurncd a 'conviction bccau.5c the 
judgeallm,·cd the trial to be co,-ered despite an 
objection and without "a fnIl evidentiary hear­
ing on the possibJe effects of coverage. "il In 
another l\fianli case, a defendant has appealed 
a $1.6 million judgment on grounds that the 
jury returned a Hne\,\'S\\,onhy verdict in hope 
and expectation that [hey would receive further 
teJe\'ision covcrage."n And no,\' a case [ronl 
the Florida "experiment" is headed for the 
U.S. Supreme Court. which will soon decide 
whether the presence of television denied the 
defendants a f"ir and impartial trial." 

The current offensive 
Camera crews aTe not journalists; they are 
union technicians hauIing and handling costly 
equipment whose every move and rninute 
must be can-fully budgeted. Soon after the 
Florida "experin1ent" "\'as de-dared a success, 
television prepared for Ihe big push. ABC's 
Steve Tello, who had run the broadcast pool for 
the groundbrcaking Zamora affair, was as· 
signed (0 the biggest sho\'·; yet in the Jine of 
1rgal spectaculars, the multiple colJegc·girl sex 
murder trial of Theodore Bundy. 

With its lurid and intimate delails and type 
casling fitting {he dramatic media pattern. 
Bundy becam,e the first nationaHy tcIc'\'ised. 
courtroOln·originaLed, real·life horror show of 
the new era. It cost ABC an eslimalcd S2 mil· 
lion to field the crew and carry [he ('venl, a 
good invcstInent by program cos! and ratings 
standards. TIw judge, Edward Cowart. pro­
nouncing his third dealh scntence, called the 
coverage «the most accurale rt"poning of a 
lrial."H Bundy denounced the coverage and 
claimed that he had been victimized by media 

40. Supn'me l..oun of JO\\'~, Order No. G3674. "Tn the 
MaHer of )'kdia C'...o\·er.:fge of Ihr ('.OUrlS·· (1\'on'mJxr 21. 
1979), which H"'i~'s Canon .3:\ (7) of the JO\\'a C .. ode of 
jlldici:JI C,onduc(, df{'("li\'e January 1. J9RO. 

-t 1. FREF.DO~1 OF I.\' FOR~IA TlO:>: DIG. I. lJni~'{,l <;ilY of Mi!O· 
somi (S"'plemoer·OcIOIX'T J979). 

4'2. BRoAnc.\:';TI:'.:c. Onob('r 17, J9/i. p. 25. 
43. ('llandkr ". $t;Ht> •• %6 .so.2d 61 (Florida Di~trj('( 

Coun of F\ppcals 1918). 11/)/lt'1l ! diHnisst'd (l1Ifl UTI. dt'fli('d. 
3;6 So.2d 1 J5, (florida J979) . . 1'111)' of manda{(' gmllfrd. 

(january I J, J9BO) (Pcm:ell. J .. in (hamh<"fs). 
44. VARIETY. OCl(l'x'r 3J. 1979, p. i3. 

"sharks." Broadcasting magazine dcdared "Ver­
dict Is In Favor Of TV III Bundy Trial. .'<5 

Emboldened by (heir succcss ;md impalif'lll 
\\'ith l('g~1 inhibi (ions, {he media ha\'c laulKhed 
a nrw offensiyc. An examplC' was rh(' careful 
staging of a demonstration of "canwTCls in the 
courtroom" at the August 19i9 DaIIas lnet'ting 
of lhe American Bar .. hsoci.ation. Invited by lhe 
ABA, featuring a debate and a mock TV trial. 
the demonstration ,\-asdesigned 10 show, in fhe 
words of National Association of Broadcasfers 
President Vincenl T. Wasile,·sky, "how effec­
ti\-e1y the electronic mt'dia can operate \\'ithoul 
any interference ",ith the dignity and decorwn 
of the procc('dings. "~6 

Steve TeUo of ZanlOra and-Bundy fame was 
again pressed into serdce. Learning a lesson 
from Atlanta. camera cre\\'s donned pin stripes 
and were reported "almost indistinguishable 
from conservatively dressed ABA members."i7 
Cables were tucked dO\\'n air conditioning 
ducts. The formal briefs used in the mock 
appellate. proceedings were included in a book­
let clltitled "Cameras in the Counroom:A Pres­
idential Sho\\'ca~e Plogram" and distributed at 
the con\'ention. In an anide headJined ""rv in 
its Sunday Best for ABA demonstration, 0' Broad· 
C.astiltg,concluded: "Xo muss" no fuss: It was 
an example of \vhalleleds_ion tcchnology and 
professionalism can do in 1979."48 

The next sho\\-' "'as the_ February 1980 con· 
f('rence of Ch icf Justices in Chicago. This time, 
Ste,·c Tello starred in front of, as well as 
behind, the cameras. showing assembled chief 
justices the siJent \\'orking of the Bundy trial 
cameras. Judge Cowan him~cIf explained the 
nerd for le!tingl!1c leJ(Tision industry panici­
pale in [he courtroom rule-making process. 
TeJ10 Ihen turned on the videotape> recorder 
and played rhe ttiPf' of rhe meeting just ending 
"emph3lical1y making the point {hat [he pres· 
enee of the TV camc]::1s-although announced 
at the start-had had no appreciable effect all 
the meeting."i9 

And so the bandwagon ro11s on its road of 
non~s('ql1iturs, lnisp/;Jced demonstrations. self· 
serving tests and generally flawed "rxpcri-

45-. nl{OADCASTI~G. Augusr 0. 1979. p. 29. 
-16_ RRO.U)C .... STIXG. JllJ~ 30. 1979. p. 69. 
-ii. BROAJ)CAST1:>:G. Auglhr 20.1979. p. 36 . 
.J8. Jd._,....' -
49. "ARlEn' I (F('bruary 6.1980). 
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ments" that permit no controls, disproof. or 
evaluation. 

At the point of no return 
Television presents a coherent world of images 
and messages serving its O\ .... ·n inslitutiorlJI in­
terests. The question is \ .... ·hether the judiciary 
should be enlisted to add further credibility to 

media mythology. Plugging courtrooms into 
the television system can make them append­
ages of that system. Once televised trials attract 
a large national following, the process will be 
irresistible, cumulative, and probably irre­
versible. 

The scenario unfolding now is v.'hat Chief 
Justice ''''arren \varned ag-,"tinst when, agreeing 
with the majority in Estes v. Texas that "the 
teJedsing of criminal trials is inherently a 
denial of due process," expressed the addi· 
tionaI \."iew that the case at hand was only "a 
vivid illu:aration of the inhercIlt prejudice of 
televised criminal trials. "50 Therefore. ,ran"en 
wished to "make a definitive appraisal of tele· 
vision in the courtroonl. "51 

In doing so, he predicted with uncanny fore­
sight the entertainment pressures upon the 
selection and £reatnlent of trials; the impact of 
notoriety upon participants. including jurors 
returning to their communities: the prohlem of 
impartially re-trying a case after w'ide national 
exposure; and the likelihood that defendants 
who ha\'e attracted public interest and find 
their "trial turned into a ,"chicle for television 
... arc the \"cry persons who encounter the great.­
est difficulty in securing an impartial trial c\"en 
without the presence of teIcvision."S2 

In his conclusion, Chief Justice \\'arrcn re­
peated the important point that the purposes 
of the media awl the courts are yery different. 

[tJhe television induslry. like other insritutiollS. has 
a pWlJel" area of acri\."ilies and limitations beyond 
which it cannot go with its camcr<ls" That area does 
not ex lend into ;:U1 American COUHiOom ... \\'here 
(he lin's, liberty. and prnpcnr of people .ue in jeo­
pardy, tdtTision repTl's('tlfati\"cs havconly lhe I ighls 
of the general puhlic. namely to be presel1t, to 
observe tht, procl'cding':i, and thereafter, if they 
choose, (0 report lhem.S3 

50. [ .. In \". Texas. 381 U.S. 532 (1%5) (Walll"ll. C.] .• 
Com"un ing). 

51. /d. 
52. /d"'11 !iifi-i7. 
53. /d .. <It 3Rt-Ro. 

-126 jwliuilllre I r'o/unu' (j J. N ltmbrr 9.'..1 pril, 19~~'O 

Without a doubt television has enriched the 
horizons of many \\'ho ha\'e been out or [he 
cultural mainstream since the coming of print­
oriented culture. h sometimes. offers superb 
insight and en1ightenment. Indcc-d, ithas even 
provided dramatic reenactments of great mo­
ments in judicial history, going behind rhe 
scenes to illuminate the indsiblc but all-im­
pOI"tant principles of justice in a calmer histor­
ical perspective. But telecasting of live triah­
television at its spont~.meolls best-would nOl 

encourage that ki'nu of dispassionate analysis. 
The political opportunities inherent in the 

shifting balance of powers wil1 become nlore 
and more compelling. About 10 per centof the 
electorate can now identify any judicial candi­
dale during an election. A teledsioq trial can 
easily multiply that recognition factor for a 
candidate. (Will others ask for equal television 
[rial time?) As a system of mutual accomIlloda­
Lions and pay-offs dc\"elops, controls and inhi­
bitions are likely to fall by the \\·ay,ide. 

Neither hist6ry nor existing resl'3rch "sup­
port the contention [h;}t .television coverage- of 
couTts \voldd enhance fairness, protect free­
dom, increase puhlic understanding, or pro­
mote needed court reform. Only an irnmediate 
mOr<J.wriurl1 on televising trials. call gi\"(' us the 
time and the opportunity we need for respon­
sible action. 

In the face of demonstrated conflicts alld 
incalcu!a"f)Ie risks. the burden of proof must 
shift from the poteIlti?1 victims to the pro­
ponentsof trials by leIc\""ision. An intit:pcndent 
scientific investigation is whar "we need now, 
both to analyze a repre<,clltath"e sample of tele­
vised trials and segments of trials <ll)cho assess 
conceptions of the judicial process that televi­
sion tri<lls cu Iti\'3H:' in the rninds of the vie\vers. i 

as '(Veil as the minds of panicipams. Vntil we 
undertake such rt.'search and until it dispro\"f~s 
reasonahle expectations about TV's effects. we 
should f>revcnt tc1t'\"ision from remaking our 
system" of justice in its own inlage. 0 
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