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ABSTRACT

Many people regard it as obvious that Supreme Court proceedings
should be open to video cameras, and should be broadcast live on tele-
vision and online.  After all, the activities of Congress and the Presi-
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dent are routinely publicized in this way, as are the proceedings of
many state and lower federal courts.  The benefits of such broadcasting
seem manifest, and by stubbornly resisting this trend the Supreme
Court apparently runs afoul of the basic demands of democratic trans-
parency.  In this Article, I show that these familiar positions are very
difficult to sustain.  On close inspection, all of the common arguments
for cameras in the Supreme Court fail to persuade, either because they
rest on speculative empirical premises or because they extrapolate un-
convincingly from generic propositions about government openness.
Not only is video not required by our commitment to transparency, I
argue, but there are no reasonable grounds for confidence that it would
promote any of the goods claimed in its name, including public under-
standing, accountability, and legitimacy.  In fact, there are affirmative
reasons to doubt that video, at least as ordinarily experienced in our
present social context, would improve the public’s understanding of the
Court and its process.  In short, the case for cameras in the Supreme
Court turns out to be surprisingly weak.  My analysis suggests that, at
least for now, Congress should defer to the Court’s prudential judg-
ment on this issue, and that the Justices are right to regard video skep-
tically.  Nevertheless, I conclude by explaining why the Court may
eventually find itself with compelling reasons to reverse that judgment
and to embrace cameras.

I. INTRODUCTION

“[T]he trajectory is that it is inevitable that television will be
in the Supreme Court . . . .”1

–Tom Goldstein, founder of SCOTUSblog
Mr. Goldstein’s assessment is very likely correct. In the long run,

it is hard to imagine a public institution as prominent as the United
States Supreme Court remaining exempt from the expectations of a
public so thoroughly immersed in the medium of digital video.  But
what is inevitable is not necessarily justifiable.  Despite the momen-
tum behind proposals to video record and broadcast Supreme Court
proceedings, the arguments advanced on behalf of such proposals turn
out to be remarkably weak.  This Article offers a critical perspective
on those arguments,2 as well as on the various objections that have
been advanced against cameras thus far.3  It adds what I take to be
weightier (though not incontestable) considerations against video

1. Access to the Court: Televising the Supreme Court: Hearing Before the Sub-
comm. on Admin. Oversight and the Courts of the S. Comm. on the Judiciary, 112th
Cong. 9 (2011) [hereinafter 2011 Hearing] (statement of Tom Goldstein, Partner, Gold-
stein & Russell, P.C.).

2. See infra Part III.
3. See infra Part IV.A-B.
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broadcasting Supreme Court proceedings.4  The Article concludes by
considering where the debate now stands.5  I argue, in short, that the
case for cameras in the Court is uncertain at best, and that Congress
should defer to the Court’s judgment. Although in my view the Jus-
tices are correct to resist cameras at this juncture, I end by identifying
one reason why prudence may ultimately require reversing that
judgment.

II. TRANSPARENCY AT THE SUPREME COURT

Today’s Supreme Court is a very transparent institution. The
rules and practices that govern its conduct are matters of public re-
cord.6  Its membership7 and the Justices’ votes on most decisions in
cases heard8 are publicized.  Records of those decisions—as well as
dispositions of petitions for certiorari and requests for injunctions,
stays, and other forms of interim relief—are always public.9  Moreo-
ver, judgments are ordinarily issued with public, written opinions set-
ting forth a legal basis for the Court’s decision.10  When the Court is
not unanimous in its ruling or in its reasoning, one or more concurring
or dissenting opinions are also issued.11  At its best, this practice effec-
tively publicizes reasoned explanations (and critiques) of nearly every
judgment rendered by the Court.  Finally, at least a portion of the
panel’s decision process is public.  Merit briefs filed by the parties (and
by amici curiae) are collected and published online.12  Oral arguments

4. See infra Part IV.C.
5. See infra Part V.
6. See generally RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES (2013),

available at http://www.supremecourt.gov/ctrules/2013RulesoftheCourt.pdf [http://
perma.cc/AU23-M6ET]; STEPHEN M. SHAPIRO ET AL., SUPREME COURT PRACTICE (10th
ed. 2013).

7. See, e.g., Justices of the Supreme Court During the Time of These Reports, 556
U.S. III (2009); Biographies of Current Justices of the Supreme Court, SUPREME COURT

OF THE UNITED STATES, http://www.supremecourt.gov/about/biographies.aspx [http://
perma.cc/WV37-G3M4] (last visited Dec. 4, 2014).

8. SHAPIRO ET AL., supra note 6, at 16-17.  Unattributed per curiam opinions are R
the exception. See generally Ira P. Robbins, Hiding Behind the Cloak of Invisibility: The
Supreme Court and Per Curiam Opinions, 86 TULSA L. REV. 1197 (2012).

9. SHAPIRO ET AL., supra note 6, at 16-17; see also Journal, SUPREME COURT OF R
THE UNITED STATES, http://www.supremecourt.gov/orders/journal.aspx [http://perma.cc/
Q9HY-EMU3] (last visited Dec. 4, 2014).

10. SHAPIRO ET AL., supra note 6, at 30-32. R
11. Id.
12. See, e.g., 2014-2015 Supreme Court Briefs, AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION PRE-

VIEW OF UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT CASES, http://www.americanbar.org/publica-
tions/preview_home/alphabetical.html [http://perma.cc/W49N-BVXU] (last visited Dec.
4, 2014).  Jerry Goldman argues (persuasively, I think) that briefs should be published
on the Court’s own official website in order to offer “a true digital roadmap to every
case.”  Jerry Goldman, The U.S. Supreme Court and Information Technology: From
Opacity to Transparency in Three Easy Steps, 88 CHI.-KENT L. REV. 325, 330 (2013).
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are also made public by several means.  For example, a limited num-
ber of seats—generally between two and three hundred—are made
available to live attendees.13  In addition, transcripts and audio re-
cordings are published on the Court’s website shortly after oral argu-
ments conclude.14

Of course, the Court is not wholly transparent.  As we just noted,
some of its decisions are issued with per curiam opinions to which no
individual Justices’ names are attached.15  Many others are issued
with opinions that may sometimes strike commentators as insincere
or intellectually dishonest.16  And, more rarely, judgments can be ren-
dered without any reasoned opinion at all.17  Moreover, not all of the
Court’s proceedings are public.  For example, its internal, pre-judg-
ment deliberations are strictly confidential.18  And, of course, even its
public proceedings are presently off-limits to video cameras.19

Whether or not the Court is wholly transparent may not be the
right question, however.  Complete transparency would not be entirely
salutary, at least in this context; it would mean, among other things,
the rejection of all forms of confidentiality in the Court’s operations.
Rather, it seems that exactly how much, and what kinds, of judicial
transparency we should seek to promote is a matter for reasoned de-
liberation.  In any event, it cannot be denied that today’s Supreme
Court is meaningfully transparent along a number of important
dimensions.  It is arguably among the most transparent institutions of
government in the contemporary United States.20

13. See, e.g., Adam Liptak, Seeking Justice? Try the Courtroom, Not the Line
Outside, N.Y. TIMES, Apr. 16, 2013, at A13 (discussing availability of public seating);
Visitor’s Guide to Oral Argument, SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES, http://
www.supremecourt.gov/visiting/visitorsguidetooralargument.aspx [http://perma.cc/MM
59-VWKJ] (last visited Dec. 4, 2014) (“All oral arguments are open to the public, but
seating is limited and on a first-come, first-seated basis.”).

14. See Marjorie Cohn, Let the Sun Shine on the Supreme Court, 35 HASTINGS

CONST. L.Q. 161, 162 (2008).
15. See supra note 8. R
16. See, e.g., Steven R. Shapiro, Tradeoffs of Candor: Does Judicial Transparency

Erode Legitimacy? at the New York University School of Law Symposium (March 11,
2008), 64 N.Y.U. ANN. SURV. AM. L. 469 (2009) (discussing unannounced departures
from precedent and other failures of candor in Supreme Court opinions).

17. See SHAPIRO ET AL., supra note 6, at 344-50; Alex Hemmer, Courts as Manag- R
ers: American Tradition Partnership v. Bullock and Summary Disposition at the Roberts
Court, 122 YALE L.J. ONLINE 209 (2013), http://yalelawjournal.org/pdf/1133_kc9wdz
v5.pdf [http://perma.cc/DN4F-383Y].

18. See SHAPIRO ET AL., supra note 6, at 11-16, 22-23; Visitor’s Guide to Oral Argu- R
ment, supra note 13 (“During an argument week, the Justices meet in a private confer- R
ence, closed even to staff, to discuss the cases and to take a preliminary vote on each
case.”).

19. See Tony Mauro, Let the Cameras Roll: Cameras in the Court and the Myth of
Supreme Court Exceptionalism, 1 REYNOLDS CTS. & MEDIA L.J. 259 (2011).

20. Compare Sonja R. West, The Monster in the Courtroom, 2012 BYU L. REV.
1953, 1954 (arguing that the Court is “not secretive” and must be considered “a rela-
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To understand the context of recent calls for cameras in the
Court, a bit of history is instructive.  I focus mainly on the Court’s oral
arguments, which have been the main target of camera proponents.
Since the Supreme Court’s beginning, oral arguments have ordinarily
been open to the public in the literal sense that observers were permit-
ted to be physically present in the chamber, subject to the limitations
of space.21  Prior to 1849, arguments were unrestricted in time and
sometimes attracted large numbers of spectators.22  Nevertheless, re-
porting of the proceedings was limited and inconsistent.23  While
records of oral arguments were in principle available through the
Court’s courtroom reporter, it was not until the twenty-first century
that transcripts of these proceedings were made easily accessible.
Since the Court first published a website on April 17, 2000, transcripts
have been made available online shortly after oral argument days.24

Not until the October 2004 term, however, did these transcripts begin
identifying individual Justices by name.25

If the Court seemed eager to make available written transcripts of
its oral arguments, its attitude toward audio and video has been decid-
edly more tepid.26  In 1955, the Court began audio recording oral ar-
guments and sending those recordings to the National Archives at the
end of each term.27  It is clear, however, that the Justices did not feel
sanguine about the broadcasting of these recordings.  When the CBS
television network did just that in 1971, airing clips from that year’s
oral arguments in the Pentagon Papers case,28 the Court ceased sub-
mitting audio to the National Archives altogether.29  The practice was
not resumed until 1986—and with a new restriction.30  Thenceforth,
any patron of the Archives seeking access to the Court’s audio record-
ings would first need the Court’s written permission and would have

tively open and transparent government body”), with Maureen O’Connor, Op-Ed.,
Lights, Camera, Supreme Court, L.A. TIMES, Dec. 20, 2013, at A29 (calling the federal
judiciary “historically opaque” and charging the Supreme Court with acting “like an
ancient Greek soothsayer”).

21. Tony Mauro, Glasnost at the Supreme Court, in A YEAR AT THE SUPREME COURT

193, 197 (Neal Devins & Davison M. Douglas eds., 2004).
22. LAWRENCE S. WRIGHTSMAN, ORAL ARGUMENTS BEFORE THE SUPREME COURT: AN

EMPIRICAL APPROACH 9-17 (2008).
23. See, e.g., RICHARD DAVIS, JUSTICES AND JOURNALISTS: THE U.S. SUPREME COURT

AND THE MEDIA 34-81 (2011); JOE MATHEWSON, THE SUPREME COURT AND THE PRESS:
THE INDISPENSABLE CONFLICT 135 (2011).

24. Roy M. Mersky & Kumar Percy, The Supreme Court Enters the Internet Age, 63
TEX. B.J. 569, 569 (2000).

25. WRIGHTSMAN, supra note 22, at 71. R
26. See generally Mauro, supra note 21. R
27. Cohn, supra note 14, at 162. R
28. New York Times Co. v. United States, 403 U.S. 713 (1971).
29. Mersky & Percy, supra note 24, at 569. R
30. Id.
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to sign a contract promising not to use the recordings for commercial
purposes.31  Just a few years later, the Court made waves by threat-
ening to take legal action against a scholar who violated these terms,
publishing several audio clips with a companion book for sale to the
public.32  Ultimately, the Court reversed course, instructing the Na-
tional Archives in 1990 that its audio recordings could be consulted by
anyone, “on a generally unrestricted basis.”33

Of course, live or almost-live broadcasting of audio is another
matter.  Upon request by several media organizations, the Court al-
lowed immediate access to its audio recording of oral arguments in
Bush v. Gore34 following the 2000 elections.35  But the panel also
made clear that it was making an exception due to the extraordinary
circumstances surrounding that case; immediate release of audio
would not become the Court’s standard operating procedure.36  Never-
theless, in 2010, under Chief Justice Roberts, the Supreme Court
adopted a new policy of releasing audio of its oral arguments at the
end of each argument week.37

These changes have followed changing public expectations about
access to the Court’s public proceedings.  Two recent polls showed that
over 70% of respondents favored live video broadcasting of oral argu-
ments.38  Public opinion on this issue has not shifted in isolation.  Un-
surprisingly, the years during which support for cameras has rapidly
grown are also the years in which video media have taken on an in-
creasingly central role in the lives of most ordinary people in the
United States, thanks in large part to broadband and mobile technol-
ogy.39  Gone are the days when watching video meant watching televi-

31. Id.
32. Henry J. Reske, Justices’ Reversal: Taped arguments made available, 80-JAN

A.B.A. J. 31 (1994).
33. Id.
34. 531 U.S. 98 (2000).
35. Cohn, supra note 14, at 162. R
36. See Tony Mauro, “In Other News. . .”: Developments at the Supreme Court in the

2002-2003 Term That You Won’t Read about in the U.S. Reports, 39 TULSA L. REV. 11,
14 (2003) (“[I]n various contacts between journalists, Justices, and Court officials, the
cautionary advice from inside the Court building was this: do not expect that the experi-
ment will be repeated routinely or anytime soon.”).

37. Mauro, supra note 19, at 267. R
38. Tony Mauro, Public Wants Video in U.S. Supreme Court, Poll Shows, BLOG

LEGAL TIMES (Sept. 3, 2014, 10:13 AM), http://www.nationallawjournal.com/legaltimes/
id=1202668766684/Public-Wants-Video-in-US-Supreme-Court-Poll-Shows?cmp=share-
twitter [http://perma.cc/F996-FCSG]; Mario Trujillo, Poll: Most want cameras in the Su-
preme Court, BRIEFING ROOM: THE HILL’S POLITICAL NEWS BLOG (May 7, 2014, 11:20
AM), http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/205454-poll-most-want-cameras-in-the-
supreme-court [http://perma.cc/HL63-FKWX].

39. See Scott Clement, Americans want Supreme Court arguments televised, BE-

HIND THE NUMBERS BLOG (Mar. 26, 2012, 9:44 AM), http://www.washingtonpost.com/
blogs/behind-the-numbers/post/americans-want-supreme-court-arguments-televised/
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sion.  Online video-sharing platforms Vimeo and YouTube were
founded in 2004 and 2005, respectively.40  Meanwhile, mobile devices
offering broadband Internet access have rapidly proliferated.41  Ap-
ple’s iPhone hit the market in 2007.42  By May 2011, 35% of all U.S.
adults owned smartphones, while that proportion reached 46% by
February 2012, and 56% by May 2013.43  Over roughly the same pe-
riod of time, consumption of online video has ballooned.  A 2001 Pew
Research study did not even identify watching video as among the pos-
sible “online activities” that respondents might report practicing.44

Just three years later, thanks in large part to the expansion of broad-
band connectivity,45 some 56% of Internet users had accessed audio or
video clips online.46  By 2007, 57% of all adult Internet users and
three quarters of young adult users (18-29 years old) had watched on-
line video alone.47  By 2009, the number of adult Internet users had
risen to 69%, and by 2013 it had risen to 78%.48  Simply put, stream-
ing video now permeates the everyday experience of most U.S. In-
ternet users (which is to say a very large majority of U.S. residents).49

2012/03/07/gIQA8A2tbS_blog.html [http://perma.cc/F4EP-7QP3] (support for oral argu-
ment video increased from 50% to 72% between 2000 and 2011).

40. SARAH SOBIERAJ, SOUNDBITTEN: THE PERILS OF MEDIA-CENTERED POLITICAL AC-

TIVISM 169 (2011).
41. See, e.g., Shane Greenstein, Internet Infrastructure, in THE OXFORD HANDBOOK

OF THE DIGITAL ECONOMY 3, 13-14 (Martin Peitz & Joel Waldfogel eds., 2012).
42. Id. at 14.
43. Aaron Smith, Smartphone Ownership – 2013 Update, PEWRESEARCH INTERNET

PROJECT 2 (June 5, 2013), http://www.pewinternet.org/files/old-media/Files/Reports/
2013/PIP_Smartphone_adoption_2013_PDF.pdf [http://perma.cc/M3UE-KXYS].

44. Lee Rainie & Dan Packel, More online, doing more: 16 million newcomers gain
Internet access in the last half of 2000 as women, minorities, and families with modest
incomes continue to surge online, PEWRESEARCH INTERNET PROJECT 4-8 (Feb. 18, 2001),
http://www.pewinternet.org/files/old-media/Files/Reports/2001/PIP_Changing_Popula-
tion.pdf.pdf [http://perma.cc/9BJW-Z2WF].

45. See, e.g., John B. Horrigan & Lee Rainie, The Broadband Difference: How on-
line Americans’ behavior changes with high-speed Internet connections at home,
PEWRESEARCH INTERNET PROJECT 12 (2002), http://www.pewinternet.org/~/media//Files/
Reports/2002/PIP_Broadband_Report.pdf.pdf [http://perma.cc/CL24-RZ9U] (broadband
access associated with higher rates of digital media streaming).

46. Paul Hitlin, Advertising and online videos, PEWRESEARCH INTERNET PROJECT

(Feb. 18, 2005), http://www.pewinternet.org/2005/02/18/advertising-and-online-videos
[http://perma.cc/KC4B-3DUB].

47. Mary Madden, Online Video: 57% of internet users have watched videos online
and most of them share what they find with others, PEWRESEARCH INTERNET PROJECT i
(July 25, 2007), http://www.pewinternet.org/files/old-media/Files/Reports/2007/
PIP_Online_Video_2007.pdf.pdf [http://perma.cc/5N6T-7X66].

48. Kristen Purcell, Online Video 2013, PEWRESEARCH INTERNET PROJECT 2 (Oct.
10, 2013), http://www.pewinternet.org/files/old-media//Files/Reports/2013/
PIP_Online%20Video%202013.pdf [http://perma.cc/PLE7-YHXZ].

49. Kathryn Zickuhr & Aaron Smith, Home Broadband 2013, PEWRESEARCH IN-

TERNET PROJECT 2 (2013), http://www.pewinternet.org/files/old-media//Files/Reports/
2013/PIP_Broadband%202013_082613.pdf [http://perma.cc/ST27-QZ3T].
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Nor are cat videos the only show in town.  The public has become
highly accustomed to watching government officials—especially high-
ranking federal officials—on screen: the President and members of the
executive cabinet, legislators on and off Capitol Hill, and state and
federal judges are routinely seen on camera.50  C-SPAN has broadcast
sessions of the House of Representatives since 1979 and of the Senate
since 1986.51  And state and federal judicial proceedings have long
been broadcast on television.52  More recently, they have been
streamed online directly from court websites.53  All of this footage of
public officials reverberates around the digital media environment.
The upshot is that now, perhaps more than ever before, political ac-
tion is encountered by most ordinary people as spectacle, generally
viewed on a screen.54

All of this helps to explain why pressure on the Supreme Court to
embrace video has been growing not only among ordinary citizens, but
also among journalists, scholars, and public officials.  Calls for an
opening up to cameras have multiplied in the popular and scholarly
literatures.  In the past few years, no fewer than five major newspa-
pers have published editorials advocating cameras.55  Scholarly sup-
port for Supreme Court video seems to be stronger than ever.56  And
since at least the year 2000, several members of Congress have been
pushing for the same change.  In that year, Senators Arlen Spector (R-

50. See generally ALISON DAGNES, POLITICS ON DEMAND: THE EFFECTS OF 24-HOUR

NEWS ON AMERICAN POLITICS 69-118 (2010).
51. STEPHEN FRANTZICH & JOHN SULLIVAN, THE C-SPAN REVOLUTION 40, 64 (1996).
52. See generally MARJORIE COHN & DAVID DOW, CAMERAS IN THE COURTROOM: TEL-

EVISION AND THE PURSUIT OF JUSTICE (2002).
53. See, e.g., Maura Dolan, Court Embraces Video, L.A. TIMES, Dec. 3, 2013, at AA3

(discussing the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit’s decision to lives-
tream video of all en banc proceedings).

54. See generally JEFFREY EDWARD GREEN, THE EYES OF THE PEOPLE: DEMOCRACY

IN AN AGE OF SPECTATORSHIP (2010).
55. See Editorial, SCOTUS on YouTube, L.A. TIMES, Mar. 2, 2014, at A23; Edito-

rial, Supreme Court: Big crowds, closed theater, BOSTON GLOBE, Nov. 12, 2013, at A12;
Editorial, You shouldn’t have to camp out to see the Supreme Court, USA TODAY, Mar.
28, 2013, at 8A; Editorial, Live, From the Supreme Court, N.Y. TIMES, Feb. 2, 2012, at
A26; Editorial, Ready for its close-up: The Supreme Court should end the ban on cam-
eras in its court, WASH. POST, Nov. 27, 2011, at A18.

56. See, e.g., ERWIN CHEMERINSKY, THE CASE AGAINST THE SUPREME COURT 317-21
(2014); Keith J. Bybee, Open Secret: Why the Supreme Court Has Nothing to Fear from
the Internet, 88 CHI.-KENT L. REV. 309 (2013); Cohn, supra note 14; West, supra note 20; R
Eric Segall, Supreme Court Puts Its Legitimacy at Risk, CNN OPINION (May 12, 2014,
2:09 PM), http://www.cnn.com/2014/05/12/opinion/segall-supreme-court-political [http://
perma.cc/56U9-XQLA]; see also RonNell Andersen Jones et al., The Press, the Public,
and the U.S. Supreme Court, 2012 BYU L. REV. i, iii (noting broad agreement among
symposium participants that allowing cameras in the Court’s public proceedings is now
the “top priority” for reform).
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PA) and Joe Biden (D-DE) introduced Senate Bill 3086,57 which pro-
posed that:

The Supreme Court shall permit television coverage of all
open sessions of the Court unless the Court decides, by a vote
of the majority of justices, that allowing such coverage in a
particular case would constitute a violation of the due process
rights of one or more of the parties before the Court.58

On September 21, 2000, Senator Specter took to the Senate floor
to introduce the measure. The case for cameras was predicated, he
said, on the public’s “right to know what the Supreme Court is doing,”
a right that “would be substantially enhanced by televising [its] oral
arguments.”59  Courtroom sketches might have sufficed in bygone
days, Specter said. “But in the year 2000, when the public gets a sub-
stantial portion, if not most, of its information from television . . . print
media [are] insufficient to give the public a real idea as to what is
going on in the Supreme Court of the United States.”60

Senate Bill 3086 was referred to the Judiciary Committee, but
that panel never examined it; the bill died the silent death that is the
fate of most legislative proposals.61  Nevertheless, Specter stayed the
course.  In 2005, he again introduced a bill to require the televising of
the Court’s public proceedings.62  This time, a companion bill ap-
peared in the House,63 and Specter gained several cosponsors for his
measure from both major political parties.64  The proposal also occa-
sioned a hearing by the Senate Judiciary Committee in which several
rationales for the introduction of cameras were articulated.65  Specter
also took his case to the public, arguing in a Washington Post column
that the Court’s judgments evinced disrespect for congressional au-
thority and asserting that the time had come for “shining a televised

57. S. 3086, 106th Cong. (2000).
58. Id.
59. 146 CONG. REC. 18,919 (2000).
60. Id. at 18,920.
61. See S.3086 - A Bill to Permit the Televising of Supreme Court Proceedings, CON-

GRESS.GOV, https://beta.congress.gov/bill/106th-congress/senate-bill/3086 [http://perma.
cc/3ABU-XMZS] (last visited Dec. 4, 2014) (“Latest Action: 09/21/2000 Read twice and
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.”).

62. S. 1768, 109th Cong. (2005).
63. H.R. 4380, 109th Cong. (2005).
64. See S.1768 - A bill to permit the televising of Supreme Court proceedings, CON-

GRESS.GOV, https://beta.congress.gov/bill/109th-congress/senate-bill/1768/cosponsors
[http://perma.cc/J9XQ-H894] (last visited Dec. 4, 2014) (listing cosponsors).

65. Cameras in the Courtroom: Hearing Before the S. Comm. on the Judiciary,
109th Cong. (2005) [hereinafter 2005 Hearing].
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light on the justices.”66  Despite the best efforts of Specter and his col-
leagues, however, the proposal again went nowhere.67

The legislature has continued to make noise.  Bills similar to
Specter’s have been introduced in every subsequent Congress.68  None
has moved beyond the Judiciary Committee, though additional hear-
ings have been convened, most recently in 2011.69  A less stringent
approach has also been proposed.  The Transparency in Government
Act of 2014 would mandate “a study on the effect on the Supreme
Court of the United States of video recording oral arguments” and of
publishing those videos on the Court’s website “at the same time that
[they are] recorded.”70  Among other things, legislators may fear
sparking a constitutional controversy by actually directing the intro-
duction of cameras into the Supreme Court.  As witnesses warned leg-
islators at the most recent hearing on this matter, such a requirement
would trigger obvious separation-of-powers issues, while an instruc-
tion that the Judicial Conference and Comptroller General should
study the matter does not.71

Finally, the Court has recently faced intensifying pressure from
transparency activists.  In late 2014, for example, an organization
called Fix the Court placed television ads on major networks decrying
the Court’s lack of accountability and calling for several reforms.72

According to a spokesperson for the campaign, “[t]he Supreme Court’s
outsized power is only matched by its disdain for transparency.”73

Cameras for video broadcasting oral arguments are therefore urgently
needed, the campaign suggested.74

66. Arlen Specter, Op-Ed., Hidden Justice(s), WASH. POST, Apr. 25, 2006, at A23.
The logic of Specter’s column is almost punitive in its emphasis on cameras as a tool to
redress the Court’s misdeeds and to vindicate a dishonored Congress.

67. See S.1768, supra note 64 (“Latest Action: 03/30/2006 Placed on Senate Legisla-
tive Calendar under General Orders.”).

68. S. 1207, 113th Cong. (2013); S. 1945, 112th Cong. (2011); S. 446, 111th Cong.
(2009); S. 344, 110th Cong. (2007).

69. 2011 Hearing, supra note 1. R
70. H.R. 4245, 113th Cong. (2014).
71. See 2011 Hearing, supra note 1, at 13 (statement of Maureen Mahoney, Of R

Counsel, Latham & Watkins, LLP).
72. Jacob Gershman, Ad Campaign Slams Supreme Court Secretiveness, WALL ST.

J. L. BLOG (Nov. 12, 2014, 11:45 AM), http://blogs.wsj.com/law/2014/11/12/ad-campaign-
slams-supreme-court-secretiveness/ [http://perma.cc/59G2-E76F].

73. Id.
74. Id.; see also Reforms, FIX THE COURT, http://www.fixthecourt.com/reforms/

[http://perma.cc/ACS5-JN23] (last visited Dec. 4, 2014) (“Despite th[eir] immense
power, the men and women who sit on the Court shroud themselves in secrecy, . . . and
keep their supposedly public exercises out of view from the American people. . . . Su-
preme Court justices should grant . . . greater access to oral arguments and opinion
announcements through the live broadcast of those events . . . .”).
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III. THE CASE FOR CAMERAS

Such proposals to video record and broadcast the Supreme Court
clearly have momentum. In addition to congressional support, they
now bear the weighty imprimatur of ‘common sense,’ as opinion polls
suggest.75  But are the arguments for cameras in the Court actually
any good?  Are they rationally persuasive, apart from their rhetorical
appeal?  What follows is an attempt to answer these questions.  Unfor-
tunately for video proponents, I find that the case for cameras is in
fact quite weak.

A. CAMERAS WOULD EDUCATE THE PUBLIC ABOUT THE COURT

One of the central rationales for cameras is civic education.  It is
said that video of Supreme Court proceedings would teach the public
about the Court and its role in the U.S. constitutional system.  Tony
Mauro writes, for instance, that in barring cameras the Court is
“depriv[ing] the public of an undeniable educational feast.”76

Let’s consider the structure of the education argument. Notice
first that this particular rationale defends cameras on instrumental
grounds.  The claim is that video would promote an independently de-
sirable good: civic education or public understanding.  We can grant
for the sake of argument that such education is indeed an end worth
promoting.  Assuming that much, the argument now turns on the em-
pirical claim that it would be an effect of cameras to improve public
knowledge of the Supreme Court and its activities.  In other words,
the civic education rationale posits that if oral argument video were
publicly disseminated, there would be (1) some public uptake and (2)
resultant epistemic gain.

What is the evidence for such gain?  As it turns out, almost none
has been offered.  One scholar asserts that the Supreme Court “could
have significantly increased public understanding of [its] decision-
making process” had oral argument proceedings in National Federa-
tion of Independent Business v. Sebelius77 been broadcasted by C-
SPAN.78  Cited in support of this claim is a single 1996 study that
found a positive association between C-SPAN viewership and per-
formance on “a five-item political knowledge quiz.”79  The problem

75. See supra note 38 and accompanying text.
76. Mauro, supra note 19, at 261; see also Alex Kozinski & Robert Johnson, Of R

Cameras and Courtrooms, 20 FORDHAM INTELL. PROP. MEDIA & ENT. L.J. 1107, 1112
(2010) (televising trials would promote “an accurate [public] perception of what happens
in the courtroom”).

77. 132 S. Ct. 2566 (2012).
78. Edward L. Carter, Supreme Court Oral Argument Video: A Review of Media

Effects Research and Suggestions for Study, 2012 BYU L. REV. 1719, 1750-51.
79. Id. at 1736, 1751 n.167.
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with such evidence is that it says absolutely nothing about the empiri-
cal claim at issue here, which is a claim about causation.  Did C-SPAN
improve viewers’ “political knowledge” or do the kinds of people who
watch C-SPAN regularly—a mere seven percent of participants in the
study80—tend to know more about U.S. politics than their non-C-
SPAN-viewing peers in the first place?  The research does not answer
this question.

Others have cited anecdotal evidence about cameras’ educational
effects in other judicial contexts.  For example, one state Supreme
Court Justice stated that the video broadcasting of two high-profile
proceedings by the Florida Supreme Court “riveted” and “transfixed”
the public, and that “[b]oth oral arguments were educational.”81

Somewhat more cautiously, one federal circuit court judge has written
that his experience with courtroom cameras suggests a potential for
civic learning: “the [video] broadcasting of oral arguments may help
educate the public about the work that we do as appellate judges.”82

Without denying the sincerity of such impressions (or the value of the
experience on which they are based), it would be foolish to place very
much confidence here.  For one thing, it is not clear on what basis
these assessments could rest, absent some attempt to gauge public un-
derstanding before and after video broadcasting.

Moreover, even taking this anecdotal evidence at face value, it is
important to remember that not all appellate courts are relevantly
equivalent.  The educational impacts of oral argument video may not
be context-neutral, particularly given that public interest in the Su-
preme Court is far more charged and intense than it is in state and
lower federal courts.83  Finally, it is not difficult to identify cases in
which the supposed educational value of cameras has failed to materi-
alize.  Take the rather infamous example of Congress.  Scholars have
found no evidence whatsoever that the video broadcasting of House
and Senate proceedings has improved public understanding of the na-
tional legislature.84  In the end, then, the supposed evidence for a pos-

80. Id. at 1751 n.167.
81. Robert L. Brown, Just a Matter of Time? Video Cameras at the United States

Supreme Court and the State Supreme Courts, 9 J. APP. PRAC. & PROCESS 1, 9 (2007).
82. Diarmuid F. O’Scannlain, Some Reflections on Cameras in the Appellate Court-

room, 9 J. APP. PRAC. & PROCESS 323, 328 (2007).
83. High courts outside the United States that exercise strong powers of judicial

review, akin to the Supreme Court’s, may be more apt comparators here. See generally
Kyu Ho Youm, Cameras in the Courtroom in the Twenty-First Century: The U.S. Su-
preme Court Learning from Abroad?, 2012 BYU L. REV. 1989.  However, I am not aware
of any evidence of positive educational effects in these contexts.

84. See, e.g., DONALD R. WOLFENSBERGER, CONGRESS AND THE PEOPLE: DELIBERA-

TIVE DEMOCRACY ON TRIAL 122 (2000) (discussing lack of evidence); Michael Schudson,
Congress and the Media, in THE AMERICAN CONGRESS: THE BUILDING OF DEMOCRACY

650, 654 (Julian E. Zelizer ed., 2004) (“There is no clear indication what difference, if
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itive educational effect of Supreme Court video is scant and
speculative at best.85  Below I suggest some additional reasons why
such an effect seems particularly dubious, given what we know about
the medium of video and the expectations and practices that attend its
reception.86

At this point, proponents of cameras may protest that whatever
the substantive outcomes, cameras would at least produce educational
opportunities.  I concede the point.  In principle, video of the Court’s
oral arguments could provide viewers with an opportunity to learn
about the Court’s activities.  But that is very different than the claim
that such learning will in fact occur.  Moreover, the opportunity argu-
ment can be deceiving if we forget the wider context.  Opportunities to
learn about the Court’s oral arguments are not scarce.  The press often
covers cases of broad public interest, and anyone with access to the
Internet can read full transcripts or hear audio recordings of any ar-
gument session within just a few days.87  Were these media less acces-
sible than they are, the opportunities afforded by video would
constitute a significant gain.  As it is, however, they give us a rela-
tively weak pro tanto reason to adopt cameras.  To the extent that
video might have adverse consequences, it is a reason that could easily
be outweighed.  This is hardly a decisive argument for cameras in the
Court.

B. CAMERAS WOULD MAKE THE COURT ACCOUNTABLE

Another claim commonly advanced in support of cameras is that
they would render the Supreme Court and its Justices accountable.
Senator Specter has expressed confidence, for example, that “if the
Court were televised, there would be an understanding and an ac-
countability . . . .”88  This too is an instrumental rationale for video: it

any, television on the floor of Congress has made for the public understanding . . . of
government operations.”).

85. Senator Specter himself, though committed to the educational rationale, al-
most admits as much.  After criticizing some of the Court’s recent decisions, he laments
that “[n]obody really understands what is happening in these cases, and it is hard to
have it conveyed even if there is television.” 2011 Hearing, supra note 1, at 17 (state- R
ment of Hon. Arlen Specter, Former United States Senator from the State of
Pennsylvania).

86. See infra Part IV.C.  As Cristina Carmody Tilley rightly emphasizes, we cannot
assume that cameras simply amplify the typical effects of in-person, public attendance;
instead, we need to think about the medium of video and its context specifically. See
Cristina Carmody Tilley, I Am a Camera: Scrutinizing the Assumption that Cameras in
the Courtroom Furnish Public Value by Operating as a Proxy for the Public, 16 U. PA. J.
CONST. L. 697 (2014).

87. See supra notes 13-14 and accompanying text. R
88. 2011 Hearing, supra note 1, at 17 (statement of Hon. Arlen Specter, Former R

United States Senator from the State of Pennsylvania).
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asserts that cameras would promote the distinct good of judicial ac-
countability.  There are two premises here, one normative and one em-
pirical.  I want to consider them in turn.

In one sense, it is beyond question that judicial accountability is a
good to be promoted.  We want judges—even and perhaps especially
judges who are appointed for life—to be accountable for failures to
carry out official duties and for abuses of power.89  In the federal
courts, such accountability is made possible by the “good behaviour”
proviso on judges’ appointments90 and, above all, by the authority
vested in Congress to impeach and try judges for such violations.91  It
is equally clear, however, that some familiar forms of accountability
are inappropriate to the judiciary.  When we speak of legislators and
other elected officials being ‘held to account,’ we usually have in mind
their liability to being voted out of office.92  Such accountability is cal-
culated to produce a high degree of responsiveness, in more or less
real time, to the demands of the electorate.93  In a constitutional sys-
tem committed to judicial independence and the rule of law, however,
such electoral accountability cannot be appropriate to judges, in my
view.94  This is not to say that judges should be wholly immune from
the influence of the public sphere.  It is right that there should exist
an active (if occasionally tense) relationship between the decision-
making of our courts, particularly the Supreme Court, and the public’s
constitutional understandings.95  But this must be a looser and less

89. See generally Shimon Shetreet, Judicial Independence and Accountability:
Core Values in Liberal Democracies, in JUDICIARIES IN COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE 3 (H.
P. Lee ed. 2011).

90. U.S. CONST. art. III, § 1.
91. See U.S. CONST. art. I, § 2, cl. 5 (“The House of Representatives . . . shall have

the sole Power of Impeachment.”); U.S. CONST. art. I, § 3, cl. 6 (“The Senate shall have
the sole Power to try all Impeachments.”); see also History of the Federal Judiciary:
Impeachments of Federal Judges, FED. JUDICIAL CTR., http://www.fjc.gov/history/
home.nsf/page/judges_impeachments.html [http://perma.cc/ABM9-9BVV] (last visited
Dec. 4, 2014).

92. See, e.g., JOHN M. CAREY, LEGISLATIVE VOTING AND ACCOUNTABILITY 1-20
(2009).

93. See, e.g., THE FEDERALIST NO. 52, at 256 (James Madison) (Terrence Ball ed.,
2003) (describing the House of Representatives as that branch of the federal govern-
ment that “ought to be dependent on the people alone”).  Contemporary circumstances
demonstrate how utterly such responsiveness can be undermined by political money.
See LAWRENCE LESSIG, REPUBLIC, LOST: HOW MONEY CORRUPTS CONGRESS—AND A PLAN

TO STOP IT (2011); MARTIN GILENS, AFFLUENCE AND INFLUENCE: ECONOMIC INEQUALITY

AND POLITICAL POWER IN AMERICA (2012).
94. But see JED HANDELSMAN SHUGERMAN, THE PEOPLE’S COURTS: PURSUING JUDI-

CIAL INDEPENDENCE IN AMERICA 5-6 (2012) (arguing that judicial elections can promote
evolving conceptions of judicial independence, not only judges’ electoral accountability).
For a helpful discussion of the relationship between judicial independence and account-
ability, see Shetreet, supra note 89. R

95. See generally LARRY D. KRAMER, THE PEOPLE THEMSELVES: POPULAR CONSTITU-

TIONALISM AND JUDICIAL REVIEW 3-8 (2004).
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coercive relationship than the one between legislators and the electo-
rate.  Judges should have to render accounts of their decisions to the
public, as they do in written opinions, while remaining aware of public
values and interests—yet without the threat of electoral sanctions.  In
sum, then, I want to accept the premise that judicial accountability is
a political good worth pursuing, provided that such accountability
does not entail reducing judges to mere conduits of popular opinion.

Having approved with qualifications the normative premise at is-
sue, let us turn to the second, empirical premise.  Would cameras in
the Court actually promote judicial accountability?  Would they make
the Justices accountable in the ways just discussed?  On first glance it
is difficult to make sense of this question, for the Justices are already
accountable in these ways.  As we noted, they are subject to impeach-
ment by Congress for crimes, abuses of power, and so on.96  And they
stand in active relationship with the public: so far from being se-
cluded, the Court publishes written opinions accounting for (and, in
the case of dissents, critiquing) its own decisions97—something that
can be said of few other government institutions—while also retaining
broad access to the public sphere, and therefore to the people’s values
and understandings.98  Moreover, the availability of oral argument
transcripts and audio empowers the public to call the Justices to ac-
count for their conduct during those proceedings.  Given these facts, it
seems strange to suggest that cameras would ensure forms of judicial
accountability already secured by other, existing practices.

One charitable interpretation of the argument might emphasize
the potential of video to spur more oppositional public activism.  On
this view, such activism could, over time, reshape the Court by help-
ing to secure judicial appointments in line with public constitutional
understandings.  Senator Specter seems to have something like this in
mind when he ventures that:

If the public understood the extent of the court’s power, per-
haps the electorate would insist that Congress do its job on a
variety of issues—including desegregation, Guantanamo Bay
detainees, eminent domain and defendants’ rights—instead
of punting to the court. Or perhaps the public would insist
that our presidents nominate justices with sensitivity to
these matters.99

96. See supra notes 90-91 and accompanying text.
97. See supra notes 10-11 and accompanying text. R
98. See, e.g., BARRY FRIEDMAN, THE WILL OF THE PEOPLE: HOW PUBLIC OPINION HAS

INFLUENCED THE SUPREME COURT AND SHAPED THE MEANING OF THE CONSTITUTION 3-18
(2009) (discussing the nature of the Supreme Court’s access to public values).

99. Specter, supra note 66.
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Unfortunately, this returns us to the civic education claim consid-
ered in the previous section.  Even supposing that video of the Court’s
oral arguments could in fact promote popular activism and electoral
movements of the kind Specter imagines, this would presuppose (as
his conditional clause does) an improvement in public understanding.
Yet we just concluded that the evidence for such an educational effect
is lacking.100

Perhaps the idea is that video images would at least educate the
public about the Justices’ basic fitness to serve—their capacity to re-
main awake and alert, for example101—and thereby facilitate account-
ability in that very limited sense.  But we already have sources of such
information.  Journalists can and do report on the Justices’ involun-
tary slumbers,102 and members of the public who attend the Court’s
sessions can also monitor and assess the Justices’ basic fitness.103

C. CAMERAS ARE REQUIRED BY THE PRINCIPLE OF TRANSPARENCY

Yet another common argument for cameras invokes the principle
of transparency.  A typical expression of this argument can be found in
a recent letter sent to Chief Justice Roberts by a group called the Coa-
lition for Court Transparency.104  The letter suggests several reasons
why the Court should allow video recording and broadcasting of its
proceedings.  Its lead argument is that “the Supreme Court should
embrace contemporary expectations of transparency by public offi-
cials.”105  In the most recent congressional hearing on cameras in the
Court, Senator Amy Klobuchar made a similar point: “The public has
a right to see how the Court functions and how it reaches its rulings,”
she declared.106  “It is the same argument for televising speeches on
the Senate floor, press conferences by the President, or for that matter

100. See supra Part III.A.
101. See, e.g., West, supra note 20, at 1967 (“Members of the viewing audience could R

take in the physical appearance of the members of the Court and decide for themselves
if the Justices look healthy, alert, confused, or attentive.”).

102. See, e.g., Edward B. Colby, How Does a Lady Get Any Sleep Around Here?,
COLUM. JOURNALISM REV.: BEHIND THE NEWS (Mar. 2, 2006, 5:33 PM), http://
www.cjr.org/behind_the_news/how_does_a_lady_get_any_sleep.php [http://perma.cc/
3QLM-2ZD5] (discussing media’s coverage of Justice Ginsburg’s slumber at the end of a
long day of oral arguments).

103. See supra note 13 and accompanying text. R
104. Letter from the Members of the Coalition for Court Transparency to John G.

Roberts, Chief Justice, United States Supreme Court (Mar. 9, 2014) (on file with au-
thor), available at http://openscotus.com/CoalitionLetter032014.pdf [http://perma.cc/
44SQ-FVAY] [hereinafter CCT Letter].

105. Id.
106. 2011 Hearing, supra note 1, at 2 (statement of Hon. Amy Klobuchar, United R

States Senator from the State of Minnesota).
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hearings like this one.  Democracy must be open.”107  In other words,
whatever the actual impacts of cameras, they are required simply in
virtue of our commitment to democratic transparency.108

This is an important argument, for it articulates a very common
line of thought in the debate over cameras in the Court.  It reflects a
healthy respect for an important democratic ideal.  But it is also a per-
ennial source of confusion.  Does our commitment to political trans-
parency mean that we should maximize the exposure of every public
institution?  Does it mean that such institutions should ordinarily be
required to act under public observation?  Does it mean, in the case of
the Supreme Court, that the Justices’ internal deliberations are ille-
gitimate because they take place behind closed doors?  Simple appeals
to transparency cannot answer these questions.  We can make pro-
gress, however, by reflecting on which sorts of transparency are valua-
ble and why.  While our examination of these questions will
necessarily be circumscribed here, it should nevertheless give us some
critical traction on the idea that cameras in the Court are mandated
by the principle of transparency.

To begin, notice that context matters.  In general, what consti-
tutes a desirable form of transparency in one institutional setting may
not be appropriate to others.  As between courts and legislatures, for
example, or between the White House and independent regulatory
agencies, some of the rationales for transparency will vary.  So too will
the strength of the reasons we may have for constraining it in favor of
limited opacity.  For present purposes, then, we should be sensitive to
considerations bearing on transparency’s proper scope that may be
relevant to the judiciary (or to the Supreme Court) in particular.

Having said that, I do not mean to deny that a more general pre-
sumption in favor of government transparency is warranted.  I believe
that it is.  Briefly, a certain minimum of transparency is required in a
democratic state simply by virtue of the government’s claim that ‘the

107. Id.; see also Cohn, supra note 14, at 168 (“It is in the Supreme Courtroom that R
the law of the land is made. When the Court argues about [issues of national impor-
tance], the public has a right to be there.  There is no cogent reason to deny the public a
window into the high court.”).

108. This sort of argumentation is not new.  A half-century ago, Robyn Day, the
dean of British political broadcasting, published a pamphlet advocating the televising of
Parliament on very similar grounds (though without invoking the word “transparency,”
which had not yet entered the political lexicon).  A student of the political theorist Ber-
nard Crick replied by insisting that cameras could not be justified by any general appeal
to principle.  On the contrary, “[t]he claims of the camera to a place in the Press Gal-
lery . . . must be such as to outweigh the disadvantages that many think will accrue
from such a venture.”  Allan Segal, The Case for Not Televising Parliament, in BERNARD

CRICK, THE REFORM OF PARLIAMENT 262, 269 (1964).  It is my intention to offer a similar
reply to camera proponents who would settle the question by generic appeals to
transparency.
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rule of the people’ is what it realizes, not what it displaces.109  In other
words, the state’s democratic character can only be illusory if its offi-
cial institutions (and the officers who direct them) operate in such to-
tal seclusion that the public can know nothing about their conduct or
the reasons for it.110  So a presumption in favor of transparency
makes good sense from the point of view of constitutional democ-
racy.111  The question is: what is the proper scope of that presump-
tion?  What sorts of transparency should it embrace?

In my view, the best answer to that question is something like the
following: By presumption, state institutions should have to engage in
whatever disclosive and discursive practices are necessary to render
official conduct publicly comprehensible.112  This means requiring
that state institutions publicly explain their goals and purposes, the
rules and practices governing their conduct, and the substance of and
reasons for their decisions.  These, I think, are the essential disclo-
sures that must (presumptively) be made by state actors in a demo-
cratic polity.  These disclosures together form a core minimum of
transparency, a kind of baseline that is oriented toward making state
action knowable and intelligible.  Additional disclosures may be re-
quired in particular contexts where further justifications for trans-
parency apply.  But “transparency as intelligibility,”113 as we might

109. See, e.g., PIERRE ROSANVALLON, DEMOCRATIC LEGITIMACY: IMPARTIALITY, RE-

FLEXIVITY, PROXIMITY 103, 210 (Arthur Goldhammer trans., 2011) (discussing relation-
ship between democracy and transparency).

110. Of course, many other rationales for transparency might be offered instead of,
or in addition to, this one.  I have very briefly summarized here a non-instrumental
argument.  It makes no claims about the salutary consequences to which transparency
would give rise, but suggests instead that transparency is partially constitutive of de-
mocracy itself.  Readers will notice that this argument assumes democracy is something
more than what a bare ‘authorization’ theory would suggest.  On the authorization view,
a state is sufficiently democratic so long as it has been authorized to act by majority
vote.  A bare mandate in this sense is the only relevant requirement; once authorized,
its conduct in office is unconstrained (at least for purposes of evaluating the state’s dem-
ocratic character).  This view takes inspiration from Hobbes. See THOMAS HOBBES, LEVI-

ATHAN 111-15 (Richard Tuck ed., 1991).  Yet it seems to me a formula not so much for
democracy as we value it, but for “electoral authoritarianism” or its equivalents. See,
e.g., Yonatan L. Morse, The Era of Electoral Authoritarianism, 64 WORLD POL. 161
(2012).  In any event, it is important to be clear that my argument does assume a more
robust conception of democracy than the one that arises from Hobbes’s theory of
authorization.

111. Cf. SISSELA BOK, SECRETS: ON THE ETHICS OF CONCEALMENT AND REVELATION

179 (Vintage Books 1982) (advancing another argument for presumptive transparency
in democratic government).

112. My current research project attempts to develop this thought in rethinking the
value of democratic transparency more generally. Cf. Mark Fenster, The Opacity of
Transparency, 91 IOWA L. REV. 885, 942 (2006) (discussing the relationship between the
value of government transparency requirements and the notion of comprehensibility).

113. ADRIAN VERMEULE, MECHANISMS OF DEMOCRACY: INSTITUTIONAL DESIGN WRIT

SMALL 187, 202 (2007).  Vermeule uses this phrase in a somewhat narrower way than I
have used it here.
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call it, constitutes an appropriate democratic baseline that can be de-
manded across institutional contexts.

Of course, this is not the only possible view.  A rival conception of
minimally-adequate transparency is probably more familiar to read-
ers.  Call it “transparency as visibility.”  Here the idea is that, again as
a matter of presumption, state institutions should act openly in the
sense that they should conduct official business in the public eye, sub-
ject to real-time surveillance by ordinary citizens.  This articulates a
conception of transparency that is deeply embedded in the history of
democratic theory.  Most stridently championed by Jeremy Bentham
under the more traditional label “publicity,”114 it is alive and well in
contemporary political discourse,115 boosted by a kind of linguistic de-
fault bias.116  The value of such transparency is usually supposed to
lie in its capacity to restrain the watched (officials) and to keep them
accountable to the watchers (the public).117

Advocates of cameras in the Court often invoke this view of trans-
parency.118  For example, in his brief for video broadcasting oral argu-
ments, Erwin Chemerinsky asserts that “there should be a strong

114. See JEREMY BENTHAM, POLITICAL TACTICS 29-44 (Michael James et al. eds.,
Clarendon Press 1999) (1843).

115. To take just one recent example, a scholar’s explanation of legislative trans-
parency in terms of making “Congress’s daily business . . . visible to the public” is char-
acteristic of mainstream thinking. ANDREW J. TAYLOR, CONGRESS: A PERFORMANCE

APPRAISAL 67 (2013) (emphasis added).  Appeals to the Brandeisian metaphor of “sun-
shine” are also typical of the popular emphasis on visibility. See, e.g., 2005 Hearing,
supra note 65, at 7 (statement of Hon. Patrick Leahy, United States Senator from the
State of Vermont) (“[T]here has to be this transparency. . . . A democracy works best
when there is sunshine in government.”).  The novelist Dave Eggers has recently sati-
rized this conception of transparency to great effect in The Circle.  Dave Eggers, THE

CIRCLE (Vintage Books 2014).  In the book’s imagined technological dystopia, a member
of Congress announces that she will begin broadcasting her entire waking life, in real
time, by means of a tiny camera suspended from her neck.  “I intend to show how de-
mocracy can and should be,” she proudly declares, “entirely open, entirely transparent.”
Id. at 210.  This speech is literary fantasy, of course.  But the satire only works because
the legislator’s words ring so true.

116. Literally, a transparent object is one “[h]aving the property of transmitting
light, so as to render bodies lying beyond completely visible.”  2 THE COMPACT EDITION

OF THE OXFORD ENGLISH DICTIONARY 3383 (1971).  One is tempted to assume by exten-
sion that a transparent state must likewise be “completely visible” in its activity.  In
this way, our very use of the word “transparency” to denote government openness and
disclosure—rather than, say, publicity or publicness—gently nudges us toward the visi-
bility conception.

117. See, e.g., John Dunn, Situating Democratic Political Accountability, in DEMOC-

RACY, ACCOUNTABILITY, AND REPRESENTATION 329, 338-40 (Adam Przeworski et al. eds.,
1999); Daniel Naurin, Transparency, Publicity, Accountability – The Missing Links, 12
SWISS POL. SCI. REV. 90 (2006).  For two skeptical views of transparency’s potential to
promote accountability, see, Monika Bauhr & Marcia Grimes, Indignation or Resigna-
tion: The Implications of Transparency for Societal Accountability, 27 GOVERNANCE 291
(2014) and Jonathan Fox, The uncertain relationship between transparency and ac-
countability, 17 DEV. IN PRAC. 663 (2007).

118. See supra notes 104-07 and accompanying text.
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presumption that people are entitled to watch government proceed-
ings.”119  The verb ‘to watch’ is clearly doing some important work
here, but it goes undefended in Chemerinsky’s text.120  Is it appropri-
ate?  Should we endorse the presumption as framed here?  In my view,
this particular emphasis claims both too much and too little in trans-
parency’s name—at least for purposes of delineating a minimally ade-
quate baseline.  It claims too much because there are simply too many
legitimate reasons why a state institution might not be able to conduct
business effectively under live public monitoring (as distinguished
from post-decision disclosure).121  On the other hand, it claims too lit-
tle because ‘watchability’ does not entail anything like intelligibil-
ity.122  One might observe a government proceeding and understand
nothing if, for instance, the institution’s rules and procedures are ob-
scure, or if the scope of the proceeding is unclear, or if the particular
proceeding is not situated or contextualized relative to the institu-
tion’s work more generally.  Given this mismatch, I would reject
Chemerinsky’s proposal.  I do not believe that any defensible general
presumption in favor of transparency can do the work of justifying
cameras in the Supreme Court.

That is not the end of the story, however.  As noted above, context
matters when thinking about transparency, and we should ask
whether there are any ‘local’ considerations especially relevant to the
judicial context (or to the Supreme Court more particularly) that
might ground the case for cameras.

Consider some familiar arguments for public, visible proceedings.
According to traditional notions of public justice, hearing cases “in
open court” can bear two kinds of fruit.123  First, it can help to protect
against abuses of power by judges and juries—part of what we now
mean by accountability.124  Second, it can help to secure public confi-
dence in their judgments.125  Both of these rationales are neatly inti-
mated in a 1677 colonial charter, which guaranteed public trials “that
justice may not be done in a corner nor in any covert manner” and
“that all and every person . . . shall . . . be free from oppression and

119. CHEMERINSKY, supra note 56, at 317.
120. Id.
121. See BOK, supra note 111, at 175-76, 184-85 (discussing several examples).

Once again, this is not to say that live public monitoring of government is never appro-
priate in any institutional context.  But we are talking here about a generally applicable
presumption.

122. See supra notes 112-13 and accompanying text.
123. SUSAN N. HERMAN, THE RIGHT TO A SPEEDY AND PUBLIC TRIAL: A REFERENCE

GUIDE TO THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION 18 (2006).
124. Id. at 22-25.
125. Id. at 26-27.
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slavery.”126  A rather different argument for public proceedings was
recently elaborated by Judith Resnik.127  The courts’ visibility, she
writes, can empower the democratic public by “undermining the abil-
ity of the government or the disputants to control the social meaning
of conflicts and their resolutions.”128  In this way, the openness of judi-
cial proceedings to public observation “enable[s] people to watch, de-
bate, develop, contest, and materialize the exercise of both public and
private power.”129  If we care about this kind of democratic empower-
ment, Resnik argues, then we have a reason to insist on public
proceedings.

For argument’s sake, let me accept all three of these considera-
tions.  Suppose that opening judicial proceedings to public observation
does promote accountability, public confidence, and the capacity of or-
dinary citizens to define and challenge how social agents wield power.
Now consider whether the promotion of these goals requires video spe-
cifically (as distinguished from other forms of mass publication).  I do
not believe that it does.  Only if one makes the unwarranted assump-
tion that cameras merely amplify the impacts of public attendance,
without otherwise affecting them,130 can a case for video be made out
from such arguments.  What is missing is some explanation of cam-
eras’ ‘value added’ here, beyond whatever is accomplished by the
Court’s existing practices of allowing public attendance and promptly
publishing transcripts and audio recordings of oral arguments.  Ge-
neric appeals to transparency—even if by that we mean judicial pro-
ceedings held publicly—cannot suffice.

D. CAMERAS WOULD IMPROVE (OR AT LEAST NOT UNDERMINE) THE

COURT’S LEGITIMACY

Yet another common defense of cameras points to the Court’s le-
gitimacy.  Here the issue is what may be called empirical or ‘sociologi-
cal’ legitimacy: the extent to which the public in fact regards the
Court’s decision-making as legitimate and acceptable.131  Proponents
of cameras are quick to point out that the Court’s legitimacy is flag-
ging.132  Polls suggest that public confidence in the institution has

126. Id. at 15-16.
127. See Judith Resnik, Courts: In and Out of Sight, Site, and Cite, 53 VILL. L. REV.

771, 802-09 (2008).
128. Id. at 805.
129. Id. at 804.
130. See Tilley, supra note 86, for a powerful critique of this assumption.
131. We can distinguish this from theoretical or ‘philosophical’ legitimacy: the ques-

tion whether, as a matter of principle, the Court’s power is exercised on rightful author-
ity or is otherwise justifiable (whatever the public’s sense of the matter may be).

132. For example, in a recent op-ed advocating cameras in the Court, the Chief Jus-
tice of Ohio’s high court writes that “[i]n recent polls, public confidence in the [United
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been in fairly steady decline since the late 1990s, even if the Court
does routinely outperform Congress and (often) the presidency.133

Cameras, we are told, would improve this situation.  By putting the
Court on the public’s radar, video of oral arguments and opinion an-
nouncements would portray a highly professional and responsible gov-
ernment institution at its best.  “To the extent that the public learns
about or understands how the Court does its work,” writes one com-
mentator, “its perception is that of an institution that strives to be fair
and get it right, even if the result is unpopular.”134  Justice Elena Ka-
gan, then Solicitor General of the United States, made a similar point
during her 2010 Senate confirmation hearing.135 So did Senator
Chuck Grassley (R-IA) in a letter to the Court requesting that oral
arguments in National Federation of Independent Business v. Sebe-
lius136 be televised.137  And in testimony before Congress, SCOTUS-
blog founder Tom Goldstein expressed similar confidence:

I think that televising would be good for the Supreme Court
because experience shows that sunshine increases public con-
fidence. It does not decrease it. The Justices are tremen-
dously serious people doing the public’s work. . . . And for the
public to understand what is going on and to see the serious
questions and the serious answers I think would make the
public believe in the Justices and the good work that they are
doing even more than it does now.138

States] Supreme Court is near an all-time low.”  She warns that “[t]his decline will con-
tinue until the Supreme Court operates less like an ancient Greek soothsayer and more
like the coequal branch of modern government that it is.”  O’Connor, supra note 20. R

133. See Confidence in Institutions, GALLUP, http://www.gallup.com/poll/1597/confi-
dence-institutions.aspx [http://perma.cc/3GQG-PGD6] (last visited Dec. 4, 2014) (show-
ing that the proportion of respondents expressing a “great deal” or “quite a lot” of
confidence in the Supreme Court fell from 50% in 1997 to 30% in 2014, with fairly con-
sistent decline and only a few upticks over the period).

134. Mauro, supra note 19, at 271. R
135. “I think it would be a terrific thing to have cameras in the courtroom. . . .

[W]hen you see what happens there, it’s an inspiring sight. . . . [A]ll nine Jus-
tices, they’re so prepared, they’re so smart, they’re so thorough, they’re so en-
gaged, their questioning is rapid-fire. You’re really seeing an institution of
government at work, I think, in a really admirable way. . . . And so I think it
would be a great thing for the institution . . . .”

The Nomination of Elena Kagan to Be an Associate Justice of the Supreme Court of the
United States: Hearing Before the S. Comm. on the Judiciary, 111th Cong. 83 (2010)
(statement of Elena Kagan, Solicitor General of the United States).

136. 132 S. Ct. 2566 (2012).
137. “Letting the world watch would bolster public confidence in our judicial system

and in the decisions of the Court,” he asserted.  Letter from Charles E. Grassley, United
States Senator, to John G. Roberts, Chief Justice, United States Supreme Court (Nov.
15, 2011) (on file with author), available at http://www.grassley.senate.gov/sites/default/
files/judiciary/upload/Cameras-11-15-11-signed-letter-to-SCOTUS-on-live-coverage-
Healthcare.pdf [http://perma.cc/ZHT4-YS3Y].

138. 2011 Hearing, supra note 1, at 8-9 (statement of Tom Goldstein, Partner, Gold- R
stein & Russell, P.C.).



\\jciprod01\productn\C\CRE\48-2\CRE201.txt unknown Seq: 23  1-JUN-15 14:28

2015] CAMERAS IN THE U.S. SUPREME COURT 189

In other words, the result of cameras would be greater legitimacy
than the Court can manage without them.  Or at least no less legiti-
macy: according to a more modest variant of this argument, cameras
should be permitted because while loss of legitimacy results from the
Court’s reputation for shallow partisanship, cameras would not exac-
erbate that reputation.139

Unfortunately, there is little evidence to support these predic-
tions.  Advocates of cameras have not succeeded in offering relevant
empirical evidence for the legitimacy claim.  This is in part, admit-
tedly, because producing effective studies on this issue poses difficult
challenges.140  Proponents generally resort to anecdotal evidence from
other courts’ experience of video broadcasting.  Here, several voices
have come to the defense of cameras.  In testimony before Congress,
for example, the Chief Justice of Iowa’s Supreme Court asserted that
“[t]he more the public sees our courts operate, the more they like and
respect the court system.”141  The Chief Justice of Ohio’s Supreme
Court has made a similar argument, observing that “the public today
distrusts what it cannot observe,”142 and that video broadcasting ap-
pellate arguments is one means by which “to increase public trust and
confidence in the courts.”143  Chief Judge Alex Kozinski of the United
States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit seems to agree.  Under
his leadership, the Ninth Circuit recently decided to begin streaming
live video of its en banc proceedings on the court’s website,144 and it
had earlier voted to allow television broadcasts of oral arguments

139. One scholar writes that the Supreme Court “has little to fear” from video and
other forms of “digital information” because “the greatest potential delegitimizing factor
for the Court” is the sense that it renders decisions on a narrowly partisan basis.  Yet
“the distribution of more information [including video] will not create a political percep-
tion of the Court because this perception is already widely held.”  Bybee, supra note 56, R
at 312.

140. See, e.g., Christopher D. Kromphardt, Shine a Light: Televised Oral Arguments
and Legitimacy 14-16 (Aug. 4, 2013) (unpublished manuscript) (on file with author),
available at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2300517 [http://
perma.cc/9GN2-FSDX] (discussing dearth of relevant data).

141. 2011 Hearing, supra note 1, at 47 (statement of Hon. Mark Cady, Chief Justice, R
Supreme Court of Iowa).

142. Maureen O’Connor, Op-Ed., U.S. Supreme Court should allow cameras, CO-

LUMBUS DISPATCH (Apr. 7, 2013, 6:58 AM), http://www.dispatch.com/content/stories/edi-
torials/2013/04/07/1-us-supreme-court-should-allow-cameras.html [http://perma.cc/4GY
8-6JS3].

143. Press Release, Supreme Court of Ohio & The Ohio Judicial System, Chief Jus-
tice O’Connor Touts Openness and Access to Courts in Speech (Feb. 29, 2012) (on file
with author), available at http://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/SCO/justices/oconnor/
news/2012/heathRotary.asp [http://perma.cc/2VC3-3MFL].

144. See Dolan, supra note 53.
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upon request.145  Judge Kozinski has noted that despite some initial
trepidation among his fellow circuit judges, “we have had a very good
experience” with televised proceedings.146  As he wrote to the Judicial
Conference, “the public has demanded greater access to our court-
rooms, we have provided it and it has not caused problems.”147  Judge
Diarmuid O’Scannlain, also of the Ninth Circuit, has further spelled
out how video could boost legitimacy, observing that cameras “might
depoliticize appellate proceedings and the public’s perception of the
appellate legal process, not the other way around.”148

One piece of empirical research casts doubt on the positive thrust
of this testimony.149  Two scholars recently analyzed data from a 2006
randomized survey of 1,002 adults across the United States.150  Re-
spondents were asked to express their level of trust in the courts of
their home state.151  They were also asked how often (if at all) they
watch “actual court proceedings on Court TV.”152  The researchers
found that states televising high court proceedings on local public ac-
cess channels do not appear to garner higher levels of public trust
than do states without such broadcasting.153  Furthermore, the re-
searchers found a very slight—though, by conventional measures, sta-
tistically significant—negative association between Court TV
viewership and trust in courts.154  In other words, “[a]s a respondent
consumes more [Court TV], she is less likely to have a favorable opin-
ion about state courts, and more likely to have a negative one.”155

These findings should be taken with a very large grain of salt.  First of
all, as the researchers point out, watching Court TV is an imperfect

145. See David Boeri, High-Profile Cases Set For Boston Federal Court, But Still No
Cameras Allowed, WBUR.ORG (June 4, 2014), http://www.wbur.org/2014/06/04/cameras-
federal-courtroom [http://perma.cc/C2VL-DTPS].

146. Id.
147. Letter from Alex Kozinski, Chief Judge, United States Court of Appeals for the

Ninth Circuit, to Anthony J. Scirica, Chairman, Exec. Comm., and James C. Duff, Esq.,
Sec’y, Judicial Conference of the United States 4 (Jan. 10, 2010) (on file with author),
available at http://www.scotusblog.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/01/Kozinski-letter-to-
JD-1-10-10.pdf [http://perma.cc/H55A-VM57] [hereinafter Kozinski Letter].

148. 2005 Hearing, supra note 65, at 117 (statement of Hon. Diarmuid F.
O’Scannlain, United States Circuit Judge).

149. See Sara C. Benesh & Kevin M. Scott, SupremeCourtTV: The Legitimacy Im-
plications of Televised Court Proceedings (Jan. 3, 2013) (unpublished manuscript) (on
file with author), available at http://www.kevinmscott.com/spsa13.pdf [http://perma.cc/
6W9M-8ZA8].

150. Id. at 12.
151. Id. at 13.
152. Id. at 12-13.
153. Id. at 17 (“[T]he mere existence of public affairs televising of state supreme

court proceedings in a state . . . does not appear to affect trust in the courts to make
decisions in the public interest . . . .”).

154. Id.
155. Id.
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proxy for watching state courts’ own broadcasts of their proceedings
on public access channels.156  Second, and more fundamentally, the
negative association found by the scholars is just barely statistically
significant and, at any rate, demonstrates a correlation but not neces-
sarily causation.  These are major caveats.  Nevertheless, such empiri-
cal analysis at least counsels against placing too much confidence in
the anecdotal reports of judges who believe, on uncertain and usually
unarticulated grounds, that video broadcasting of their courts’ pro-
ceedings builds legitimacy.

Moreover, even if we take such anecdotal reports at face value,
there is little reason to assume similar effects from cameras in the
federal Supreme Court.  For one thing, the degree of public interest in
that Court’s rulings is fundamentally distinct in scale and inten-
sity.157  Its decisions have the same national scope as do the major
broadcast television networks and the familiar online video sharing
platforms, suggesting that the Court’s likely exposure would vastly ex-
ceed that experienced by state courts and lower federal courts that
allow cameras.  Moreover, the Supreme Court’s decisions have a pub-
lic significance rooted in their finality, which the decisions of federal
circuit courts and state high courts sometimes lack.  This too suggests
that more and qualitatively different sorts of exposure would result
from cameras at the Supreme Court, even if commentators have some-
times glossed over this difference.158

Given these considerations, more appropriate comparators might
be found in the highest judicial panels of other nations, or even in
Congress, a federal government institution at least as prominent as
the Supreme Court.  In the former case, I am not aware of any evi-
dence that the video broadcasting of proceedings builds public confi-
dence.159  As for Congress, the impact of cameras has been uncertain
at best.  At the very least, it is worth noting that the legislature’s em-
brace of cameras coincided with the modern period of sharply declin-
ing public confidence in Congress as an institution.160  Of course, this
hardly proves causation, and there were plenty of other developments
during the same period that likely contributed to Congress’s falling

156. Id. at 13.
157. See supra text accompanying note 83.
158. See, e.g., West, supra note 20, at 1987 (“The state and lower courts have al-

lowed cameras in courtrooms—many of them for decades—without encountering
problems.  Similarly, there is no reason to think the Supreme Court is different.”).

159. See supra note 83. R
160. See Confidence in Institutions, supra note 133 (proportion of respondents ex- R

pressing a “great deal” or “quite a lot” of confidence in Congress fell from 41% in 1986,
the first year in which both chambers regularly televised floor proceedings, to 7% in
2014, with fairly consistent decline and only a few upticks over the period).
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approval ratings.161  Nevertheless, some commentators have assigned
a causal role to the legislature’s video broadcasts.  For instance, the
congressional scholar Norman Ornstein has suggested that television
only “added to the negative perceptions” about Congress, because the
picture that emerges from such broadcasts is usually confusing, ob-
noxious, or both.162  Another political scientist puts an even finer
point on it: video broadcasting of legislative proceedings, which con-
veys the sights and sounds of ideological discord, is itself a “source of
public distrust.”163  Accordingly, I think the least that can be said of
the congressional experience is that, contrary to Mr. Goldstein’s asser-
tion, “sunshine” need not always increase public confidence and might
in some circumstances undermine it.164

In the end, we lack persuasive evidence either that cameras in the
Supreme Court would build institutional legitimacy or that they
would damage it.  The possible impacts on public confidence are highly
speculative, and different comparators suggest either outcome or both.
For our purposes here, the important point is that as an affirmative
case for cameras, the legitimacy rationale does not stand up to scru-
tiny.  There just is no firm basis for the belief that video of the Court’s
oral arguments would in fact strengthen public confidence in the
institution.

E. THE COURT IS ALREADY COMMITTED TO CAMERAS

These four rationales for cameras in the Supreme Court—educa-
tion, accountability, transparency, and legitimacy—are the weightiest
that proponents have advanced.  But they do not always stand alone.
I now want to consider two common auxiliary arguments that advo-
cates of cameras occasionally press.  First is the claim that the Court
is already committed to allowing video of its proceedings.  This argu-
ment comes in two varieties.  One variety insists that by virtue of en-
gaging in a wide range of disclosure and transparency practices, the
Court can no longer reasonably resist cameras.  As one scholar urges,

161. See generally THOMAS E. MANN & NORMAN J. ORNSTEIN, THE BROKEN BRANCH:
HOW CONGRESS IS FAILING AMERICA AND HOW TO GET IT BACK ON TRACK (2006) (discuss-
ing several such developments).

162. Norman J. Ornstein & Amy L. Schenkenberg, Congress Bashing: External
Pressures for Reform and the Future of the Institution, in REMAKING CONGRESS: CHANGE

AND STABILITY IN THE 1990S 126 (James A. Thurber & Roger H. Davidson eds. 1995).
163. GERHARD LOEWENBERG, ON LEGISLATURES: THE PUZZLE OF REPRESENTATION 97

(2011).
164. See supra text accompanying note 137; see also Walter Pincus, Op-Ed., The

Case for Keeping Cameras Out of the Supreme Court, WASH. POST, Mar. 29, 2013, at A12
(“In 1985, based on my experience as a Senate committee staffer and journalist . . . I . . .
support[ed] gavel-to-gavel TV coverage of the Senate floor activity.  What a mistake.
With cameras trained on them, senators and House members now almost never con-
front each other face to face, facts vs. facts anymore.”).
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“if people can hear the [audio] tapes just minutes after the arguments
conclude, it is impossible to see the harm in allowing them to watch
the proceedings live an hour or two earlier.”165  Equally, if the Court
allows the public to attend its oral arguments in person, then it would
seem inconsistent to prohibit live video broadcasting.  Public (attend-
ance) is public (audio) is public (video), the claim goes.166  The second
variety of the argument suggests, generally by implication, that the
Court’s favorable dicta on television in prior cases examining cameras
in the lower courts apply equally to itself and that it cannot now reject
cameras without inconsistency, hypocrisy, or smug exceptionalism.167

In its recent letter, for example, the Coalition for Court Transparency
confronts Chief Justice Roberts with language from a prior case: “we
[the Coalition] believe the ‘day’ has long since passed ‘when television
[has] become so commonplace an affair in the daily life of the average
person as to dissipate all reasonable likelihood that its use in court-
rooms may disparage the judicial process.’”168  The implication seems
to be that if a member of the Court staked out such a position nearly
fifty years ago, then the current Justices cannot consistently reject
video, which today is not merely “commonplace,” but ubiquitous.169

These are very poor arguments.  The first depends on ignoring po-
tentially relevant differences between different media.  It proposes, in
effect, that we abandon deliberation about cameras altogether and as-
sume that the legal system’s generic commitment to public proceed-
ings implies maximal exposure through any and all media.170  This is
not a reasonable proposal.  The fact is that we know there is important
variation across the range of methods that can be used to publicize a
proceeding.  Allowing observers to attend in person will likely produce
different impacts than will publishing a transcript or broadcasting au-
dio or video.  This is not to say that one means is necessarily superior
or inferior to any other; only that these differences are relevant and
must be fair game for deliberation.  To prohibit looking under the hood

165. CHEMERINSKY, supra note 56, at 318.
166. See, e.g., 2011 Hearing, supra note 1, at 21 (statement of Tom Goldstein, Part- R

ner, Goldstein & Russell, P.C.) (arguing that because the Court has already made the
“threshold decision” that oral arguments are public proceedings, cameras, like any other
means of enabling public access, must be permitted “absent some compelling reason to
believe that [they] really would be distortive of how oral argument works . . . .”).

167. Cf. Mauro, supra note 19, at 259, 263 (discussing the role of the Court’s excep- R
tionalist self-understanding in motivating its resistance to video cameras, despite its
own holdings “let[ting] a thousand flowers bloom at the state level . . . .”).

168. CCT Letter, supra note 104, at 1 (quoting Estes v. Texas, 381 U.S. 532, 595
(1965) (Harlan, J., concurring)).

169. Id. (internal quotation omitted).
170. Cf. Tilley, supra note 86, at 698 (criticizing the “press-as-proxy conceit,” accord-

ing to which video broadcasting is simply assumed to promote the same civic values that
actual attendance is thought to promote).
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of the concept ‘public’ in order to reveal such differences, to pretend
that they do not exist or that they are immaterial, may be rhetorically
expedient, but it is not reasonable.  Generic appeals to the public char-
acter of the Supreme Court’s proceedings simply cannot suffice here.
Cameras must be defended on their own terms.171

The second version of the argument has even less merit.  It pre-
tends that the Court is already committed to cameras by implying
that its statements about television in prior cases are binding in the
matter of oral argument video.  This does not pass the straight face
test.  The relevant prior cases, Estes v. Texas172 and Chandler v. Flor-
ida,173 dealt with cameras in state trial courts’ criminal proceedings,
and their holdings pertained to defendants’ due process rights under
the Fourteenth Amendment.174  So far from announcing a general en-
dorsement of courtroom cameras, these cases stand for the proposition
that although television publicity may sometimes violate due process
(Estes),175 it does not necessarily do so, and therefore the Constitution
does not categorically forbid state initiatives for televising criminal
proceedings (Chandler).176  However expedient it may be to suggest
otherwise, these cases have no bearing whatsoever on proposals to
video broadcast appellate proceedings at the Supreme Court.

F. VIDEO IS THE MEDIUM OF THE 21ST CENTURY

Finally, consider the auxiliary argument that the Court should
allow video broadcasts of its proceedings simply because the times de-
mand it.  Here, too, we can identify a couple different variations on the
theme.  One version of the argument emphasizes the imperative to
keep pace with changing technology.  “The U.S. Supreme Court,” one
author laments, “is now one of the last major institutions of Western
civilization that has not entered the 21st century technologically.”177

171. As camera proponent Sonja West rightly argues, “[t]he focus of the debate
about cameras belongs in the gap between the status quo and what video might offer.”
It must address this “video differential.”  West, supra note 20, at 1966. R

172. 381 U.S. 532 (1965).
173. 449 U.S. 560 (1981).
174. Estes, 381 U.S. at 534-35 (“The question presented here is whether the peti-

tioner . . . was deprived of his right under the Fourteenth Amendment to due process by
the televising and broadcasting of his trial.”); Chandler v. Florida, 449 U.S. 560, 574-82
(1981) (holding that televised “broadcast coverage of criminal trials” does not necessa-
rily violate defendants’ constitutional right to due process).

175. Estes, 381 U.S. at 587 (Harlan, J., concurring) (“[T]here is no constitutional
requirement that television be allowed in the courtroom, and . . . what was done in this
case infringed the [defendant’s] fundamental right to a fair trial assured by the Due
Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.”).

176. Chandler, 449 U.S. at 582 (“Dangers lurk in this, as in most experiments, but
unless we were to conclude that television coverage under all conditions is prohibited by
the Constitution, the states must be free to experiment.”).

177. O’Connor, supra note 20. R
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In a similar vein, Chief Judge Kozinski of the Ninth Circuit admon-
ishes the Judicial Conference to face up to reality: “Like it or not, we
are now well into the Twenty-First Century, and it is up to those of us
who lead the federal judiciary to adopt policies that are consistent
with the spirit of the times and the advantages afforded us by new
technology.”178  In other words, the Zeitgeist calls for cameras.

Another version of the argument underscores the centrality of on-
line video to contemporary culture in the United States.  One commen-
tator observes that while “the information age has brought almost
every government institution into greater public view—even the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency has a YouTube channel—the Supreme Court
remains hidden, at least in terms of visual coverage of its proceed-
ings.”179  In testimony before Congress, the founder of SCOTUSblog
expanded on video’s particular salience:

[T]he United States is culturally a visual nation, with televi-
sion (and more recently, webcasting) by far the most common
way that Americans experience significant events. It is a cul-
turally pervasive means of communication; there are televi-
sions and computers in the vast majority of American homes.
Broadcasts of [Supreme] Court proceedings will reach seg-
ments of the public in a way that transcripts and audio re-
cordings cannot.180

Given what we know about the dominance of video, there is at least a
prima facie case for embracing cameras as the most effective means of
placing the Court’s public proceedings before the actual public.  Or so
these claims suggest.

The basic empirical premise insisted upon here is indisputable.
Digital video is indeed the favored medium of our time and place.
Along with television, online video does offer greater exposure and the
promise of larger audiences, than can text or audio.  Video is cultur-
ally dominant.181  It would be silly to deny this.  But we need to recog-
nize that, taken alone, this fact cannot justify anything.  “The times,
they are a’changing” is not a reason to take one course of action rather
than another.182  It is a description of cultural momentum, perhaps,
but not an argument about how things ought to be.

178. Kozinski Letter, supra note 147, at 5.
179. Mauro, supra note 19, at 261.  Notice the rather quaint assumption that online

video expands meaningful public oversight by bringing the government “into greater
public view.”  Is that why the CIA maintains a YouTube presence?  I have my doubts.

180. 2011 Hearing, supra note 1, at 57-58 (statement of Tom Goldstein, Partner, R
Goldstein & Russell, P.C.).

181. Cf. West, supra note 20, at 1970 (“[V]ideo is not just any medium—it is the R
medium.  Americans watch, on average, five hours and eleven minutes of television a
day.”).

182. O’Connor, supra note 142.
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Perhaps a charitable way to interpret these claims is to see them
as resting on the principle that transparency practices should corre-
spond to public habits and preferences.  In other words, whenever pos-
sible, institutions should follow the public audience.  On this view,
cameras may be considered essential just because, as we have noted,
so many people in the United States now watch video on a regular
basis.183  On its face, this principle seems sensible enough.  It appears
to account for some of our basic intuitions about how government in-
stitutions ought to make public disclosures, given prevailing modes of
communication.  In the case of the Supreme Court, for example, most
of us would agree that in light of the overwhelming dominance of elec-
tronic communication, there is a strong case for publishing argument
transcripts, opinions, and the like on the Court’s website, rather than
restricting them to print.  Similarly, there is a strong case that the
Court should post its audio recordings of oral argument sessions on-
line rather than restricting broadcast to traditional radio.

Nevertheless, as articulated here, the ‘follow the audience’ princi-
ple is overbroad and in at least some instances misleading.  It wrongly
implies that different media are neutral, interchangeable carriers of
the same inert product—‘information’—and that what distinguishes
one medium from another is simply its range: how widely or how effec-
tively it can disseminate that product.184  In fact, we know that text,
audio, and video are not mere ‘information’ vessels.  They have dis-
tinctive characteristics, engage us in distinctive ways and can reason-
ably be expected to produce distinctive impacts.  These particularities
need to be a part of our deliberation about the appropriate modes of
disclosure and publicity.185  Certainly the prospect that more people
would watch video than listen to audio recordings or read transcripts
is relevant.  But it is not the only relevant consideration.  Below I at-
tempt to introduce a couple of reasons for thinking that, despite this
prospect, video is unlikely to promote public understanding of the Su-
preme Court and its decision-making186 and is therefore not the sort
of transparency practice that we have reason to affirm.187

183. See supra notes 39-49 and accompanying text.
184. See, e.g., 2011 Hearing, supra note 1, at 37 (statement of Tom Goldstein, Part- R

ner, Goldstein & Russell, P.C.) (“Substantively, I do believe that audio and visual broad-
casts are the same, because there is not visual ‘action’ in an appellate court
argument. . . . But the simple matter of fact is that more people will watch than will
listen [or read a transcript].”).

185. See supra notes 170-71 and accompanying text.
186. See infra Part IV.C.
187. See supra Part III.C.
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IV. DISSENTING VIEWS

If the affirmative case for cameras in the Supreme Court proves
flimsy on examination, video proponents can take solace in the fact
that the same critique applies to most of the arguments on the other
side of the matter.  In this section, I briefly examine those objections
to cameras and then identify what I take to be some less familiar but
weightier considerations that counsel against video recording and
broadcasting the Court’s proceedings.

A. THE WEAKEST OBJECTIONS

In articulating the case against cameras, the Justices of the Su-
preme Court have sometimes been their own worst enemies.  Former
and current Justices have advanced a wide range of arguments on this
issue.  I begin here with two that have not only failed to persuade, but
have tended to provoke scorn, because they seem to rest on premises
that no democratic citizen should endorse.  For example, Chief Justice
Rehnquist once suggested that cameras would be detrimental because
they would undermine the Court’s “mystique and moral authority.”188

Interpretive charity suggests that we should excuse this poor choice of
words and understand Rehnquist as expressing a concern about the
Court’s legitimacy or its ability to sustain public confidence.  Never-
theless, it should be said unequivocally that no institution of constitu-
tional democracy should traffic in ‘mystique,’ an unsuitable ground for
legitimacy in this context.  The Justices would do well to disavow this
particular version of the case against cameras.

A second worrisome argument is advanced by Justice Scalia, who
has suggested that judicial proceedings air issues too complex for the
public to understand: “the law is a specialized field, fully comprehensi-
ble only to the expert.”189  This is a controversial claim about the na-
ture of law that need not delay us here.  We need only observe that,

188. WRIGHTSMAN, supra note 22, at 158. R
189. Judicial Address, at 32:50 (C-SPAN television broadcast Dec. 6, 1989), availa-

ble at http://www.c-span.org/video/?10206-1/judicial-address [http://perma.cc/596U-
FN3M]. It is not clear that Scalia understands this claim as furnishing a reason to pro-
hibit cameras in the Supreme Court.  Nevertheless, commentators often quote it as if he
did. See, e.g., COHN & DOW, supra note 52, at 122.  Citing the same public address,
Sonja West writes that “Justice Scalia . . . questions the public’s ability to understand
the Court’s work, once quipping in a speech: ‘That is why the University of Chicago Law
Review is not sold at the 7-Eleven.’”  West, supra note 20, at 1983.  For accuracy’s sake, R
it should be said that this remark—which I do not in any way wish to defend—has been
misrepresented.  What Justice Scalia actually said, after reading from one of the Court’s
recent opinions, was this:

[T]his is pretty dull stuff. One would not expect the public to be interested in
it. . . . And since the public is not interested in it, one would hardly expect the
press to report it. That is why the University of Chicago Law Review is not sold
at 7-Eleven.
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even if one accepts Scalia’s premise—which I do not—such a claim
cannot justify the prohibition on cameras.  Indeed it cannot justify any
form of opacity in state institutions (including courts), at least not in a
democratic polity.  Autocrats may cite the supposed incapacity of the
masses to rationalize their seclusion, but democratic governments
cannot legitimately do so.  To appeal to such incapacity is not merely
“elitist” or “troubling”:190 it is utterly at odds with the ground commit-
ments of collective self-government.191  Again, the Justices would do
well to abandon and publicly reject this particular argument against
cameras.

Now consider two objections somewhat more plausible than these,
but not much more compelling upon scrutiny.  First, several Justices
have challenged cameras by arguing that video of oral arguments
would be unfairly excerpted or remixed for ‘sound-bites,’ leaving view-
ers with a false impression of the Justices’ and the Court’s activity.192

This prediction may well be correct, but as Erwin Chemerinsky re-
cently observed, the argument—at least in these terms—proves too
much.193  The very same worry would counsel against releasing tran-
scripts or audio recordings of oral arguments, which could also be ex-
cerpted and misquoted, yet we would not find it acceptable if the
proceedings were completely closed on this ground.194  In fairness, it
may be that video presents a special case.  Below, I explore some rea-
sons why excerpting and remixing in this medium may be more likely

Judicial Address, at 48:47.  The comment about 7-Eleven did not in fact disparage “the
public’s ability to understand the Court’s work,” but its interest in what Scalia por-
trayed as the minutiae of Supreme Court decision-making.  West, supra note 20, at R
1983 (emphasis added).  I am highly dubious of the conclusion that Justice Scalia wants
to draw from this example.  Nevertheless, his remark here has been misrepresented—
no doubt unwittingly—as a denial of the public’s epistemic capacities.  (Of course, given
Scalia’s earlier claim that law is incompletely comprehensible to non-experts, the error
may not actually distort his more general view of the matter.)

190. West, supra note 20, at 1985. R
191. See, e.g., ROBERT A. DAHL, DEMOCRACY AND ITS CRITICS 52-79 (1989).
192. See Adam Liptak, Supreme Court TV? Nice Idea, but Still Not Likely, N.Y.

TIMES, Nov. 29, 2011, at A18 (“In an interview, [C-SPAN Chairman] Mr. [Brian P.]
Lamb said he had heard one main objection from the justices.  ‘It’s the sound bite,’ he
said.  ‘They don’t like, in the modern age, that people can sound bite them.’”).

193. CHEMERINSKY, supra note 56, at 318 (“I have always felt that many of the argu-
ments against allowing cameras in the courtroom are really arguments against allowing
the public and reporters to be there at all . . . .”).

194. The comedian John Oliver recently illustrated this point by repurposing the
Court’s audio recordings with a little help from nine (canine) friends. Last Week To-
night with John Oliver (HBO television broadcast Oct. 19, 2014), available at http://
www.youtube.com/watch?v=FJ9prhPV2PI [http://perma.cc/JS7B-8CVM].  As Justice
Ginsburg, an opponent of cameras, remarked, the results were “hilarious.”  Jess Bravin,
Justice Ginsburg Was Very Amused by John Oliver’s Doggy Supreme Court, WALL ST.
J.L. BLOG (Oct. 28, 2014, 6:12 PM), http://blogs.wsj.com/law/2014/10/28/justice-gins
burg-was-very-amused-by-john-olivers-doggy-supreme-court/ [http://perma.cc/RQE2-
PEYH].
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to produce the sorts of false impressions that worry the Justices.195

But if those reasons are not articulated, the ‘sound-bite’ objection, ab-
sent further elaboration, is not persuasive.196

Second, several Justices have explained their opposition to cam-
eras in terms of protecting their own anonymity and personal secur-
ity.197  This objection similarly fails to persuade.  For one thing, it
seems doubtful that video of oral arguments would significantly ag-
gravate the risks to the Justices’ personal security.  As high-ranking
public officials who wield immense constitutional authority, Supreme
Court Justices inevitably will become targets of harassment and
threats, whether or not cameras are permitted.  This is a lamentable
truth, to be sure, but the proper response is to take reasonable precau-
tions for the Justices’ safety, not to insulate them from public scru-
tiny.  On its own, a concern for the Justices’ personal anonymity and
security cannot outweigh the public interest in being able to know
about and to understand the Court’s activity.  The argument either
proves too much, if security is treated as trump on the basic demands
of transparency, or else it fails to explain why video in particular poses
an unreasonable risk to the Justices’ safety.

B. SOME STRONGER ARGUMENTS AGAINST CAMERAS

Not all of the Court’s objections to cameras are so easily swept
aside.  Here, I want to consider some more substantial arguments ad-
vanced from the bench.  It is helpful to divide these into two broad
categories.  One is concerned with what might be called internal
harms; that is, the various ways in which the integrity or effectiveness
of the Court’s proceedings could be compromised if participants were
aware of a large, remote viewing audience.  The other category is con-
cerned with external harms: the various ways in which broadcasting
and publishing video might mislead the viewing audience about the
nature of the Court’s activities.  Let me take up each category in turn.

Worries about internal harms are very familiar, as the Justices
have often sought to explain their opposition to cameras in these
terms.  For example, Justice Kennedy has expressed concern that
cameras would “alter the way in which we hear our cases, the way in
which we talk to counsel, the way in which we talk to each other, the

195. See infra Part IV.C.
196. Justice Scalia has tried to explain the uniqueness of video in this context by

noting that “when you see [an oral argument] live . . . it has a much greater impact.”
Laura Moyer & Matthew Thornton, What the Justices Think of the Press, in COVERING

THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT IN THE DIGITAL AGE 198, 205 (Richard Davis ed.
2014).  But the notion of ‘greater impact’ is vague, and fails to explain any special ten-
dency of video to leave viewers with misperceptions or misunderstandings.

197. See, e.g., Mauro, supra note 19, at 274. R
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way in which we use that precious hour [of oral argument] . . . .”  In
part, the suggestion here seems to be that participants might speak
for the entertainment or other benefit of the remote viewing audience,
thereby undermining the integrity of the legal colloquy.198  Chief Jus-
tice Roberts has said that his colleagues on the bench might succumb
to the same temptation of “grandstanding,” with similarly adverse
consequences for the integrity of oral arguments.199

On their face these concerns are not implausible.  But again the
evidence for them is weak, and there are some compelling reasons to
doubt that video would in fact contribute to such internal harms.  For
one thing, Supreme Court advocates are generally concerned above all
with winning cases.  Given that fact, it seems unlikely that many ad-
vocates would risk annoying or neglecting the Justices by grandstand-
ing or otherwise addressing the remote viewing audience.200  Because
this seems entirely inimical to the advocates’ own interests, we should
not expect it to occur very often.201  Moreover, the Court has an effec-
tive means of policing such behavior: the Chief Justice could simply
instruct an offending advocate to sit and be silent.202  As for grand-
standing by the Justices themselves, it is hard to deny that this is a
concern.  Whether bench or bar is to blame, such behavior risks under-
mining the Court’s ability to develop a critical understanding of its
cases in oral argument.  Yet, as Sonja West points out, the risk of judi-
cial grandstanding is already high.203  Even now, the Court’s proceed-
ings occur in an intense public glare, and the Justices act in full
awareness of the publicity that their remarks—including strange hy-

198. Judicial Security and Independence: Hearing Before the S. Comm. on the Judi-
ciary, 110th Cong. 13 (2007) (statement of Hon. Anthony Kennedy, Associate Justice,
United States Supreme Court).

199. See Mauro, supra note 19, at 271. R
200. I would suggest that the great fear in the back of every advocate’s mind is

the possibility of a rebuke from the Court, which is very close to happening to
any lawyer, especially one in the position of trying to use it as a public grand-
stand, so to speak, from one of the nine Justices, and any nine of them can offer
that rebuke. So I think that the fear of [such grandstanding] is greatly
overstated . . . .

2011 Hearing, supra note 1, at 24 (statement of Hon. Richard Blumenthal, United R
States Senator from the State of Connecticut).

201. See id. at 32 (statement of Tom Goldstein, Partner, Goldstein & Russell, P.C.)
(“[T]he great fear of being slapped down for grandstanding is a really serious one. And
nobody wants to lose their case or embarrass themselves.”).  By contrast, it makes per-
fect sense that such behavior occurs regularly on the televised floor of Congress, since
pandering to the viewing audience is often wholly consistent with legislators’ interests
in raising their profiles, building public support for their positions, and demonstrating
loyalty to their constituents.

202. Chief Justice Beverley McLachlin of the Supreme Court of Canada has ex-
plained that this method worked very effectively in her courtroom on the sole occasion
when a lawyer seemed to be grandstanding for the television audience. See Mauro,
supra note 19, at 272. R

203. West, supra note 20, at 1973-74. R
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potheticals and attempts at humor—may garner.204  Given all this, it
is unclear how significantly (if at all) video would exacerbate the prob-
lem.  In any event, here too the Court already possesses the tools nec-
essary to guard against such harms.  With or without video, the
Justices could develop and strengthen behavioral norms that would
preserve the effectiveness and integrity of oral arguments.  In the end,
then, these objections from internal harms, which seem plausible at
first glance, are not very compelling.  The evidence for such harms is
weak, and there are too many reasons to doubt that they would actu-
ally materialize in the case of the Supreme Court, particularly given
the available safeguards.

The matter is somewhat different when it comes to what I am
calling external harms—the various ways in which video might mis-
lead the viewing audience about the nature of the Court’s activities.
Several of the Justices have expressed this concern.  Justice Scalia has
said that he is certain that oral argument video would “miseducate the
American people, not educate [them].”205  While Scalia emphasized
the risk that viewers would see only short “takeouts [that] would not
be characteristic of what we do,”206 Justice Breyer has explained the
concern rather differently.  For Breyer, even assuming that viewers
see oral arguments ‘gavel to gavel,’ they are liable to exaggerate the
importance of oral argument relative to those parts of the Court’s deci-
sion-making process that are not video-recorded.  Here is Breyer
before Congress:

[W]ill understanding be promoted if you can—because you
can only show the oral argument, which is 1 percent of what
goes on.  And people relate to what they see much more than
they relate to what is in writing.  And we are deciding cases
that we have results for 300 million people, and only 6 of
them are in front of us, and we have to worry a lot about what
our ruling will do to the 299,999,000, et cetera, that aren’t
there, and so will there be misunderstanding about that?207

Justice Breyer’s point seems to be that video will invite two types of
confusion, each arising from what the camera’s lens fails to capture.

204. Id. at 1973 (“[T]he Justices . . . are well aware that members of both the media
and the academy will analyze their every word, looking for clues as to how the Justices
might vote.”).

205. Stephanie Condon, Scalia: Cameras in the court will “miseducate” people, CBS
NEWS (July 26, 2012, 11:37 AM), http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-57480640-
503544/scalia-cameras-in-the-court-will-miseducate-people/ [http://perma.cc/YF4F-G2H
4].

206. Id.
207. Financial Services and General Government Appropriations for 2011: Hearings

Before Subcomm. On Fin. Servs. and Gen. Gov’t Appropriations of the H. Comm. on
Appropriations, 111th Cong. 93 (2010) [hereinafter Appropriations Hearing] (statement
of Hon. Stephen Breyer, Associate Justice, United States Supreme Court).
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First, video will tend to obscure the fact that oral arguments actually
play a comparatively minor role in the Court’s decision-making pro-
cess.  Second, Breyer suggests, video will obscure the fact that in
reaching its decisions, the Court considers repercussions not only for
the named parties (who are represented by attorneys) but also for the
people writ large (who are not).  In his testimony before Congress,
Breyer went on to suggest that whereas professional journalists can
prevent such confusions by placing oral arguments in their wider con-
text, raw video leaves viewers particularly vulnerable to them.208

We can imagine several other ways in which oral argument video
might mislead viewers about the Court’s work.  One commentator has
suggested, for example, that cameras would wrongly imply that the
Justices always reach a conclusion, at least internally, during the oral
argument in any given case.209  In addition, video might lead the audi-
ence to regard the Justices as narrowly partisan or political in their
questioning (and ultimately in their decision-making).210

The first point to make in response to these objections is that the
risk of such external harms is already present.211  The transcripts and
audio recordings that the Court routinely releases have, in principle,
similar potential for confusions of the sort just identified.  Lacking a
broader understanding of the Court’s decision-making process, a
reader of oral argument transcripts may develop an exaggerated sense
of the importance of these proceedings.  Or she might suppose that the
Court considers the possible consequences of its decisions only for the
named parties or that the Justices always make up their minds in the
course of oral argument.  The same is true of an audio listener who
lacks an understanding of the broader context.  So the question is not
so much whether recording and broadcasting video would introduce a
previously unknown risk of public confusion, but whether doing so
would increase the likelihood of such confusion.

Justice Breyer suggests an answer when he remarks that “people
relate to what they see much more than they relate to what is in writ-
ing.”212  In other words, video may indeed present a special risk of

208. Id. (“[W]e have a group of people in our press room who know how the Court
works, and when you read what they say, you know it is being written about by someone
who knows how the Court works.  That isn’t always so [with video].  The cameras don’t
always have the time, and will there be misperception given?”).

209. Tamara Tabo, A Conservative Case for Keeping Cameras Out of the Courtroom,
ABOVE THE LAW (Mar. 20, 2014, 2:22 PM), http://abovethelaw.com/2014/03/a-conserva
tive-case-for-keeping-cameras-out-of-the-courtroom [http://perma.cc/W3YM-3496].

210. Id.
211. Cf. West, supra note 20, at 1983 (“Does video create a risk of miscomprehension R

by the public?  Current circumstances present the same danger.”).
212. Appropriations Hearing, supra note 207, at 93 (statement of Hon. Stephen

Breyer, Associate Justice, United States Supreme Court).
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misunderstanding, because of its ‘relatability’ or what Justice Scalia
calls its “greater impact.”213  This may be correct, but it is also vague
and for that reason not particularly compelling.  In response to this
gesturing at video’s alleged tendency to produce misunderstanding,
West cites the testimony of a judge who disagrees, as well as the Jus-
tices’ own alacrity to speak on camera when they are outside the
courtroom.  “The experiences of other courts and the Justices’ off-the-
bench activities do not,” she concludes, “support the argument that
video results in less public comprehension.”214  Unfortunately,
though, neither point adequately addresses the objection.  We have al-
ready noted that comparisons to other courts are of dubious value in
this context, given that the scope and intensity of public interest in
the Supreme Court’s activity is so exceptional.215  Moreover, West
cites a single judge’s personal impression, without additional evi-
dence, that “ ‘television coverage had, overall, improved the public’s
understanding of the judicial process’” in his state.216  This testimony
may not be wrong in the particular case, but it cannot bear much
weight here.217  As for the Justices’ embrace of cameras in confirma-
tion hearings, in interviews, and in other circumstances, this is simply
beside the point.  The objection at issue is that video of oral argument
proceedings in particular—not any footage of the Justice whatso-
ever—would tend to produce confusion about the Supreme Court’s ac-
tivity.  West fails to distinguish this objection from the much weaker
(and, as I argued, unacceptable) objection grounded on “the alleged
lack of sophistication by the public . . . .”218  Properly distinguished
and elaborated, the worry that argument video would tend to mislead
viewers—not because of any epistemic incapacity on their part, but
because of the medium’s own limitations—might in fact be warranted.
As yet, however, neither the Justices nor the few commentators who
oppose cameras have explained why that should be the case.219  In the
pages that follow, I want to explore two peculiar features of video (as
typically experienced in our present context) that cast doubt on the
medium’s educative potential.

213. Moyer & Thornton, supra note 196, at 205.
214. West, supra note 20, at 1985. R
215. See supra text accompanying notes 157-58.
216. West, supra note 20, at 1985. R
217. See supra notes 81-82 and accompanying text.
218. West, supra note 20, at 1985. R
219. One partial exception is Nancy S. Marder, The Conundrum of Cameras in the

Courtroom, 44 ARIZ. ST. L.J. 1489, 1563-66 (discussing some relevant features of video).
See also Katrina Hoch, Judicial Transparency: Communication, Democracy and the
United States Federal Judiciary 295 (2009) (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University
of California, San Diego) (on file with author), available at http://escholarship.org/uc/
item/44g491tk [http://perma.cc/2CQ2-YRHP] (discussing the relevant features of video
and the social practices that surround it).
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C. CONSIDERATIONS ON THE ‘VIDEO DIFFERENTIAL’

Sonja West rightly focuses our attention on what she calls the
“video differential.”220  In order to properly evaluate the arguments
about cameras in the Court, we need to examine the particularities of
the proposed medium.  It is not adequate to conceive the significance
of introducing video merely as increasing the Court’s exposure in some
generic way.221  The question is what would be the added value of
video in particular.

West sees two major advantages: video offers “vividness” and “ac-
cessibility.”222  The first of these qualities West explains by the pro-
position that “video cameras would bring the people more fully and
more authentically into the courtroom.”223  Viewers would have more
information than could be gleaned from transcripts or audio record-
ings—namely, information about the whole range of “nonverbal activi-
ties” and other silent modes of communication in which the Justices
engage on the bench.224  Viewers could scrutinize the Justices’ body
language and facial expressions, and “decide for themselves if the Jus-
tices look healthy, alert, confused, or attentive.”225  In addition,
video’s vividness would mean increasing “the power with which infor-
mation registers an impact” on the audience.226  Because video allows
the viewer to experience the captured event “in a way nearest to real
life,” West writes, it leaves the audience with a deeper, more lasting
impression than can text or audio.227

Second, video’s accessibility means that the Court’s oral argu-
ments would find a wider audience if those proceedings were filmed.
West points out that “[m]ore people watch television than read news-
papers and certainly more than those who attend oral arguments or
download transcripts.”228  Given the public’s practices and prefer-
ences, she writes, far greater numbers than under present circum-
stances would be exposed to the Court.  Moreover, those additional
audience members would be “far more likely to learn about the Court”
through video, we are told.229  Central to West’s assessment is the
premise that video would not only increase the Court’s exposure, but

220. See supra note 171.
221. See supra note 86.
222. West, supra note 20, at 1966. R
223. Id. at 1969.
224. Id. at 1967.
225. Id.
226. Id.
227. Id.
228. Id. at 1970.
229. Id. at 1972.
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would transmit information and tend to produce learning in
audiences.

This analysis of video strikes me as both highly selective and ex-
cessively sanguine.  It exaggerates video’s added value in several re-
spects.  First, as West concedes at one point, the additional
“information” that video can convey is in fact already available to the
public.230  With oral arguments open to public attendance, the Jus-
tices’ “nonverbal activities”231 on the bench are routinely reported and
discussed in the legal community and in the public press.232  Second,
while ordinary experience does indeed suggest that video can make
deeper and more lasting impressions on us than can nonvisual media,
West assumes that it must be “information” that so powerfully “regis-
ters an impact.”233  The hidden premise is that video’s vividness could
serve only to promote, and never to impede, epistemic gain by the au-
dience.  As I suggest below, the evidence does not warrant such confi-
dence.234  West herself claims that “viewers turn to television in large
part to seek images,” which is of course not equivalent to seeking in-
formation.235  I would not attempt to divine audiences’ motives, which
are inscrutable in any event.  Ultimately, what draws us to visual me-
dia is far less important than what tends to result from our watching,
and the evidence suggests that that is not necessarily (and not even
likely) edification.236  Third and finally, West’s assessment exagger-
ates video’s value by implying that it would be more accessible than
online transcripts and audio recordings.  In fact, if the Court were to
allow cameras, each of these three would be readily available to any-
one with an Internet connection.  What West really means is that, rel-
ative to text and audio, video would likely be more accessed by (though
not more accessible to) the public.  This is probably true.  But it is a
much more modest point than West’s ‘accessibility’ label suggests.
And it hardly guarantees an increase in public understanding of the
Court.

Consider two reasons to doubt that result.  First, notice that high-
quality video offers viewers a limited, mediated perspective that nev-
ertheless appears impartial and complete.237  As it is generally exper-

230. Id. at 1967.
231. Id.
232. Id.; see also supra note 102.
233. West, supra note 20, at 1967. R
234. See infra notes 237-41, 245-49 and accompanying text.
235. West, supra note 20, at 1971. R
236. See infra notes 245-49 and accompanying text.
237. The traditional view of cameras is as the all-seeing eye: they are turned on

and they simply record what is before them.  What is missing from this account
is that the placement of the camera, the focus on a particular subject to the
exclusion of all others, the editing of the images, and the voice-over that accom-
panies the images, give shape to the story.  Because images are powerful and



\\jciprod01\productn\C\CRE\48-2\CRE201.txt unknown Seq: 40  1-JUN-15 14:28

206 CREIGHTON LAW REVIEW [Vol. 48

ienced in our contemporary social environment, video embeds the
audience in a first-person point of view, producing a sense of imma-
nence, as if one were truly present and seeing everything that is to be
seen.  Accordingly, the images that we encounter when watching video
bear the marks of immediacy, verisimilitude, and completeness.  But
this vivid perspective—familiar to anyone who has seen a televised
press conference, baseball game, standup routine, or congressional
hearing—rests on an illusion.  It rests on the hiddenness of the reality
outside the camera’s frame.  It rests on the hiddenness of the frame’s
very existence and of the fact that the viewer’s perspective is thereby
limited and constrained.

In this regard, transparency—as distinguished from its simula-
crum—is precisely what video typically fails to provide.238  Relative to
other media, particularly text and audio, high-quality video is curi-
ously opaque in its concealment of the partiality and finitude that
limit the viewer’s perspective.  One result of this opacity is that video
audiences may not, in fact, grow in understanding of the Court.  View-
ers might develop unwarranted confidence that they have seen and
understood the whole story, at least insofar as the existence of a rele-
vant off-screen reality remains hidden.  For that reason, video may be
liable to produce false impressions about the Court’s activity, even as-
suming that viewers are perfectly sophisticated.239

Shrewd politicians can create such misleading impressions delib-
erately, as Newt Gingrich famously did when, noting the fixed posi-
tion of C-SPAN’s cameras, he spoke as if the near-empty House
chamber in which he stood was in fact filled with Democrats, stunned
into silence by his accusations.240  In the case of the Justices of the
Supreme Court, one would not, presumably, have to worry about such
antics.  (In any event, one could protect against that specific sort of
manipulation by providing for multiple camera angles.)  But once we

the story is woven seamlessly, it is easy to lose sight of what has been omitted
and what choices have been made in the process.

Marder, supra note 219, at 1566.
238. Katrina Hoch rightly points out that such characteristics are not necessarily

intrinsic to the medium, but are partially constituted by the surrounding social context.
See Hoch, supra note 219, at 295-96 (“It’s often not a technology or communicative mode
that causes problems, but the practices that embed them.  The competitive commercial
media structure encourages aggressive, sensational or entertainment-oriented new-
sgathering and production practices.  These practices are often associated with images,
but are not unique or inevitable to them.”).

239. Cf. G. Daniel Lassiter et al., Evaluating Videotaped Confessions: Expertise Pro-
vides No Defense Against the Camera-Perspective Effect, 18 PSYCHOL. SCI. 224 (2007)
(even sophisticated judges are more likely to regard a simulated criminal confession as
voluntary, and the suspect as guilty, when the camera’s frame is focused tightly on the
suspect rather than panned more widely).

240. See NELSON POLSBY, HOW CONGRESS EVOLVES: SOCIAL BASES OF INSTITUTIONAL

CHANGE 127 (2004).
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recall the regularity and ease with which digital video is excerpted
and remixed online, it is not a stretch to imagine that misleadingly
aggregated footage—apparently authentic but deeply deceptive in its
portrayal of the Court—could appear and even occasionally ‘go viral’
on the Internet.  Setting that particular worry to one side, the more
general point is that video of Supreme Court proceedings would offer a
perspective on the institution’s activity that would tend to appear
complete and comprehensive, despite its limitations.

To press this objection may seem like making the perfect the en-
emy of the good.  But the point is rather that, on net, and given the
alternative, such video may not constitute a good at all.  It would
render a small subset of the Court’s activities more visible (literally) to
more viewers, but at the risk of promoting misunderstanding of the
Court, effectively concealing the existence of its off-camera processes
of deliberation and adjudication.241  If the alternative were no public
access whatsoever, then video would have to be regarded as a net good
despite this disadvantage.  However, complete opacity is not the alter-
native.  At present, the Court provides for live, in-person observation
by a few hundred members of the public, for near-immediate release of
oral argument transcripts, and for the publication of audio recordings
of those proceedings within a few days.242  Given the ready accessibil-
ity of oral arguments under current practice, and given what I have
identified as the peculiar opacity of video media, there is simply no
basis for confidence that cameras would add anything of value to the
public’s understanding of the Supreme Court.

More positively, camera proponents might draw a constructive
lesson from my argument here.243  If the problem with video is, as I
have suggested, its opacity relative to other media, then what we need
are techniques for making explicit what is typically hidden: the
frame’s limited perspective, the existence of a contiguous off-screen re-
ality, the way in which a clip has been excerpted, and so on.  Over
time, techniques of this kind have been developed for use in textual
media.  Writers and readers have gradually perfected norms of cita-
tion to ensure that it is apparent when another’s words have been bor-
rowed, cropped, omitted, or rearranged.  This allows the reader to

241. See supra notes 238-39 and accompanying text.  Notice that my claim here is
not premised on any notion of viewer incapacity.  The argument runs even assuming
that hypothetical audiences of oral argument video are perfectly sophisticated.

242. See supra notes 13-14 and accompanying text.  For the record, I believe that the R
Court could and should do even more, including permitting live audio broadcasting of its
oral arguments.  This position is perfectly consistent with the objection to cameras that
I am trying to articulate here. But see CHEMERINSKY, supra note 56, at 318 (“[I]f people
can hear the tapes just minutes after the arguments conclude, it is impossible to see the
harm in allowing them to watch the proceedings live an hour or two earlier.”).

243. For this suggestion I am indebted to Tomer Perry.
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recognize immediately that she is getting a limited, perspectival take
on the cited text.  It also enables the reader to have recourse to the
original if she so desires.  There is no reason in principle why tech-
niques that are functionally equivalent could not be developed for
visual media.  Some already exist—consider, for example, the inform-
ative caption identifying the speaker who appears on screen.  Yet
many more are needed for substantial mitigation of the opacity I have
identified.  Proponents of oral argument video might consider refocus-
ing their efforts on the development of such techniques.  Imagine if we
had devices sufficient to ensure that, for example, a hypothetical ques-
tion from the bench or a comment by a Justice playing ‘devil’s advo-
cate’ could be identified as such in any remixed video ripped from the
Court’s official recording.  Were such techniques available for deploy-
ment in video recording of the Supreme Court’s oral arguments, at
least one source of hesitation might be eliminated.244

Nevertheless, there is a second aspect of video (as typically exper-
ienced in our social environment) that is particularly relevant here—
the way in which it engages the viewer’s perception and cognition.  Re-
search lends credibility to what ordinary experience suggests: that
video effectively absorbs us, but not in ways that are especially condu-
cive to critical thinking and learning.245  Noting that “every medium
develops some cognitive skills at the expense of others,” the psycholo-
gist Patricia Greenfield notes that although video impressively deep-
ens viewers’ “visual intelligence,” it also tends to impair what she
labels as “deep processing: mindful knowledge acquisition, inductive
analysis, critical thinking, imagination, and reflection.”246  Text and

244. Cf. Sam Baker, Justice Sotomayor no longer backs television cameras in Su-
preme Court, THE HILL (Feb. 7, 2013, 7:25 PM), http://thehill.com/homenews/news/
281765-sotomayor-no-longer-backs-cameras-in-supreme-court [http://perma.cc/W8QJ-
992Q] (noting that one jurist has opposed cameras on the grounds that hypothetical
questioning might easily be mistaken for a statement of the questioner’s own views).

245. See, e.g., Manuela Glaser et al., What Do We Learn from Docutainment?
Processing Hybrid Television Documentaries, 22 LEARNING & INSTRUCTION 37 (2012)
(finding that viewers process educational video in a narrative mode, with less effective
learning of information that is not embedded in the overarching narrative frame); Patri-
cia M. Greenfield, Technology and Informal Education: What Is Taught, What Is
Learned, 323 SCI. 69 (2009) (observing that video tends to build viewers’ visual-spatial
skills but is not conducive to forms of “deep processing” like reflection, critical thinking,
and imagination); Robindra Basu Roy & Graham T. McMahon, Video-Based Cases Dis-
rupt Deep Critical Thinking in Problem-Based Learning, 46 MED. EDUC. 426 (2012)
(finding that in medical education, relative to outcomes observed when traditional text
materials are used, the introduction of video in case-based learning is associated with
reduced critical thinking).

246. Greenfield, supra note 245, at 71.
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audio are apparently much better suited to such critical cognitive
engagement.247

The differences in our experience of these various media are
nicely illustrated by a famous episode from the early days of televised
politics.  It was the 1960 presidential election, and John F. Kennedy
and Richard Nixon squared off in a live debate.248  The contest was
broadcast by radio and on national television.  Audiences’ reactions
were telling.  Radio listeners felt that the candidates had been more or
less equally matched; each had advanced strong arguments, and each
had seemed like a strong leader.  But television viewers took away a
very different impression.  Nixon had been visibly sweating and bore a
noticeable five-o’clock shadow during the broadcast.  When the camera
focused tightly on his face, he looked nervous and unsteady, while the
debonair Kennedy seemed calm and collected.  Prospective voters who
watched the debate on television went away regarding Nixon as the
less successful candidate and reported that Kennedy had won the de-
bate.249  These two audiences heard the exact same exchange between
the candidates.  The difference was that the video had drawn viewers’
attention to Nixon’s appearance, and their judgment evidently
followed.

I readily concede that this illustration, like the empirical research
cited here, suggests a tendency rather than an iron law.  Some view-
ers, some of the time, might indeed engage deeply and critically with
video of the Court’s oral arguments, were it made available.  But that
hardly invalidates the more general implication.  What the research
cited above calls into question is the notion that cameras would en-
hance the public’s understanding of the Court.  Under current prac-
tice, fully critical engagement with the Court’s work is made possible
by ready access to transcripts and audio recordings of the Court’s oral

247. See, e.g., RICHARD E. MAYER, MULTIMEDIA LEARNING 259-60 (2d ed. 2009) (find-
ing in a series of experiments that adding the image of a speaker to a screen produced
no substantial improvement in viewers’ learning); Adrian Furnham et al., Children’s
and Adults’ Recall of Children’s News Stories in Both Print and Audio-Visual Presenta-
tion Modalities, 16 APPLIED COGNITIVE PSYCHOL. 191, 191 (2002) (“Research into the
efficiency of different media in conveying information to adults, has largely supported
the idea that memory for information presented in audio-visual media is poorer than
that for the same information presented in audio-only or print media.”); Martin Merkt
et al., Learning with Videos vs. Learning with Print: The Role of Interactive Features, 21
LEARNING & INSTRUCTION 687 (2011) (finding that while video is generally associated
with less effective learning than print, the addition of interactivity may allow better
learning outcomes if viewers use pausing and browsing functions for “self-regulated in-
formation processing”); Mor Regev et al., Selective and Invariant Neural Responses to
Spoken and Written Narratives, 33 J. NEUROSCIENCE 15978 (2013) (finding no signifi-
cant difference in the effectiveness of linguistic processing or learning as between read-
ing written text and listening to spoken text).

248. See Marder, supra note 219, at 1507.
249. Id.
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arguments (not to mention the publication of written opinions explain-
ing and criticizing its judgments).  Admittedly, the addition of video
might sometimes expand the size of the Court’s audience.  But the evi-
dence suggests that this additional exposure would be unlikely to im-
prove public understanding of the Court.

Here readers might object that the expected character of public
response is immaterial.  The issue at stake, it might be supposed, is
the Court’s obligation to render its public proceedings accessible and
transparent, however people might tend to encounter (or not) the me-
dia published in service of that goal.  The issue, in short, is trans-
parency.  As I argued above, however, the principle of transparency
does not necessarily require video of the Court’s proceedings.250  In
fact, video seems a rather unsuitable instrument for promoting what I
called “transparency as intelligibility.”251  This is both because it
tends to produce a false impression of completeness and neutrality252

and because it deeply engages our visual perception without effec-
tively engaging our capacity for learning or critical thinking.253  No-
tice that these claims are entirely distinct from the worry that video
reduces its objects to entertainment or spectacle.254  That is not my
argument.  My argument has been, instead, that given what we know
about the medium’s typical characteristics, video of the Court’s oral
arguments is unlikely to produce any meaningful benefits in terms of
public understanding.

V. CONCLUSION

In these pages I have tried to show that, despite its momentum,
the case for cameras in the Supreme Court is in fact surprisingly
weak.  There is no general principle requiring that the Court should
permit video recording and broadcasting of its public proceedings.  In
particular, I have argued that transparency—the leading candidate
for that role—does not in fact require video, except on simplistic con-
ceptions of the transparency principle that we ought to reject.255  The
various prudential arguments advanced on behalf of cameras are also
unpersuasive.  Each rests on a highly speculative claim, unsupported
by evidence, that video of the Court’s proceedings would promote one

250. See supra Part III.C.
251. See supra text accompanying notes 112-13.
252. See supra notes 237-41 and accompanying text.
253. See supra notes 245-49 and accompanying text.
254. See, e.g., J. M. Balkin, How Mass Media Simulate Political Transparency, 3

CULTURAL VALUES 393, 397 (1999) (“Television converts law into a form of entertain-
ment suitable for consumption by lay audiences.”) (citation omitted).

255. See supra Part III.C.
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political good or another—public understanding,256 accountability,257

or legitimacy.258  There are simply no reasonable grounds for confi-
dence that such consequences would result from the introduction of
cameras.  In fact, a thoughtful consideration of the particular features
of video suggests affirmative reasons to doubt that cameras would im-
prove public understanding of the Court.259

Nevertheless, I have stopped short of advancing a positive case for
the Court’s prohibition on cameras.  That prohibition is not justifiable
on the basis of any general ethical or political principle, but reflects
the Justices’ prudential judgment that the likely advantages of video
in this context are outweighed by its likely disadvantages.  In my
view, that judgment is correct.  But I would not pretend that it can be
demonstrated conclusively to be so.  Precisely for that reason—pre-
cisely because the matter cannot be resolved by appeal to principle,
and because the likely impacts of cameras are uncertain (even if more
or less credible predictions about those impacts can be advanced)—
Congress should defer to the Court’s judgment on this issue, at least
for the time being.260

Let me end by identifying one reason why, notwithstanding every-
thing I have just argued, the Court may soon feel compelled to recon-
sider its judgment about cameras.  As we have noted, opinion polls
show that a substantial majority of the public believes the Court’s pro-
ceedings ought to be available on video.261  What I fear is that, for
many ordinary citizens, this belief is coupled with another, much more
pernicious one: namely, that the Court’s rejection of video is illegiti-
mate in principle or is evidence in itself of corruption or miscon-
duct.262  It is not unusual to find such beliefs expressed in popular
media.263  And regrettably, some of the commentary published by
camera proponents may be (mis-)read as providing a basis for these

256. See supra Part III.A.
257. See supra Part III.B.
258. See supra Part III.D.
259. See supra Part IV.C.
260. Cf. Brandon Smith, Note, The Least Televised Branch: A Separation of Powers

Analysis of Legislation to Televise the Supreme Court, 97 GEO. L.J. 1409 (arguing that
Congress should defer because legislation requiring the Court to adopt cameras would
violate the separation of powers).

261. See supra note 38 and accompanying text.
262. Cf. Segall, supra note 56 (“The American people feel that the justices are hiding

from them, and that cannot do anything but damage the confidence we have in the
justices.”).

263. See, e.g., The Daily Show with Jon Stewart (Comedy Central television broad-
cast Apr. 3, 2014), available at http://thedailyshow.cc.com/episodes/zpxgap/april-3—
2014—-pele [http://perma.cc/84GK-EHBR] (“Televised Supreme Court hearings.  Ap-
parently the one thing so corrosive to the process that it can never be allowed to exert
an unholy influence upon our sacred democratic institutions is—transparency.”).
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beliefs.264  This should be a source of grave concern to all of us.  The
notion that by prohibiting cameras the Court somehow defies the ba-
sic demands of democratic transparency, or shows that it has some-
thing to hide, poses a very real threat to the Court’s legitimacy.
However the Justices respond to growing public pressure for video in
the years ahead, they should remain especially vigilant in the face of
that threat.  Eventually, the harm to the Court’s legitimacy may reach
such proportions that the prudential calculus ought to come out the
other way, recommending a permissive approach to cameras.  Ironi-
cally, if and when that day comes, it will have come in part through
the influence of those simplistic criticisms of the Court’s stance toward
video that I hope, in these pages, I have managed at least to blunt.

264. See, e.g., 2011 Hearing, supra note 1, at 2 (statement of Hon. Amy Klobuchar, R
United States Senator from the State of Minnesota) (presenting cameras as a straight-
forward requirement of the public’s “right to see how the Court functions”); Cohn, supra
note 14, at 168 (presenting cameras as a straightforward requirement of the public’s R
“right to be there” when the Court is in session); Mauro, supra note 19, at 260 (calling R
the Court a “secret society”); O’Connor, supra note 20 (charging the Court with acting R
“like an ancient Greek soothsayer”); Specter, supra note 66 (“[I]t is in the public interest
for the public to at least know what the court is doing.”); Segall, supra note 56 (“The
American people have a right to see on their televisions, tablets and smartphones the
oral arguments and decision announcements of the Supreme Court.”); see also supra
notes 72-74 and accompanying text.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue true
  /ColorSettingsFile (Color Management Off)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /AachenBT-Bold
    /AachenBT-Roman
    /ACaslon-AltBold
    /ACaslon-AltBoldItalic
    /ACaslon-AltItalic
    /ACaslon-AltRegular
    /ACaslon-AltSemibold
    /ACaslon-AltSemiboldItalic
    /ACaslon-Bold
    /ACaslon-BoldItalic
    /ACaslon-BoldItalicOsF
    /ACaslon-BoldOsF
    /ACaslonExp-Bold
    /ACaslonExp-BoldItalic
    /ACaslonExp-Italic
    /ACaslonExp-Regular
    /ACaslonExp-Semibold
    /ACaslonExp-SemiboldItalic
    /ACaslon-Italic
    /ACaslon-ItalicOsF
    /ACaslon-Ornaments
    /ACaslon-Regular
    /ACaslon-RegularSC
    /ACaslon-Semibold
    /ACaslon-SemiboldItalic
    /ACaslon-SemiboldItalicOsF
    /ACaslon-SemiboldSC
    /ACaslon-SwashBoldItalic
    /ACaslon-SwashItalic
    /ACaslon-SwashSemiboldItalic
    /AGaramondAlt-Italic
    /AGaramondAlt-Regular
    /AGaramond-Bold
    /AGaramond-BoldItalic
    /AGaramond-BoldItalicOsF
    /AGaramond-BoldOsF
    /AGaramondExp-Bold
    /AGaramondExp-BoldItalic
    /AGaramondExp-Italic
    /AGaramondExp-Regular
    /AGaramondExp-Semibold
    /AGaramondExp-SemiboldItalic
    /AGaramond-Italic
    /AGaramond-ItalicOsF
    /AGaramond-Regular
    /AGaramond-RegularSC
    /AGaramond-Semibold
    /AGaramond-SemiboldItalic
    /AGaramond-SemiboldItalicOsF
    /AGaramond-SemiboldSC
    /AGaramond-Titling
    /AgencyFB-Bold
    /AgencyFB-Reg
    /AGOldFace-BoldOutline
    /AGOldFace-Outline
    /AJenson-Italic
    /AJenson-Regular
    /AJenson-RegularDisplay
    /AJenson-RegularSC
    /AJenson-Semibold
    /Aldine721BT-Bold
    /Aldine721BT-BoldItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Italic
    /Aldine721BT-Roman
    /Algerian
    /AlternateGothic-No1
    /AlternateGothic-No2
    /AlternateGothic-No3
    /AmazoneBT-Regular
    /AmericanaBT-Bold
    /AmericanaBT-ExtraBold
    /AmericanaBT-ExtraBoldCondensed
    /AmericanaBT-Italic
    /AmericanaBT-Roman
    /AmericanGaramondBT-Bold
    /AmericanGaramondBT-BoldItalic
    /AmericanGaramondBT-Italic
    /AmericanGaramondBT-Roman
    /AmericanTypewriter-Bold
    /AmericanTypewriter-BoldA
    /AmericanTypewriter-BoldCond
    /AmericanTypewriter-BoldCondA
    /AmericanTypewriter-Cond
    /AmericanTypewriter-CondA
    /AmericanTypewriter-Light
    /AmericanTypewriter-LightA
    /AmericanTypewriter-LightCond
    /AmericanTypewriter-LightCondA
    /AmericanTypewriter-Medium
    /AmericanTypewriter-MediumA
    /AmericanUncD
    /AmerTypewriterITCbyBT-Bold
    /AmerTypewriterITCbyBT-Medium
    /Anna
    /Anna-DTC
    /AntiqueOliT-Bold
    /AntiqueOliT-Regu
    /AntiqueOliT-ReguItal
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialRoundedMTBold
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /Arquitectura
    /ArrusBlk-Italic
    /ArrusBlk-Regular
    /Arrus-Bold
    /ArrusBT-Black
    /ArrusBT-BlackItalic
    /ArrusBT-Bold
    /ArrusBT-BoldItalic
    /ArrusBT-Italic
    /ArrusBT-Roman
    /Arrus-Italic
    /Arrus-Roman
    /Arsis-Italic-DTC
    /Arsis-Regular-DTC
    /AvantGarde-Book
    /AvantGarde-BookOblique
    /AvantGarde-Demi
    /AvantGarde-DemiOblique
    /Avenir-Light
    /Avenir-Medium
    /BadlocICG
    /BadlocICG-Bevel
    /BadlocICG-Compression
    /BakerSignet
    /BankGothicBT-Light
    /BankGothicBT-Medium
    /BaskervilleBE-Italic
    /BaskervilleBE-Medium
    /BaskervilleBE-MediumItalic
    /BaskervilleBE-Regular
    /BaskOldFace
    /Bauhaus93
    /Bauhaus-Bold
    /Bauhaus-Demi
    /Bauhaus-Heavy
    /Bauhaus-Light
    /Bauhaus-Medium
    /Beaufort-Regular
    /Beesknees-DTC
    /Bellevue
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BelweBT-Medium
    /Bembo
    /Bembo-Bold
    /Bembo-BoldExpert
    /Bembo-BoldItalic
    /Bembo-BoldItalicExpert
    /Bembo-BoldItalicOsF
    /Bembo-BoldOsF
    /Bembo-Expert
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldExpert
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldItalicExpert
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldItalicOsF
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldOsF
    /Bembo-Italic
    /Bembo-ItalicExpert
    /Bembo-ItalicOsF
    /Bembo-SC
    /Bembo-SemiboldExpert
    /Bembo-SemiboldItalicExpert
    /Bembo-SemiboldItalicOsF
    /Bembo-SemiboldOsF
    /Benguiat-Bold
    /Benguiat-BoldItalic
    /Benguiat-Book
    /Benguiat-BookItalic
    /BenguiatGothic-Book
    /BenguiatGothic-BookOblique
    /BenguiatGothic-Heavy
    /BenguiatGothic-HeavyOblique
    /BenguiatGothic-MediumOblique
    /Benguiat-Medium
    /Benguiat-MediumItalic
    /Berkeley-Bold
    /Berkeley-BoldItalic
    /Berkeley-Book
    /Berkeley-BookItalic
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BermudaLP-Squiggle
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /BernhardModern-RegIta-DTC
    /BernhardModern-Regular-DTC
    /BickleyScriptPlain
    /BlackadderITC-Regular
    /Blackoak
    /Bodoni
    /BodoniAntT-Bold
    /BodoniAntT-BoldItal
    /BodoniAntT-Ligh
    /BodoniAntT-LighItal
    /BodoniAntT-Regu
    /BodoniAntT-ReguItal
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /BodoniHighlightICG
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /BodoniMT
    /BodoniMTBlack
    /BodoniMTBlack-Italic
    /BodoniMT-Bold
    /BodoniMT-BoldItalic
    /BodoniMTCondensed
    /BodoniMTCondensed-Bold
    /BodoniMTCondensed-BoldItalic
    /BodoniMTCondensed-Italic
    /BodoniMT-Italic
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /Bodoni-Poster
    /Bodoni-PosterCompressed
    /BodoniSevITC-BoldItalOS
    /BodoniSevITC-BoldOS
    /BodoniSevITC-BookItalOS
    /BodoniSevITC-BookOS
    /BoinkPlain
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /Bookman-Bold
    /Bookman-BoldItalic
    /Bookman-Demi
    /Bookman-DemiItalic
    /Bookman-Light
    /Bookman-LightItalic
    /Bookman-Medium
    /Bookman-MediumItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /Boton-Medium
    /Boton-MediumItalic
    /Boton-Regular
    /Boulevard
    /BradleyHandITC
    /Braille
    /BritannicBold
    /BroadbandICG
    /Broadway
    /BrushScriptBT-Regular
    /BrushScriptMT
    /BubbledotICG-CoarseNeg
    /BubbledotICG-CoarsePos
    /BubbledotICG-FineNeg
    /BubbledotICG-FinePos
    /BurweedICG
    /BurweedICG-Thorny
    /CaflischScript-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Regular
    /Calibri
    /Calibri-Bold
    /Calibri-BoldItalic
    /Calibri-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /CalisMTBol
    /CalistoMT
    /CalistoMT-BoldItalic
    /CalistoMT-Italic
    /Cambria
    /Cambria-Bold
    /Cambria-BoldItalic
    /Cambria-Italic
    /CambriaMath
    /Candara
    /Candara-Bold
    /Candara-BoldItalic
    /Candara-Italic
    /CandidaBT-Bold
    /CandidaBT-Italic
    /CandidaBT-Roman
    /Carleton-Normal
    /CarpenterICG
    /Carta
    /CasablancaAntique-Italic
    /CasablancaAntique-Normal
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Bold
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Book
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Caslon540BT-Italic
    /Caslon540BT-Roman
    /CaslonBookBE-Italic
    /CaslonBT-Bold
    /CaslonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaslonOldFaceBT-Heavy
    /CaslonOldFaceBT-Italic
    /CaslonOldFaceBT-Roman
    /CaslonOpenfaceBT-Regular
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Black
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BlackIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Bold
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BoldIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Book
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BookIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Medium
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-MediumIt
    /Castellar
    /CastellarMT
    /Castle
    /CaxtonBT-Bold
    /CaxtonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaxtonBT-Book
    /CaxtonBT-BookItalic
    /CaxtonBT-Light
    /CaxtonBT-LightItalic
    /Centaur
    /CentaurMT
    /CentaurMT-Bold
    /CentaurMT-BoldItalic
    /CentaurMT-Italic
    /CentaurMT-ItalicA
    /Century
    /Century-Bold
    /Century-BoldItalic
    /Century-Book
    /Century-BookItalic
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturyOldstyleBT-Bold
    /CenturyOldstyleBT-Italic
    /CenturyOldstyleBT-Roman
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /Chaparral-Display
    /Charlesworth-Bold
    /Charlesworth-Normal
    /Chaucer-DTC
    /Cheltenham-Bold
    /Cheltenham-BoldItalic
    /Cheltenham-Book
    /Cheltenham-BookItalic
    /Cheltenham-Light
    /Cheltenham-LightItalic
    /Cheltenham-Ultra
    /Cheltenham-UltraItalic
    /ChiladaICG-Cuatro
    /ChiladaICG-Dos
    /ChiladaICG-Tres
    /ChiladaICG-Uno
    /Chiller-Regular
    /ChiselD
    /City-Bold
    /City-BoldItalic
    /City-Medium
    /City-MediumItalic
    /Clarendon
    /Clarendon-Bold
    /ClarendonBT-Black
    /ClarendonBT-Bold
    /ClarendonBT-BoldCondensed
    /ClarendonBT-Heavy
    /ClarendonBT-Roman
    /Clarendon-Light
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Bold
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-BoldItalic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Italic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Roman
    /CloisterOpenFaceBT-Regular
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CommercialScriptBT-Regular
    /Consolas
    /Consolas-Bold
    /Consolas-BoldItalic
    /Consolas-Italic
    /Constantia
    /Constantia-Bold
    /Constantia-BoldItalic
    /Constantia-Italic
    /CooperBlack
    /CopperplateGothic-Bold
    /CopperplateGothic-Light
    /CopperplateT-BoldCond
    /Copperplate-ThirtyThreeBC
    /Copperplate-ThirtyTwoBC
    /CopperplateT-LighCond
    /CopperplateT-MediCond
    /Corbel
    /Corbel-Bold
    /Corbel-BoldItalic
    /Corbel-Italic
    /CoronetI
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Critter
    /CurlzMT
    /Cushing-Bold
    /Cushing-BoldItalic
    /Cushing-Book
    /Cushing-BookItalic
    /Cushing-Heavy
    /Cushing-HeavyItalic
    /Cushing-Medium
    /Cushing-MediumItalic
    /Cutout
    /DeltaSymbol
    /DidotLH-RomanSC
    /DigitalICG
    /DorchesterScriptMT
    /EastBlocICG-Closed
    /EastBlocICG-ClosedAlt
    /EastBlocICG-Open
    /EastBlocICG-OpenAlt
    /EckmannD
    /EdwardianScriptITC
    /ElegantGaramondBT-Bold
    /ElegantGaramondBT-Italic
    /ElegantGaramondBT-Roman
    /Elephant-Italic
    /Elephant-Regular
    /EnglischeSchJoiT-Bold
    /EnglischeSchJoiT-DemiBold
    /EnglischeSchJoiT-Regu
    /EnglischeSchT-Bold
    /EnglischeSchT-DemiBold
    /EnglischeSchT-Regu
    /EngraversGothicBT-Regular
    /EngraversMT
    /EngraversOldEnglishBT-Bold
    /EngraversOldEnglishBT-Regular
    /EngraversRomanBT-Bold
    /EngraversRomanBT-Regular
    /ErasITC-Bold
    /ErasITC-Demi
    /ErasITC-Light
    /ErasITC-Medium
    /Esprit-Black
    /Esprit-BlackItalic
    /Esprit-Bold
    /Esprit-BoldItalic
    /Esprit-Book
    /Esprit-BookItalic
    /Esprit-Medium
    /Esprit-MediumItalic
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /EurostileDCD-Bold
    /EurostileDCD-Regu
    /EurostileSCT-Bold
    /EurostileSCT-Regu
    /EurostileSteD-BlacExte
    /EurostileT-Blac
    /EurostileT-BlacExte
    /EurostileT-BlackRe1
    /EurostileT-Bold
    /EurostileT-BoldRe1
    /EurostileT-Heav
    /EurostileT-HeavyRe1
    /EurostileT-Medi
    /EurostileT-MediumRe1
    /EurostileT-Regu
    /EurostileT-ReguExte
    /EurostileT-RegularExtendedRe1
    /EurostileT-RegularRe1
    /Exotic350BT-Bold
    /Exotic350BT-DemiBold
    /Exotic350BT-Light
    /ExPonto-Regular
    /FairfieldLH-Bold
    /FairfieldLH-BoldItalic
    /FairfieldLH-Heavy
    /FairfieldLH-HeavyItalic
    /FairfieldLH-Light
    /FairfieldLH-LightItalic
    /FairfieldLH-Medium
    /FairfieldLH-MediumItalic
    /FarfelICG-FeltTip
    /FarfelICG-Pencil
    /FarrierICG
    /FarrierICG-Black
    /FarrierICG-Bold
    /FelixTitlingMT
    /Fenice-Bold
    /Fenice-Bold-DTC
    /Fenice-BoldItalic-DTC
    /Fenice-BoldOblique
    /Fenice-Light
    /Fenice-LightOblique
    /Fenice-Regular
    /Fenice-Regular-DTC
    /Fenice-RegularItalic-DTC
    /Fenice-RegularOblique
    /Fenice-Ultra
    /Fenice-UltraOblique
    /FootlightMTLight
    /ForteMT
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Condensed
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiCond
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItalic
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-Book
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-BookItal
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-Demi
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumCond
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Roman
    /Freeform710BT-Regular
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /FrenchScriptMT
    /FrizQuadrata
    /FrizQuadrata-Bold
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Bold
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Roman
    /FrodiSCT-Regu
    /FrodiT-Bold
    /FrodiT-BoldItal
    /FrodiT-Regu
    /FrodiT-ReguItal
    /Frutiger-Black
    /Frutiger-BlackCn
    /Frutiger-BlackItalic
    /Frutiger-Bold
    /Frutiger-BoldItalic
    /Frutiger-Cn
    /Frutiger-ExtraBlackCn
    /Frutiger-Italic
    /Frutiger-Light
    /Frutiger-LightCn
    /Frutiger-LightItalic
    /Frutiger-Roman
    /Frutiger-UltraBlack
    /Futura
    /Futura-Bold
    /FuturaBT-Book
    /FuturaBT-BookItalic
    /FuturaBT-Heavy
    /FuturaBT-HeavyItalic
    /FuturaBT-Light
    /FuturaBT-LightItalic
    /Futura-Condensed
    /Futura-CondensedBold
    /Futura-CondensedBoldOblique
    /Futura-CondensedExtraBold
    /Futura-CondensedLight
    /Futura-CondensedLightOblique
    /Futura-CondensedOblique
    /Futura-CondExtraBoldObl
    /Futura-ExtraBold
    /Futura-ExtraBoldOblique
    /Futura-Heavy
    /Futura-HeavyOblique
    /Futura-Oblique
    /Galliard-Black
    /Galliard-BlackItalic
    /Galliard-Bold
    /Galliard-BoldItalic
    /Galliard-Italic
    /Galliard-Roman
    /Galliard-Ultra
    /Galliard-UltraItalic
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-BoldCondensed
    /Garamond-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-Book
    /Garamond-BookCondensed
    /Garamond-BookCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BookItalic
    /Garamond-Italic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Bold
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Book
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Garamond-LightCondensed
    /Garamond-LightCondensedItalic
    /GaramondNo2DCD-Medi
    /GaramondNo2DCD-Regu
    /GaramondNo2SCT-Medi
    /GaramondNo2SCT-Regu
    /GaramondNo2T-Medi
    /GaramondNo2T-Regu
    /GaramondNo2T-ReguItal
    /GaramondNo4CyrTCY-Ligh
    /GaramondNo4CyrTCY-LighItal
    /GaramondNo4CyrTCY-Medi
    /GaramondThree
    /GaramondThree-Bold
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalic
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalicOsF
    /GaramondThree-BoldSC
    /GaramondThree-Italic
    /GaramondThree-ItalicOsF
    /GaramondThree-SC
    /Garamond-Ultra
    /Garamond-UltraCondensed
    /Garamond-UltraCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-UltraItalic
    /Gautami
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Giddyup
    /Giddyup-Thangs
    /Gigi-Regular
    /GillSans
    /GillSans-Bold
    /GillSans-BoldItalic
    /GillSans-ExtraBold
    /GillSans-Italic
    /GillSansMT
    /GillSansMT-Bold
    /GillSansMT-BoldItalic
    /GillSansMT-Condensed
    /GillSansMT-ExtraCondensedBold
    /GillSansMT-Italic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /Giovanni-Black
    /Giovanni-BlackItalic
    /Giovanni-Bold
    /Giovanni-BoldItalic
    /Giovanni-Book
    /Giovanni-BookItalic
    /GloucesterMT-ExtraCondensed
    /Gotham-Bold
    /Gotham-BoldItalic
    /Gotham-Book
    /Gotham-BookItalic
    /Gotham-Medium
    /Gotham-MediumItalic
    /Goudy
    /Goudy-Bold
    /Goudy-BoldItalic
    /GoudyHandtooledBT-Regular
    /Goudy-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-ExtraBold
    /GoudyOldStyle-Regular-DTC
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Regular
    /GoudyStout
    /GoudyTextMT
    /GreymantleMVB
    /GrotesqueMT
    /GrotesqueMT-Black
    /GrotesqueMT-BoldExtended
    /GrotesqueMT-Condensed
    /GrotesqueMT-ExtraCondensed
    /GrotesqueMT-Italic
    /GrotesqueMT-Light
    /GrotesqueMT-LightCondensed
    /GrotesqueMT-LightItalic
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /Harrington
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Black
    /Helvetica-BlackOblique
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Compressed
    /Helvetica-Narrow
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Bold
    /Helvetica-Narrow-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Oblique
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackExt
    /HelveticaNeue-Bold
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Italic
    /HelveticaNeue-Medium
    /HelveticaNeue-Roman
    /HelveticaNeue-Thin
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinItalic
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /HorleyOldStyleMT
    /HorleyOldStyleMT-Bold
    /HorleyOldStyleMT-BoldItalic
    /HorleyOldStyleMT-Italic
    /HorleyOldStyleMT-Light
    /HorleyOldStyleMT-LightItalic
    /HorleyOldStyleMT-SbItalic
    /HorleyOldStyleMT-SemiBold
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-ExtraBold
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Light
    /Humanist521BT-LightItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Humanist521BT-RomanCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-UltraBold
    /Humanist521BT-XtraBoldCondensed
    /Humanist777BT-BlackB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-ItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-LightB
    /Humanist777BT-LightItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanB
    /Impact
    /ImpactT
    /ImprintMT-Shadow
    /Incised901BT-Black
    /Incised901BT-Italic
    /Incised901BT-Roman
    /Industrial736BT-Italic
    /Industrial736BT-Roman
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /Isadora-Bold
    /Isadora-Regular
    /ItcEras-Bold
    /ItcEras-Book
    /ItcEras-Demi
    /ItcEras-Light
    /ItcEras-Medium
    /ItcEras-Ultra
    /ItcKabel-Bold
    /ItcKabel-Book
    /ItcKabel-Demi
    /ItcKabel-Medium
    /ItcKabel-Ultra
    /JansonText-Bold
    /JansonText-BoldItalic
    /JansonText-Italic
    /JansonText-Roman
    /Jenson-Oldstyle-DTC
    /Jenson-Oldstyle-Oblique-DTC
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /Kartika
    /Kennerley-BoldItalicV
    /Kennerley-BoldV
    /Kennerley-ItalicV
    /Kennerley-OldstyleV
    /Keypunch-Normal
    /Keystroke-Normal
    /Khaki-Two
    /KisBT-Italic
    /KisBT-Roman
    /Korinna-Bold
    /Korinna-KursivBold
    /Korinna-KursivRegular
    /Korinna-Regular
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /Kuenstler480BT-Bold
    /Kuenstler480BT-BoldItalic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Italic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Roman
    /KuenstlerScriptBlack-DTC
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Bold
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Medi
    /KunstlerschreibschJoiD-Bold
    /KunstlerschreibschJoiD-Medi
    /KunstlerScript
    /Latha
    /LatinWide
    /Leawood-Black
    /Leawood-BlackItalic
    /Leawood-Bold
    /Leawood-BoldItalic
    /Leawood-Book
    /Leawood-BookItalic
    /Leawood-Medium
    /Leawood-MediumItalic
    /LemonadeICG
    /LemonadeICG-Bold
    /LetterGothic
    /LetterGothic-Bold
    /Lithograph
    /Lithograph-Bold
    /LithographLight
    /Lithos-Black
    /Lithos-Regular
    /LubalinGraph-Book
    /LubalinGraph-BookOblique
    /LubalinGraph-Demi
    /LubalinGraph-DemiOblique
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSans-Typewriter
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBold
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBoldOblique
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterOblique
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Machine
    /Machine-Bold
    /Madrone
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaiandraGD-Regular
    /Mangal-Regular
    /MariageD
    /Mariage-DTC
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /Memphis-Bold
    /Memphis-BoldItalic
    /Memphis-ExtraBold
    /Memphis-Light
    /Memphis-LightItalic
    /Memphis-Medium
    /Memphis-MediumItalic
    /Mesquite
    /MetropolisICG
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /Minion-Black
    /Minion-BlackOsF
    /Minion-Bold
    /Minion-BoldCondensed
    /Minion-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Minion-BoldItalic
    /Minion-BoldItalicOsF
    /Minion-BoldOsF
    /Minion-Condensed
    /Minion-CondensedItalic
    /Minion-DisplayItalic
    /Minion-DisplayItalicSC
    /Minion-DisplayRegular
    /Minion-DisplayRegularSC
    /MinionExp-Black
    /MinionExp-Bold
    /MinionExp-BoldItalic
    /MinionExp-DisplayItalic
    /MinionExp-DisplayRegular
    /MinionExp-Italic
    /MinionExp-Regular
    /MinionExp-Semibold
    /MinionExp-SemiboldItalic
    /Minion-Italic
    /Minion-ItalicSC
    /Minion-Ornaments
    /Minion-Regular
    /Minion-RegularSC
    /Minion-Semibold
    /Minion-SemiboldItalic
    /Minion-SemiboldItalicSC
    /Minion-SemiboldSC
    /Minion-SwashDisplayItalic
    /Minion-SwashItalic
    /Minion-SwashSemiboldItalic
    /MiniPics-ASL
    /MiniPics-LilCreatures
    /MiniPics-LilDinos
    /MiniPics-LilEvents
    /MiniPics-LilFaces
    /MiniPics-LilFeatures
    /MiniPics-LilFishies
    /MiniPics-LilFolks
    /MiniPics-NakedCityDay
    /MiniPics-NakedCityNight
    /MiniPics-RedRock
    /MiniPics-UprootedLeaf
    /MiniPics-UprootedTwig
    /Mistral
    /Modern20BT-ItalicB
    /Modern20BT-RomanB
    /Modern-Regular
    /MofoloD
    /Mojo
    /MonaLisaRecut
    /MonaLisaSolid
    /MonaLisa-Solid
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MotterFemD
    /MrsEavesBold
    /MrsEavesItalic
    /MrsEavesRoman
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSOutlook
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /MuralScript-DTC
    /MVBoli
    /Myriad-Bold
    /Myriad-BoldItalic
    /Myriad-Italic
    /Myriad-Roman
    /Myriad-Tilt
    /Mythos
    /NarrowbandPrimeICG
    /NarrowbandPrimeICG-Bold
    /NDLR-NewBaskerville-Bold
    /NDLR-NewBaskerville-Italic
    /NDLR-NewBaskerville-Roman
    /NewBaskerville-Bold
    /NewBaskerville-BoldItalic
    /NewBaskerville-BoldItalicOsF
    /NewBaskerville-BoldSC
    /NewBaskerville-Italic
    /NewBaskerville-ItalicOsF
    /NewBaskerville-Roman
    /NewBaskerville-SC
    /NewCaledonia
    /NewCaledonia-Black
    /NewCaledonia-BlackItalic
    /NewCaledonia-Bold
    /NewCaledonia-BoldItalic
    /NewCaledonia-Italic
    /NewCaledonia-SemiBold
    /NewCaledonia-SemiBoldItalic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Bold
    /NewCenturySchlbk-BoldItalic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Italic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Roman
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldCondItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-ItalicCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-RomanCondensed
    /NewtronICG
    /NewtronICG-Alt
    /NewtronICG-Open
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /Novarese-Bold
    /Novarese-BoldItalic
    /Novarese-Book
    /Novarese-BookItalic
    /Novarese-Medium
    /Novarese-MediumItalic
    /Novarese-Ultra
    /Nueva-BoldExtended
    /Nueva-Roman
    /NuptialBT-Regular
    /NuptialScript
    /Nyx
    /OBookMan-BoldItaSwash
    /OBookMan-BoldItaSwashSupp
    /OCRA-Alternate
    /OCRAExtended
    /OCRB10PitchBT-Regular
    /OfficinaSans-Bold
    /OfficinaSans-BoldItalic
    /OfficinaSans-Book
    /OfficinaSans-BookItalic
    /OfficinaSerif-Bold
    /OfficinaSerif-BoldItalic
    /OfficinaSerif-Book
    /OfficinaSerif-BookItalic
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /OldStyleSeven
    /OldStyleSeven-Italic
    /OldStyleSeven-ItalicOsF
    /OldStyleSeven-SC
    /OmniBlack
    /OmniBlackItalic
    /OmniBold
    /OmniBoldItalic
    /OmniBook
    /OmniBookItalic
    /Onyx
    /Optimum-Bold-DTC
    /Optimum-BoldItalic-DTC
    /Optimum-Roman-DTC
    /Optimum-RomanItalic-DTC
    /Ouch
    /PalaceScriptMT
    /Palatino-Bold
    /Palatino-BoldItalic
    /Palatino-BoldItalicOsF
    /Palatino-BoldOsF
    /Palatino-Italic
    /Palatino-ItalicOsF
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Palatino-Roman
    /Palatino-SC
    /PapyrusPlain
    /Papyrus-Regular
    /Parchment-Regular
    /ParisFlashICG
    /ParkAvenue-DTC
    /PepitaMT
    /Perpetua
    /Perpetua-Bold
    /Perpetua-BoldItalic
    /Perpetua-Italic
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Bold
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Light
    /Playbill
    /Poetica-ChanceryI
    /Pompeia-Inline
    /Ponderosa
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /Poplar
    /PopplLaudatio-Italic
    /PopplLaudatio-Medium
    /PopplLaudatio-MediumItalic
    /PopplLaudatio-Regular
    /Postino-Italic
    /Present
    /Present-Black
    /Present-BlackCondensed
    /Present-Bold
    /President-Normal
    /Pristina-Regular
    /Quake
    /QuicksansAccurateICG
    /QuicksansAccurateICG-Fill
    /QuicksansAccurateICG-Guides
    /QuicksansAccurateICG-Out
    /QuicksansAccurateICG-Solid
    /Qwerty-Mac
    /Qwerty-PC
    /Raavi
    /RageItalic
    /RapierPlain
    /Ravie
    /RepublikSansICG-01
    /RepublikSansICG-02
    /RepublikSansICG-03
    /RepublikSansICG-03Alt
    /RepublikSerifICG-01
    /RepublikSerifICG-02
    /RepublikSerifICG-03
    /RepublikSerifICG-03Alt
    /Ribbon131BT-Bold
    /Ribbon131BT-Regular
    /Rockwell
    /Rockwell-Bold
    /Rockwell-BoldItalic
    /Rockwell-Condensed
    /Rockwell-CondensedBold
    /Rockwell-ExtraBold
    /Rockwell-Italic
    /RoseRound-Black-DTC
    /RoseRound-Bold-DTC
    /RoseRound-Light-DTC
    /Rosewood-Fill
    /Rosewood-Regular
    /RotisSemiSerif
    /RotisSemiSerif-Bold
    /RotisSerif-Italic
    /RubinoSansICG
    /RubinoSansICG-Fill
    /RubinoSansICG-Guides
    /RubinoSansICG-Out
    /RubinoSansICG-Solid
    /RussellSquare
    /RussellSquare-Oblique
    /SabondiacriticRoman
    /Sanvito-Light
    /Sanvito-Roman
    /ScriptMTBold
    /SegoeUI
    /SegoeUI-Bold
    /SegoeUI-BoldItalic
    /SegoeUI-Italic
    /SerpentineD-Bold
    /SerpentineD-BoldItal
    /SerpentineSansICG
    /SerpentineSansICG-Bold
    /SerpentineSansICG-BoldOblique
    /SerpentineSansICG-Light
    /SerpentineSansICG-LightOblique
    /SerpentineSansICG-Oblique
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /Shruti
    /Shuriken-Boy
    /Signature
    /SignatureLight
    /Slimbach-Black
    /Slimbach-BlackItalic
    /Slimbach-Bold
    /Slimbach-BoldItalic
    /Slimbach-Book
    /Slimbach-BookItalic
    /Slimbach-Medium
    /Slimbach-MediumItalic
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /Souvenir-Demi
    /Souvenir-DemiItalic
    /Souvenir-Light
    /Souvenir-LightItalic
    /SpumoniLP
    /Staccato222BT-Regular
    /StempelGaramond-Bold
    /StempelGaramond-BoldItalic
    /StempelGaramond-Italic
    /StempelGaramond-Roman
    /Stencil
    /StoneSans-Bold
    /StoneSans-BoldItalic
    /StoneSans-Semibold
    /StoneSans-SemiboldItalic
    /StuyvesantICG-Solid
    /Swiss721BT-Black
    /Switzerland-Bold
    /Switzerland-BoldItalic
    /SwitzerlandCondBlack-Italic
    /SwitzerlandCondBlack-Normal
    /SwitzerlandCondensed-Bold
    /SwitzerlandCondensed-BoldItalic
    /SwitzerlandCondensed-Italic
    /SwitzerlandCondensed-Normal
    /SwitzerlandCondLight-Italic
    /SwitzerlandCondLight-Normal
    /Switzerland-Italic
    /Switzerland-Normal
    /Sylfaen
    /Symbol
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /Tekton
    /Tekton-Bold
    /TempusSansITC
    /TheSansBold-Caps
    /TheSansBold-Plain
    /TheSans-Caps
    /TheSans-Italic
    /TheSans-Plain
    /TheSansSemiBold-Caps
    /TheSansSemiBold-Plain
    /TheSansSemiLight-Caps
    /TheSansSemiLight-Plain
    /Tiepolo-Black
    /Tiepolo-BlackItalic
    /Tiepolo-Bold
    /Tiepolo-BoldItalic
    /Tiepolo-Book
    /Tiepolo-BookItalic
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-BoldItalicOsF
    /Times-BoldSC
    /Times-Italic
    /Times-ItalicOsF
    /TimesNewRomanPS
    /TimesNewRomanPS-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Roman
    /Times-RomanSC
    /TimesTen-Bold
    /TimesTen-BoldItalic
    /TimesTen-Italic
    /TimesTen-Roman
    /TimesTen-RomanOsF
    /TimesTen-RomanSC
    /TNTLawClareBold
    /TNTLawFutura
    /TNTLawGaraBold
    /TNTLawGaraBoldItalic
    /TNTLawGaraItalic
    /TNTLawGaraRoman
    /TNTLawGaraSCBold
    /TNTLawGaraSCBoldItalic
    /TNTLawGaraSCItalic
    /TNTLawGaraSCRoman
    /TNTLawHelLiteRoman
    /TNTLawPalBold
    /TNTLawPalBoldItalic
    /TNTLawPalBoldItalicSC
    /TNTLawPalBoldSC
    /TNTLawPalItalic
    /TNTLawPalItalicSC
    /TNTLawPalRoman
    /TNTLawPalRomanSC
    /TNTLawTimesBold
    /TNTLawTimesBoldItalic
    /TNTLawTimesBoldItalicSC
    /TNTLawTimesBoldSC
    /TNTLawTimesItalic
    /TNTLawTimesItalicSC
    /TNTLawTimesRoman
    /TNTLawTimesRomanSC
    /Toolbox
    /Trajan-Bold
    /Trajan-Regular
    /Transitional521BT-BoldA
    /Transitional521BT-CursiveA
    /Transitional521BT-RomanA
    /Transitional551BT-MediumB
    /Transitional551BT-MediumItalicB
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Trixie-Extra
    /Trixie-Light
    /Trixie-Plain
    /Trixie-Text
    /TrumpMediaeval-Bold
    /TrumpMediaeval-BoldItalic
    /TrumpMediaeval-Italic
    /TrumpMediaeval-Roman
    /Tunga-Regular
    /TwCenMT-Bold
    /TwCenMT-BoldItalic
    /TwCenMT-Condensed
    /TwCenMT-CondensedBold
    /TwCenMT-CondensedExtraBold
    /TwCenMT-Italic
    /TwCenMT-Regular
    /Univers-Black-DTC
    /Univers-BlackExt-DTC
    /Univers-BlackOblique-DTC
    /Univers-BoldCond-DTC
    /Univers-BoldCondObl-DTC
    /Univers-Bold-DTC
    /Univers-BoldExt-DTC
    /Univers-BoldOblique-DTC
    /Univers-Condensed
    /Univers-CondensedBold
    /Univers-CondensedBoldOblique
    /Univers-CondensedOblique
    /Univers-DTC
    /UniversityOS
    /UniversityOS-Bold
    /UniversityOS-BoldItalic
    /UniversityOS-Italic
    /UniversityOSSC
    /UniversityOSSC-Bold
    /UniversityOSSC-BoldItalic
    /UniversityOSSC-Italic
    /Univers-LightCond-DTC
    /Univers-LightCondObl-DTC
    /Univers-Light-DTC
    /Univers-LightOblique-DTC
    /Univers-LightUltraCond-DTC
    /Univers-LightUltraCondensed
    /Univers-Oblique-DTC
    /Univers-RomanCond-DTC
    /Univers-RomanCondObl-DTC
    /Univers-RomanExt-DTC
    /Univers-UltraBold-DTC
    /Univers-UltraBoldExt-DTC
    /Univers-UltraCond-DTC
    /URWBodeD
    /URWBodeOutP
    /URWBodeP
    /URWCardanusD
    /URWCippusD
    /URWGaramondT-Bold
    /URWGaramondT-BoldObli
    /URWGaramondT-Regu
    /URWGaramondT-ReguObli
    /URWGroteskT-LighCond
    /URWLatinoT-Blac
    /URWLatinoT-BlackRe1
    /URWLatinoT-Bold
    /URWLatinoT-BoldItal
    /URWLatinoT-BoldItalicRe1
    /URWLatinoT-BoldRe1
    /URWLatinoT-Medi
    /URWLatinoT-MediItal
    /URWLatinoT-MediumItalicRe1
    /URWLatinoT-MediumRe1
    /URWLatinoT-Regu
    /URWLatinoT-ReguItal
    /URWLatinoT-RegularItalicRe1
    /URWLatinoT-RegularRe1
    /URWPolluxScrNo2JoiD
    /Usherwood-Black
    /Usherwood-BlackItalic
    /Usherwood-Bold
    /Usherwood-BoldItalic
    /Usherwood-Book
    /Usherwood-BookItalic
    /Usherwood-Medium
    /Usherwood-MediumItalic
    /Utopia-Italic
    /Utopia-Regular
    /Utopia-Semibold
    /Utopia-SemiboldItalic
    /VAGRounded-Black
    /VAGRounded-Bold
    /VAGRounded-Light
    /VAGRounded-Thin
    /Veljovic-Black
    /Veljovic-BlackItalic
    /Veljovic-Bold
    /Veljovic-BoldItalic
    /Veljovic-Book
    /Veljovic-BookItalic
    /Veljovic-Medium
    /Veljovic-MediumItalic
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VinerHandITC
    /Viva-BoldExtraExtended
    /Vivaldii
    /Viva-Regular
    /VladimirScript
    /Vrinda
    /Webdings
    /Wilke-BoldItalic
    /Wilke-Roman
    /WilliamsCaslonText-Bold
    /WilliamsCaslonText-BoldItalic
    /WilliamsCaslonText-Italic
    /WilliamsCaslonText-Regular
    /Willow
    /WindsorBT-Roman
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /WontonICG
    /WoodtypeOrnaments-One
    /WoodtypeOrnaments-Two
    /YardmasterD
    /YardmasterOnlShaD
    /YardmasterOnlShaO
    /ZapfChancery-MediumItalic
    /ZapfDingbats
    /ZurichBT-BoldCondensed
    /ZurichBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /ZurichBT-ExtraCondensed
    /ZurichBT-ItalicCondensed
    /ZurichBT-RomanCondensed
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f300130d330b830cd30b9658766f8306e8868793a304a3088307353705237306b90693057305f00200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /FRA <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents suitable for reliable viewing and printing of business documents. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [1200 1200]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


