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ensure that such coverage will not obtrude, distract, or otherwise inter­
fere with the administration of justice.26 It adopts the Chandler position
that it is still premature to conclude categorically on the impact such
coverage may have on the overall appearance and delivery of justice.
A model set of detailed guidelines must await the findings of the vari­
ous state court experiments and the results of the accompanying case
law or statutory developments.

It should be noted that both Chandler and this standard merely open
the door to the next stage of actual legal developments regarding camera
access. Thus far the only notable camera doctrine to have emerged is
the presumptive right of camera access formulated by the Florida
Supreme Court.27 The Florida rule has been generally well-reviewed. 28

A task force of the English bar has recommended it for adoption by the
English courts. 29 All of the cases to date that have addressed the issue
of whether electronic media coverage falls within the right of access
promulgated in Richmond Newspapers v. Virginia30 have concluded that
it does not.31 To be sure, Chief Justice Burger was careful to point out
that no such assertion of a constitutionally based right of access for
camera coverage was presented in Chandler. 32 The dramatic changes in
technology have fundamentally altered the controversy. There is now
a consensus within the literature that preserving the decorum and dignity
of the courtroom is an issue whose time has passed.33 The present debate
revolves about the actual impact of camera coverage on the fact-finding
process and the right to a fair trial. The impact issue has been developed
with respect to each of the individual trial participants: jurors, witnesses,

26. The Minnesota Supreme Court has recently refused to extend camera coverage in
the Minnesota courts based on expressed concern for these factors. In re Modification of
Canon 3(A)(7), 441 N.W.2d 452 (Minn. 1989).

27. See note 4, supra.
28. E.g., Cohen, note 4, supra.
29. Televising the Courts, Report of a Working Party of the Public Affairs Committee

of the General Council of the Bar (May, 1989).
30. 448 U.s. 555 (1980).
31. See Westmoreland v. CBS, 752 F.2d 16 (2d Cir. 1984), cert. denied, 472 U.S. 1017

(1985); U.s. v. Hastings, 695 F.2d 1278 (11th Cir. 1983); U.s. v. Edwards, 785 F.2d 1293
(5th Cir. 1986). But see, Ares, Chandler v. Florida: Television, Criminal Trials and Due
Process, 81 SUP. CT. REV. 157, 189; Frank, Cameras in the Courtroom: A First Amendment
Right of Access, 9 COMM/ENT L.J. 749 (1987).

32. 449 U.s. at 569.
33. See, e.g., Neiman, Television in the Courtroom: Chandler v. Florida, 4 CRIM. JUST.

439,451 (1981), and Day, The Case Against Cameras in the Courtroom, 20 JUDGES' J. 18
(1981).
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defendants, attorneys, and judges.34 Yet, as the court in Chandler was
at pains to emphasize,35 there is at present little hard evidence to support
the arguments on either side with respect to the likelihood of an adverse
impact on any of the trial participants.36 Thus, neither the lawyers nor
the scientists have arrived at a final verdict on camera access.

34. For a survey of the literature, see Nieman, note 33 supra, at 450-464.
35. 449 U.S. at 576, note 11.
36. One of the more highly regarded recent studies, which has been touted by those

on both sides of the camera debate, merely concluded: "Thus, while people may believe
that EMC [electronic media coverage) is associated with a host of disruptive effects on
judgment, memory and decision-making, the weight of empirical evidence from the pres­
ent research does not provide scant support for such concerns." Borgida, et a!., Cameras
in the Courtroom: The Effects of Media Coverage on Witness Testimony and Juror Perceptions,
14 LAW & HUMAN BEHAVIOR 489 (Oct. 1990).
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