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jury box to the deliberation room are discussed.
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1. Introduction

Jurors are asked to make a fair judgment based on the evidence pre-
sented to them. These judgments are susceptible to preconceptions,
subjectivity, and information processing biases that influence
decision-making (Salerno & Diamond, 2010). For example, almost a
century of social psychology research has concluded that first impres-
sions provide a predictive mechanism for how social judgments are
made (Allport, 1937; Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992; Funder, 1987; Gray,
2008; Kenny & Albright, 1987; Kruglanski, 1989; Swann, 1984). Impres-
sion formation is particularly relevant to understanding how jurors
evaluate evidence, assess witness credibility, and decide verdicts
(Gray, 2008; Greene & Ellis, 2007). This study examined the influences
of brief impressions of expert testimony and subsequent deliberations
on decision-making.
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2. Evaluations of expert testimony

The court holds expert witnesses to a higher standard than it does lay
witnesses. Once on the stand, accepted as experts and permitted to tes-
tify, experts are deemed qualified and implicitly credible by the court.
Still, the triers of fact evaluate experts and their testimony for its merit
and utility. This situation poses challenges for both the triers of fact
and expert witnesses. The experts may present complex and cognitively
taxing testimony. The jurors, already under a high cognitive load,
may rely on cognitive shortcuts to simplify information (Tversky &
Kahneman, 1974). Given that much information is presented during a
trial, reliance on heuristically-based judgments can be helpful and in
fact, can lead to accurate impressions (Gray, 2008). However, over-
reliance on cognitive shortcuts may lead to erroneous and overly subjec-
tive conclusions (e.g., Greene & Ellis, 2007; Kamin & Rachlinski, 1995;
Kelman, Rottenstreich, & Tversky, 1996; Moore, 1989). One such in-
stance may be relying on impression-based evidence interpretations.

This study examines how reliance on impressions may introduce the
potential for bias in evaluating experts and their testimony. Evidence in-
terpretation may be influenced by first impressions of courtroom
players such as defendants, lawyers, and experts. It is also possible
that when listening to or thinking back on testimony, jurors rely on cog-
nitive shortcuts to consider only brief excerpts of testimony when mak-
ing sense of case facts and forming opinions. These brief excerpts form
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the "impressions" examined in the current study. We borrow from the
thin slice literature as it relates to person-impression formation and
judgments to inform how impressions were defined and measured in
this study.

2.1. Thinly sliced exposures

As Ambady, Bernieri, and Richeson (2000) explain, “a thin slice is de-
fined... as a brief excerpt of expressive behavior sampled from the be-
havioral stream” (p. 203-4). While thin slices can be verbal or
nonverbal, they are characterized by “reducing or sometimes eliminat-
ing” information presented in the verbal exchange, as well as the con-
text of the behavioral stream and the target's history (Ambady et al.,
2000, p. 204). In the operational definition of a thin slice, it is less than
5 min, typically presented in slices anywhere from 30 s to 5 min
(Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992). Thin slices of observations have
accounted for significantly accurate predictions and judgments (r =
.39) of individuals and situations being rated (Ambady, Hallahan, &
Rosenthal, 1995; Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992). For instance, ratings
based on only brief, thinly sliced exposures have predicted targets' per-
sonality characteristics, interpersonal styles, subjective well-being, psy-
chopathology deception, and sales effectiveness (e.g., Ambady &
Rosenthal, 1992; Carney, Colvin, & Hall, 2007; Fowler, Lilienfeld, &
Patrick, 2009; Funder & Colvin, 1988; Gray, 2008; Pretsch, Flunger,
Heckmann, & Schmitt, 2013).

2.2. Thin slices and the expert witness paradigm

Within a legal context, expectations of trial outcome and a
defendant's criminal history have been predicted based on thin slices
(Ambady, Krabbenhoft, & Hogan, 2006; Funder, 1995; Kenny, 1991;
Kraus & Keltner, 2009; Kruglanski, 1989). However, no research has ex-
amined thinly sliced expert testimony and jury decision-making. Accu-
racy in thin slices research is the correspondence between a judgment
and a criterion or as consensus among individuals judging a particular
attribute of a third party (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992; Gray, 2008;
Kruglanski, 1989). In jury decision-making context, for example, one
might compare the thin slice judgments of an expert to a criterion
such as agreement with the expert (i.e., verdict) or to a consensus
such as a jury's view of an expert's credibility. Predictions based on
thin slices have also been found comparable to longer observations
(Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992; Funder & Ozer, 1983). Thus, it is also pos-
sible to use thin slice methodology to test if mock jurors make the same
decisions for verdict and credibility when exposed to a brief slice of tes-
timony as they would if exposed to longer slices.

While jurors are rarely exposed to merely 30 s (or even just 5 min) of
testimony, due to the cognitive demands of their task and the often
complex nature of expert testimony, jurors may use impressions to in-
corporate expert evidence into their story of the events (Bennett &
Feldman, 2003; Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Pennington & Hastie, 2003).
While it is possible jurors may rely on only brief excerpts of testimony,
what they actually do with that impression and how it influences their
decisions has not yet been examined. It is not yet known if an expert can
have just as much impact, and the same type of influence, in a few sec-
onds of testimony as he or she would in longer testimonies. If so, trial
strategists could use this knowledge to prepare witnesses and inform
courtroom tactics, and the courts would better understand the potential
impact of mere impressions of expert testimony on jurors' decision-
making.

3. From the jury box to the deliberation room

Jurors are instructed to immerse themselves in deliberation to make
legal sense out of often ambiguous or complicated evidence (Greene &
Ellis, 2007). On the surface, this instruction buffers against potential er-
rors that may arise from pre-existing beliefs and against jurors having

maximized their cognitive loads by the time deliberations begin. For ex-
ample, deliberations have been shown to yield increased comprehen-
sion of trial information and instructions, and less attention to
inadmissible testimony (e.g., Diamond, 1997; Diamond & Levi, 1996;
Ellsworth, 1989; Kerwin & Shaffer, 1994). While jurors often rely on
probative evidence when deliberating, heuristic processing that helps
to shape jurors' evaluations of the evidence may also factor into deliber-
ations (Gray, 2008; Greene & Ellis, 2007; Miller & Burgoon, 1982;
Salerno & Diamond, 2010). However, generalizable findings regarding
the effects of “deliberation” are limited due to methodological chal-
lenges and context-dependent issues (Diamond, 1997; Greene et al.,
2002; Nietzel, McCarthy, & Kern, 1999; Nunez, McCrea, & Culhane,
2011; Salerno & Diamond, 2010). Nonetheless, pre-deliberation trial
factors, such as expert testimony, have been linked with post-
deliberation jury outcomes (see review by Devine, 2012; see also
Diamond & Casper, 1992; Devine, Clayton, Dunford, Seying, & Pryce,
2001; Greene et al., 2002; Nietzel et al., 1999). It is not known whether
jurors relying on brief impressions to interpret evidence while experts
are on the stand are likely to carry those impressions into the delibera-
tion room. Nor it is known how such impressions may interact with de-
liberation to influence decision-making.

4. Investigative framework and design

Research has yet to compare considerations of thinly sliced testimo-
ny with longer, fuller considerations of the testimony. The present study
used different expert testimony slices to examine how reliance on cog-
nitively shortened impressions may influence testimony interpretation
and decision-making when a brief deliberation was included. We used a
not guilty by reason of insanity (NGRI) case due to the intrinsic reliance
on expert psychological testimony and documented heuristic process-
ing of evidence in such cases (Louden & Skeem, 2007). The shortest
slice included the 30 s of testimony in which the expert opined an un-
equivocal affirmation that the defendant's mental state at the time of
the offense (MSO) was significantly impaired due to a mental disorder.
We also included this same testimony in a 5-min long “thin slice” con-
dition, as well as a 10-min long “fuller slice” condition (Ambady &
Rosenthal, 1992, p. 3). We recognize that traditional thin slice exposures
typically aim to minimize differences in information encoding between
time slices (Ambady et al., 2000) and that testimony manipulations in
this study are not “thin slices” in their purest form due to this influence.
However, the influence of testimony content was minimized by provid-
ing all mock jurors with a case fact sheet that outlined the major aspects
of the expert's testimony.

Our aim was to manipulate the degree to which the expert verbally
presented this information as a function of time exposed to the testimo-
ny. Thus, the length of the testimony was varied to experimentally ma-
nipulate the behavioral stream upon which mock jurors may base their
impressions. We tested for differences in mock juror ratings of expert
credibility and verdict. We also included a deliberation condition to
see if the thin slice phenomenon held after a deliberation. Finally, we
tested the potential for impressions from each of these three time pe-
riods to interact differently with deliberation to influence credibility
and verdict.

4.1. Hypotheses

Guided by the thin slice literature, we postulated that brief impres-
sions would be as influential on decision-making as longer exposures.
We hypothesized that witness credibility ratings and verdicts would
not significantly differ between the 30 s and 5 min conditions, the 30 s
and 10 min conditions, or between the 5 and 10 min conditions. We in-
cluded a deliberation condition to see if the results hypothesized above
would hold true for both non-deliberating and deliberating mock jurors.
We generally anticipated that decisions in the 30-s and 5-min
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conditions would be more impervious to deliberation effects than
would those based on the 10-min condition.

5. Method

The study used a 2 (deliberation vs. no deliberation) x 3 (30 s, 5 min,
or 10 min of expert testimony exposure) between-subjects factorial de-
sign. A between-subjects design was preferable to a within-groups de-
sign in order to isolate the potential effects of relying on a brief
impression of testimony during deliberations. Moreover, measuring
mock juror's expert credibility and verdict at several time points prior
to deliberation would weaken the verisimilitude of the deliberation as
real jurors may not enter deliberations with polarized verdicts
(e.g., Hannaford-Agor, Hans, Mott, & Munsterman, 2002).

The dependent variables were witness credibility ratings and ver-
dict. Mock jurors were randomly assigned to either the individual
juror condition (N = 92), in which ratings were made independent of
deliberations, or the jury deliberation condition (N = 96), in which rat-
ings were made after deliberations. Mock jurors were also randomly
assigned to one of the three lengths of testimony conditions: 30 s
(n =60), 5 min (n = 65), and 10 min (n = 63).

5.1. Sample size

The overall sample size was determined based on jury size and sta-
tistical power estimates for linear mixed modeling (LMM) analysis ap-
propriate for the study design. The ideal mock jury size was deemed
to be six, with a minimum of five members, appropriate for an equitable
analysis across group size (e.g., McLafferty, 2004). A minimum of 20 to
30 groups was recommended for LMM analysis, preferably with at
least five groups per cell (Maas & Hox, 2005), which was met or
exceeded in this study. Each of the six conditions was comprised of
data from five mock juries (at least 30 participants), for a total of 30
mock juries.

5.2. Participants

The mock jurors were 188 undergraduates from a large state univer-
sity. The sample was primarily female (64.9% female and 35.1% male)
and self-identified as Caucasian (84% White, 13.8% African American,
and 2.2% from a different racial background). Demographics across the
mock juries were approximately evenly distributed for age (M =
18.88, SD = 1.12), gender, race, political orientation, and exposure to
mental illness. The mock jurors were randomly assigned to a mock
jury of between five and eight jurors (M = 6.27, SD = 0.87) for an equi-
table analysis across group size (e.g., McLafferty, 2004; Morgan, 1996),
with a six-member jury being preferred. The plurality of the juries
was comprised of six jurors, with 20% five-member, 40% six-member,
33.3% seven-member, and 6.7% eight-member mock juries.

5.3. Procedure

5.3.1. Initial procedures

Each session was conducted with participants seated in a mock jury
box configuration. All participants received the same description
outlining the nature of the case including the charges, the defendant's
NGRI plea, and the burden of proof being on the defendant to demon-
strate with a preponderance of the evidence that s/he was insane at
the time of the offense. The mock jurors were informed that they
were to view “a short segment” of expert testimony called to the
stand by the defense and encouraged to treat the material as they
would if they were actual jurors.

5.3.2. Testimony manipulation
The participants watched the expert testimony via pre-recorded
video. The testimony was extracted from the New York Supreme

Court case of People v. Goldstein (2004). The defendant had a long-
standing schizophrenia diagnosis and pled NGRI to second degree mur-
der for pushing a woman onto a subway track, killing her instantly. De-
tails of the crime were adjusted to depict a subway system and city near
the research location. The case was chosen due to its use in previous re-
search (Crocker & Kovera, 2010), its reliance on expert testimony, and
its real-life ambiguity in case outcome (People v. Goldstein, 2004).

Each jury of participants watched one of three videos (i.e., 30 s,
5 min, or 10 min). Three separate videos were recorded using the same
experienced expert witness who was a forensic psychologist. Each con-
dition included the same 95-word scripted exchange between the de-
fense attorney and the expert, including the expert's unequivocal
affirmation that the defendant’s mental state at the time of the offense
was significantly impaired due to a mental disorder. This script served
as the 30 s, conclusion-only condition. The 716-word 5-min condition
included this conclusion, as well as the expert's credentials, a description
of schizophrenia and its effects, the defendant's mental health history,
and a description of the expert's MSO opinion. The 3012-word 10-min
condition included the 5 min scripted material, but elaborated on details
that were provided in the case fact sheet to all participants.

All mock jurors received a one-page case fact sheet with basic facts
presented by both the prosecution and defense, which was also includ-
ed in the expert's testimony in the fuller conditions. Thus, the basic ev-
identiary facts were held constant across conditions and only the
elaboration of the testimony was adjusted across time-slice conditions.
The mock jurors then received further instructions regarding their task
to determine guilt options (i.e., guilty, not guilty, and NGRI).

5.3.3. Deliberation procedures

Deliberating mock-jurors had 15 min to deliberate regarding evi-
dence and verdict, after which they were to vote and reach a unanimous
outcome. Pre-deliberation voting was not permitted in an effort to avoid
verdict-driven discussion and to promote an evidence-driven approach
(Davis, Kameda, Parks, Stasson, & Zimmerman, 1989; Devine et al.,
2001; Greene et al., 2002). Seven deliberating mock juries were unable
to reach a unanimous decision and deliberated for an additional 15-min
time period (i.e., given an “Allen Charge,” Allen v. United States, 1896).
After 30 min, deliberations concluded, at which time six of the seven
Allen charged juries returned a second deadlocked verdict.

5.3.4. Non-deliberating procedures

To improve statistical uniformity across conditions, non-deliberating
mock jurors also participated in a 15-min discussion in which no case-
relevant discussion was permitted. Instead, they were instructed to
share and discuss their earliest memories of smell and taste, which is
a nonintrusive, neutral topic found to generate group discussion
among strangers (Brodsky, 2011). Non-deliberating mock jurors were
told that the study was investigating the effects of case-irrelevant jury
deliberations.

5.4. Measures

After the deliberation or group activity was concluded, each partici-
pant completed the Witness Credibility Scale (WCS), verdict ratings, the
Insanity Defense Attitudes—Revised (IDAR) Scale, a Participant Reaction
Form (PRF), and a demographics questionnaire.

5.4.1. Witness Credibility Scale (WCS)

The WCS was used to assess expert witness believability and effec-
tiveness along four subscales: Knowledge, Likeability, Trustworthiness,
and Confidence (Brodsky, Griffin, & Cramer, 2010). The participants
rated the expert on 20 items using a 10-point Likert-type scale with
an adjective and its antonym (e.g., unfriendly to friendly). All four sub-
scales (o = .92 for Confidence, & = .91 for Likeability, « = .98 for Trust-
worthiness, and o = .95 for Knowledge) and the total (o = .90) have
adequate internal reliability.
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5.4.2. Verdict ratings

Verdict decisions were collected on a dichotomous and continuous
measure adapted from previous mock juror research (e.g., Brodsky
et al, 2010). In the dichotomous rating, participants voted either guilty
or NGRI. Mock jurors also rated the probability of the defendant's guilt,
as well as level of punishment, on a 7-point Likert-type scale, with 7 as
the maximum confidence of guilt and most punitive punishment. The
items assessed (1) the defendant's guilt, from NGRI to Guilty; (2) juror
confidence in their verdict; (3) level of punishment assigned; and
(4) juror commitment to their punishment.

5.4.3. Insanity Defense Attitudes—Revised (IDAR)

Potential for bias against the insanity defense was assessed as a co-
variate using the 22-item IDAR developed by Skeem, Louden, and
Evans (2004), « = .85. The measure assesses beliefs that mental illness
is germane to criminal responsibility, as well as perceptions of misuse of
the insanity defense and subsequent threats to public safety.

5.4.4. Participant reaction form (PRF)

The PRF consisted of forced-choice and open-ended questions re-
garding mock-juror participation and self-reported experience. Partici-
pant comprehension of the case instructions and standard of proof
were also examined. Six mock jurors were dropped from further analy-
sis due to low comprehension.

5.4.5. Demographics questionnaire

Information was elicited on participant age, gender, race, ethnicity,
parental education, political affiliation, previous jury participation, and
degree of exposure to mental illness.

5.5. Analyses

Mock juror decisions and ratings within an interacting group, such
as a mock jury, may be dependent on the effect of being grouped togeth-
er (Field, 2009). Therefore, a linear mixed model (LMM) analysis in SPSS
17.0 was used (Field, 2009) to account for the violation of the assump-
tion of independence that leads to increase in probability of Type I errors
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Deliberation condition and time exposed to
testimony, as well as their interaction term, were designated as fixed
factors. We anticipated that bias against the insanity defense, as mea-
sured by the IDAR scores, would predict significantly fewer NGRI ver-
dicts and more punitive outcomes. Thus, bias against the insanity
defense, as measured by the total IDAR score (M = 80.35, SD = 19.85;
Range = 23 to 159), was included as a centered covariate in all models.
The parametric assumptions, including equal variance and normal dis-
tributions, as well as the LMM assumption that intercepts in groups
were normally distributed around the overall model, were not violated.
The analyses confirmed that LMM procedures were appropriate due to
the group's statistically significant effect on verdict (continuous out-
come), F(1, 13.99) = 55.82, p = .020, with d = 2.33 (large effect) and
ICC = .54 (roughly 54% of the variance in verdict being accounted for
by the grouping variable).

LMM procedures were used to generate an F and corresponding p
value for each possible main effect and interaction. Minimum-effect
tests! (Murphy & Myors, 1999) were employed to test the presence of
only negligibly small differences. Any generated F was compared to an
F critical value to test for only “negligibly small” differences between
each of the testimony conditions (Murphy & Myors, 1999, p. 235). Any
effects accounting for 5% or less of the variance in outcomes were la-
beled negligible (Murphy & Myors, 1999).

1 Although minimum effects tests are designated for use with general linear models, it is
preferable to traditional nil hypothesis testing (Murphy & Myors, 1999; Thompson, 1997),
and theoretically, the LMM's accounting for violating the assumption of independence
should permit use of such tests in the present study (Field, 2009).

6. Results

Bias against the insanity defense, as measured by total IDAR scores,
failed to exert a main effect on witness credibility, F(1, 171.87) =
1.67,p = .199, a small effect compared to F®* (o = .05) of 20.52. How-
ever, this bias did have a significant main effect on defendant guilt, b =
.51, F(1, 168.73) = 23.92, p <.001, so that as bias increased, so did the
likelihood of guilty verdicts. IDAR scores failed to significantly interact
with impression slice or deliberation to predict either outcome. Due to
its effect on verdict, IDAR scores were included in all models.

Hypothesis 1. Negligible differences among all three testimony conditions
on witness credibility.

Results yielded a statistically significant main effect of impression
slice on overall witness credibility, F(2, 25.48) = 9.02, p = .001. LSD
post-hoc comparisons showed that the jurors in the 30 s condition
judged the expert as significantly less credible (M3psec = 141.180,
SD = 4.7) than jurors in the 5 and 10 min conditions (Mspi, =
160.56, SD = 4.5, p = .007; Migmin = 168.17, SD = 4.5, p <.001),
whose ratings were not significantly different from each other. A critical
F(ae = .05), or F"™* was established for witness credibility at 5.34. The
Fit% i used to test the hypothesis that impression slice accounts for 5%
or less of the variance in witness credibility. Thus, effects on witness
credibility are large enough to reject the hypothesis that the true effects
of impression slice are negligible, suggesting a meaningful (and perhaps
encouraging) effect of impression slice on credibility. Moreover, witness
credibility and likelihood of guilty verdicts were significantly negatively
correlated, r = —0.28,n = 188, p <.001, such that increased credibility
of the defense expert was associated with more lenient verdicts—as
expected.

Hypothesis 2. Negligible verdict differences among all three testimony
conditions.

Table 1 presents the means for all continuous verdict ratings
grouped by independent variable. The primary verdict outcome asked
mock jurors to rate defendant guilt from 1 (definitely NGRI) to 7 (defi-
nitely guilty). Defendant guilt did not differ significantly across impres-
sion slice, F(2, 23.76) = 2.86, p = .077, although there was a trend for
mock jurors in the 30 s condition to select more punitive verdicts than
those in the 5 and 10 min conditions. Compared to the F"'®* (o =
.05) of 5.30, effects on verdict are not large enough to reject the hypoth-
esis that the true effects of time slice are negligible. Thus, results cannot
reject the hypothesis that time slice may only account for 5% or less of
the variance in verdict, suggesting a small effect on guilt determinations.
Regarding the additional verdict and sentencing outcomes, no signifi-
cant main effects or interactions were found for confidence in verdict,
commitment to punishment, or level of punishment assigned.

6.1. Exploratory analysis

6.1.1. Exploring deliberation as a main effect or interaction

When controlling for impression slice, there was no significant main
effect of deliberation on juror verdict, F(1, 23.98) = 0.11, p = 749,
nor was there a main effect of deliberation on witness credibility,
F(1,26.01) = 1.25, p = .270. However, for just the 30 s condition, delib-
eration condition did influence verdict, although not credibility. A sig-
nificant two-way interaction emerged between deliberation and
impression slice on defendant guilt, F(2, 23.78) = 3.69, p = .040.

As shown in Fig. 1, a test of simple effects indicated that the
mock jurors exposed to the witness for only 30 s showed a significant
difference in defendant guilt ratings between deliberation conditions,
F(1,24.75) = 5.58,p = .026. Based on the F** (o = .05) of 8.74, effects
of this interaction on guilt may only account for 5% or less of the vari-
ance in verdict, suggesting a small effect on guilt determinations.
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Table 1
Means (and standard deviations) for juror verdict ratings by independent variable.

Continuous verdict variables®

Conditions Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4
Is the defendant guilty? How confident are you What should the level How committed to your sentencing
about that verdict? of punishment be? decision are you?

Deliberation Filler task 3.67 (.31) 5.54 (.16) 432 (.20) 5.43 (.14)

Deliberation 3.81 (.31) 5.89 (.16) 4.64 (.20) 5.79 (.13)
Time slices 30s 4.48 (.38) 5.78 (.20) 442 (.28) 548 (.17)

5 min 3.36 (.37) 5.62 (.19) 4.60 (.24) 5.60 (.16)

10 min 3.40 (.24) 5.73 (.19) 442 (.24) 5.75 (.16)

Item 1: Definitely NGRI to Definitely Guilty.
Item 2: Not at all Confident to Very Confident.
Item 3: As Lenient as Possible to As Harsh as Possible.
Item 4: Not at all Confident to Very Confident.
@ Items scored on a Likert-type scale from 1 to 7:

Nevertheless, the LSD post-hoc comparisons showed that in the 30 s ex-
posure, non-deliberating jurors were more lenient and more likely to
find the defendant NGRI than were deliberating jurors, while there
were no significant differences in defendant guilt between deliberation
conditions for the 5 min or 10 min conditions.

Effect of Time Slice X
Deliberation on Verdict

—#—Non-Delicerating
—H—Deliberating

Likelihood of Guilty Verdi

4
3 ..\
-
2
1 T T 1
30 Sec. 5 Min. 10 Min.

Time Slice

Fig. 1. Significant two-way interaction between time slice and deliberation on verdict
(defendant guilt). Verdict assessed as likelihood of guilty rating from 1 (definitely NGRI)
to 7 (definitely guilty).

6.1.2. A closer look at witness credibility

The four facets of the WCS (i.e., Trustworthiness, Confidence,
Likeability, and Knowledge) were also subjected to analyses within
the LLM framework. The results yielded main effects for time
slice on Confidence, F(2, 24.73) = 5.91, p = .008, on Knowledge,
F(2,24.74) = 8.24, p = .002), and on Trustworthiness, F(2, 25.01) =
7.63, p = .003, suggesting more than small effects with an F®* (o =
.05) of 5.34. There was also a main effect for time slice on Likeability,
F(2,182) = 17.88, p<.001, suggesting a large enough effect to be mean-
ingful with an F™* (o = .05) of 10.86. Table 2 shows that mock jurors
in the 30 s group rated the witness as significantly lower on each of
these four positive WCS variables than did jurors in the 5-min and 10-
min condition. For Trustworthiness and Likeability, the differences be-
tween ratings were significant between all three time slices. A signifi-
cant two-way interaction between deliberation and time slice, F(2,
25.01) = 4.47, p = .022 emerged for Trustworthiness only. Results
yielded a small effect with a significant difference between deliberation
conditions for the 5 min group, p = .047, and a trend in difference for
the 30 s group, p = .072. When compared to non-deliberating counter-
parts, deliberating mock jurors rated the expert as more trustworthy
after 5 min, but as potentially less trustworthy if only shown 30 s of
testimony.

6.2. The PRF: Convergence of self-reported data

A significant two-way interaction was found in additional LLM
analyses between deliberation and time slice on jurors' self-reported
use of testimony on verdict, F(2, 22.53) = 6.42, p = .006. A test
of simple effects confirmed that this interaction exists for the 30 s con-
dition, F(1, 24.18) = 7.22, p = .013, as well as for the 5 min condition,
F(1,22.46) = 5.24, p = .033. LSD post-hoc comparisons indicated that
deliberating jurors exposed to the witness for only 30 s relied signifi-
cantly less on the testimony when compared to the non-deliberating
jurors—suggesting that perhaps deliberation enhanced discussion of
brief impressions (Fig. 2).

Table 2
Means and standard deviations for mock juror ratings by experimental condition on Con-
fidence, Knowledge, Trustworthiness, and Likeability.

WCS Facet

Time Slice Confidence Knowledge Trustworthiness Likeability
30s 35.25(1.16) 36.60 (1.37) 3420 (1.48) 33.50 (1.09)
5 min 4042, (1.12)  43.32,(1.34) 3891 (1.43) 38.31 (1.03)
10 min 4154, (1.13)  4343,(1.35) 41.26 (1.43) 41.81 (1.03)

Note. Comparison of means between time slices can be interpreted within WCS facet col-
umns. Means in the same column that share subscripts do not differ significantly, p > .05.
All other means within the same column do differ significantly, p <.05.
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Fig. 2. Significant two-way interaction between time slice and deliberation on participant
perceptions of degree of influence testimony had on verdict (mock juror self-report). In-
fluence rated from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much).

7. Discussion

This study experimentally manipulated the mock jurors' exposure to
brief impressions of expert testimony compared to longer testimony.
We sought to test the predictive utility of relying on impressions of tes-
timony in decision-making and to see how such impressions held up
after deliberation. Results yielded a complex picture indicating that
while reliance on brief impressions of testimony could introduce bias
in evaluating experts and their testimony, such reliance may be heavily
influenced by deliberation. This is the first experimental manipulation
borrowing from thin slice methodology to examine these constructs.

7.1. Witness credibility and thin slices

We did not find negligible differences among all impression slice
conditions as had predicted. When deliberation condition was con-
trolled, the briefest slice of expert exposure (30 s) generated significant-
ly lower credibility ratings than the other conditions. This difference
does not run completely counter to the literature. Recall that a thin
slice is defined as anywhere from 30 s to 5 min of testimony. For total
credibility, as well as expert confidence and knowledge, only the 30 s
conditions revealed significant lower scores, while differences between
the 5 and 10 min conditions were negligible. Thus, it appears a useful
“thin slice” of expert credibility, and in particular expert confidence
and knowledge, may translate to between 30 s and 5 min of exposure.

Total credibility, confidence, and knowledge improved from 30 s to
5 min across both deliberation conditions. The direction of this result
suggests that the briefest slice of testimony generated a negative im-
pression of the expert's credibility relative to the other conditions. Ex-
pert witnesses may view this finding as good news as their credibility
may not hinge on very brief impervious impressions of testimony
(ie., 30 s clips).

Experts are viewed differentially when jurors rely on very brief im-
pressions of testimony. Jurors are charged with fairly and justly evaluat-
ing the expert's credibility and the relative weight of his or her
testimony. Mock jurors relying on the briefest sliced impressions of an
expert may form a different, and in this case a poorer, opinion of that
expert's credibility than if they had considered a fuller segment of the
testimony. Expert likeability and trustworthiness revealed even more
robust increases across all three time points.

Keep in mind that when the presence or absence of deliberation was
considered, the effect of impression slice on credibility dissipated. Delib-
eration appears to mitigate the difference between brief impression-
based credibility judgments and fuller, more informed judgments. The
one exception was related to trustworthiness. This variable emerged
as the only credibility component susceptible to an interaction between
time slice and deliberation. Compared to the “full” 10-min testimony,
post deliberation trustworthiness ratings based on brief impressions
potentially decreased in the 30 s condition yet significantly increased
in the 5 min condition. Thus, ratings of the other three witness credibil-
ity facets, even when based on very brief impressions, were more im-
pervious to group influence.

7.2. Verdict and thin slices

Verdict ratings between briefly sliced and longer testimony expo-
sures were best illuminated by the two-way interaction of time slice
and deliberation on verdict. For non-deliberating mock jurors, no differ-
ence in verdict ratings emerged across impression slices, which sup-
ports the thin slice phenomena. If jurors were never to deliberate,
then a brief impression of testimony could have just as much influence
on verdict as longer considerations of the testimony.

However, jurors deliberate and according our findings, this may as-
sist in mitigating the influence impressions of expert testimony may
otherwise have on verdicts. In this study, jury deliberations were
shown to influence the accuracy of briefly formed judgments. Deliberat-
ing mock jurors in the 30 s condition yielded significantly more punitive
verdicts than their 5 and 10 min counterparts. This finding has two cor-
ollaries. First, deliberation matters when seeking to understand how
impressions of testimony may be used in decision-making. Second,
the 5 min condition yielded “accurate” verdicts as compared to the lon-
ger 10 min condition. The briefest impressions lose their accuracy after
deliberation, while slightly longer, yet still briefly sliced impressions
may yield more accurate and unbiased evidence interpretations.

These findings inform our understanding of how jurors interpret
testimony and make decisions. Brief impressions of expert witness
testimony may be formed for individually determined judgments just
as we manipulated in this experiment. However, if brought to the delib-
eration room, these individually-formed impressions interact with de-
liberation to modify their influence. In this study, a leniency shift was
shown for deliberating jurors permitted more exposure to the
testimony.

7.3. Empirical strengths

A primary strength of this exploration of the jury process is its theo-
retical support from the social psychological and psycho-legal litera-
tures (Wiener, Krauss, & Lieberman, 2011). We adapted our
methodology from thin slice research to vary length of exposure to ex-
pert testimony and to assess predictive utility of impression-based cred-
ibility ratings in the courtroom. Ecological validity was improved by use
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of a forensic clinical psychologist as the expert and the use of an actual
trial transcript. Standardized scripts, assessments of mock juror
experiences and instruction comprehension, and counter-balancing of
questionnaires all strengthened the internal reliability of the findings.
Other aspects of the design (e.g., filler task inclusion) and analysis
(LMM procedures) were also followed in order to account for nested
mock juries, which allowed for the inclusion of deliberation, perhaps
the study’s most noteworthy strength (Nunez et al., 2011).

7.4. Limitations and empirical considerations

Several limitations were present in this study's design and others
were imposed by logistical constraints. First, to maximize control across
conditions, one expert was chosen for all conditions, which limits gener-
alizations. Second, mock jurors only viewed testimony from the de-
fense. To lessen the effect of this limitation (e.g., Salerno & McCauley,
2009), mock jurors were provided study materials that offered an
equivalent degree of case facts presented by both the defense and the
prosecution. Third, the “full” testimony condition was limited to
10 min. While double the length of the upper bound of a traditional
thin slice exposure, this length of time is shorter than the length of
most testimonies. Fourth, the lack of a live trial simulation and the uni-
formly limited time allotment for deliberation are noted. This study
shares in the common criticism that post-deliberation outcomes yielded
from brief deliberations may be more reflective of a first ballot vote than
an outcome evinced by a full deliberation (Salerno & Diamond, 2010).
Finally, future studies could benefit from a more diverse, community-
based participant pool (McCabe & Krauss, 2011).

7.5. Conclusions and future directions

The current results suggest that reliance on brief impressions of ex-
pert testimony may not influence decision-making as much as fuller
considerations of the evidence. Borrowing from thin slice methodology
emerged from this investigation as an informative way to study the in-
fluence of shorter and longer evidence presentations. Additional re-
search may explore a more stringent “thin slice” methodology to focus
on even shorter slices of testimony or narrow stimuli to nonverbal be-
havior. Future research to understand the course of impression forma-
tion in expert testimony interpretation is warranted. Within subjects,
real-time studies may reveal critical time points in testimony and
when jurors are or are not centrally processing the evidence being pre-
sented. Studies should also consider the possible impact of individual
differences in need for cognition and expert testimony impression for-
mation, content, influence and fortitude.

The study of impression formation with testable legal scenarios al-
lows for theory-driven investigations into the processes behind jury
decision-making and may lead to better informed generalizations of
empirical findings (Wiener et al., 2011). Much is still unknown about
the influence of group deliberation effects and how information-
processing biases play out in this context, particularly in cases involving
mental health testimony. Continued research in this area should consid-
er mixed methodologies to assess potential deliberation influences on
evidence interpretation and impression formation or malleability. As
Ambady et al. (1995) emphasize, “Whereas judgments of others may
be formed very quickly and often unwittingly, they may also be conse-
quential and long-lasting” (p. 4). No place may this be truer than
when justice and the lives of others lie in the hands of those unwittingly
and perhaps prejudicially making such judgments.
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