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insight here. The important question that remains, it seems, is whether
the massive media coverage is the instigator of such a high level of
inderest, or a warranted response 10 it :

Finally, one might indulge in a bit of speculation about the implica-
tions of this set of studies for public policy. For example, is there
support here for an argument that legislative action is needed to protect
the judicial process from the affects of a “media circus® like the
Simpson trial? Hardly. The results indicate that the media’s efforts
tapped existing stereotypes and confidence—or lack of confidence—in
the judicial process, rather than having any significant effect on either,
By the same token, neither is there evidence that the coverage had
significant effect on public perceptions of the fairness of the verdict?
One can, of course, criticize the media circus on other grounds:
emphasizing the sensational, giving the trial indefensible priority over
a host of other matters with greater actual or potential impact on the
public, questionably sustaining hero status for the defendant, etc. But
media critics apparently will have to look elsewhere for support for

such criticisms.
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