I confirm that I have not used any AI tools in the research and creation of this
assignment. I confirm that I have not presented any AI generated materials as my own work. I confirm I have copies of my drafts, notes, and other resources I used, which I may be asked to provide in evidence.






















Critically evaluate the contribution of psychological theory and evidence in aiding our understanding of judicial processes from the choice of processes provided: Factors affecting Jury decision making

Juries play a pivotal role within the legal justice system, comprising of laypersons, to hear evidence and evaluate in order to make a decision based on reliability and credibility to reach a verdict through a fair trial (Curley et al., 2022). This is naturally of curiosity to psychologists, in particular around concepts in social and cognitive psychology which in turn can both advance psychological research and inform trial processes (Bornstein & Greene, 2011). However, the reality is that there is no gold standard for jurors and there are a number of factors of which can impact the decisions of an individual and of a group (Jussim & Honeycutt, 2024). This essay will review factors that can impact this decision making process, in particular juror attitudes and biases, media influence on juries as well as expert witness influence and critically evaluate each based on the research currently available. 
Each person is an individual, and in turn will have their own personal attitudes and biases when entering a court room. Attractiveness is one of these factors, often referred to as the “halo/horns effect” (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977; Westbury & King, 2024) whereby positive or negative impressions can influence traits or ratings of an individual. This effect is shown in research by Yang et al. (2019) comparing physical attractiveness and levels of trust. Participants were asked to make judicial decisions based on a fraud case involving a male defendant which was manipulated over four categories to adjust trustworthiness and attractiveness. Findings suggest that biases on appearance can be evident in judicial decisions, with attractive but untrustworthy defendant obtaining the larger punishment among female participants. In a similar crime scenario, perceived trustworthiness was also valued over attractiveness, trustworthiness played a factor in judging physically attractive faces in particular when looks may have played a factor in facilitating the crime accused (Olivera-La Rosa et al., 2024) which suggests this is a universal factor as found in studies replicated across the globe (Beaver et al., 2019;) in line with cross-cultural attraction preferences (Coetzee et al., 2014). Attractiveness can also play a role in the sentences given to defendants, such as in Jaeger et al. (2020), whereby an attraction-leniency effect can be seen. This is further supported by Yang et al. (2019) who found facial attractiveness can differ dependent on the crime being charged. In contrast, as seen in Yang et al. (2019), perceived trust can also override attractiveness, even in cases which may result in the death penalty, even when participants viewed defendants who had since been proven innocent (Wilson & Rule, 2015). This can also influence decision being made about victims of crimes, in particular with females. When looking at both the halo-effect (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977; Westbury & King, 2024) and victim blaming in sexual assault cases, Wakler (2024) found that during mock sexual assault testimonies against levels of either hostile or benevolent sexism stemming from ambivalent sexism theory (Glick & Fiske, 1996, as cited in Bareket & Fiske, 2023) those higher in hostile sexism, which has roots in male superiority, were more likely to believe attractive female victims of sexual assault when compared against a less attractive victim and that attractiveness acted as a predictor of their verdict rather than case facts. This impact is not only linear, with attractiveness contributing to increased blame on victims. Just-world hypothesis (Lerner, 1965, as cited by Furnham, 2003) suggests that victims can often carry self-blame based on character and attitudes. Similar results have been found with factors outside of appearance in regard to credibility and just-world theory, such as victim alcohol-consumption (Le-Grand et al., 2021; Martin & Monds, 2023) as well as age and race (Barager et al., 2025). This has been acknowledged within real world legal systems, with UK courts  including appearance through clothing, a Crown Court Compendium (Judicial College, 2024) recognises these biases on clothing, attractiveness and behaviour on sexual offences and the influence they can hold on a victim’s credibility but evidence in mock-juror outcomes suggests these may not be clearly communicated or adhered to. 
Perceived appearance outside of attractiveness can also impact a juror’s decision making. Both the gender of the juror and the gender of the defendant can influence decision-making. Implicit bias, introduced by Greenwald and Banaji (1995) begins outside the courtroom where individuals will unconsciously place judgement based on their own past experiences and thought. Gender identity of defendants can also play a role, in particular with transgender individuals. This was found within Ringger (2021), whereby guilt in prostitution, drug possession or vandalism was compared with biases relating to gender identity and sexual orientation of the defendant. Although it was found that transgender heterosexual females were more likely to be guilty than their cisgender counterparts, it should be noted that although transphobia was shown to influence this decision, trust in the legal authorities was rated more highly among participants. When a transgender person is the victim of a crime, Carter et al. (2023) found that male participants were more likely to reduce the severity of sentencing for a sexually motivated crime for a transgender victim when compared with cisgender victims and delivered more not-guilty verdicts as a result when compared to female participants. This was also found in Ellingwood et al. (2023), whereby participants were more likely to provide a not-guilty verdict for sexual assault on a transgender victim. Meta-analyses of juror biases relating to gender identity however show that the significance of these findings can vary and can also depend on victim age and significance was also found more in cisgender aspects of the research (Ribeiro & Nitschke, 2025).
Role congruity theory can also influence decisions, this is typical of female defendants when acting outside of their feminine stereotype. Role congruity theory is typically identified in leadership roles, often associated with males (Eagly & Karau, 2002) but can apply to jurors’ decisions on defendants, victims and witnesses. However, this impact can vary, research by Maeder et al. (2019) found no significant difference in guilty verdicts or defendant blame on mock trials with gender stereotype crimes of grand theft auto and shoplifting, but did find that female participants rated defendants more positively within the shoplifting category regardless of gender. Although not the primary focus of the bias, crime severity may also play a role in gender-related biases, as evident in a mock jury scenario on intimate partner homicides whereby male defendants were more likely to be provided longer sentences and receive a guilty verdict than female defendants (Ruva et al., 2023). It should be noted that emotion was also reported during this study, and the high rating of juror anger may also have influence on the sentence provided. Emotion displayed in jury-decision making can also be interpreted differently based on gender, in a mock-jury setting, a male who displayed anger had an increase in influence whereby a female lost influence (Salerno & Peter-Hagene, 2015) when holding a minority opinion during deliberations. This display of emotion is supported by the hot cognition theory (Abelson, 1963), where a persons’ thinking is influenced by their emotions and emotional state and can have influence other the decision making of others. In contrast, Hasenour (2023) investigated emotional expression and gender in a mock-jury deliberation for a woman being murdered by her husband. In both studies conducted, a holdout juror did not impact the actual influence during deliberation based on gender or emotional expression. As mentioned in the literature review on gender disparity disadvantaging men by Graso and Reynolds (2024), it is important to consider the binary categories of gender stereotypes often in research, which is not reflective of the constantly evolving gender-norms and stereotypes. Large scale data does exist in order to demonstrate biases that jurors may hold, in particular the National Bureau of Economic Statistics (NBES) in the United States, in which a working paper found the gender of jurors is identified in having an impact on the verdict in specific cases, in particular with sexual or violent offences with female jurors deliberating a case with a female victim (Anwar et al., 2016) showing real world gender biases within the legal system. 
Media can have a significant impact on jury decisions, particularly in high profile cases. Pretrial publicity has become more of a factor that can influence decision making within the courts, with digital and social media access freely accessible this can raise concerns on trials truly being fair. Hope et al. (2004) observed that mock-jurors who received media resources with negative pretrial publicity in the form of newspaper cuttings containing negative interview testimony from others, excluding any previous convictions or indications of direct guilt, on the defendant’s character resulted in higher guilty verdicts when compared with control group. This is further supported in meta-analyses, where negative pretrial publicity analysed 40 reports based on 11,240 participants in mock-juror studies and found that this negative publicity increased the rates of guilty verdicts given (Hoetger et al., 2022). Pretrial publicity can also have an influence on mock-juror judgements in criminal convictions when also presented with varying strengths of evidence. Participants were separated into one type of pretrial publicity which was either positively or negatively skewed media which did not indicate guilt or blame or controlled on either victim or defendant, in addition to being presented with either strong or moderate evidence of crime. It was found that those who experienced negative pretrial publicity on the defendant were influenced on their verdicts and sentencing recommendations with harsher sentencing received within this condition (Jarrett, 2013). This can also be seen through social media, Tarrant and Taylor (2019) manipulated social media comments participants were exposed to prior to a mock-jury scenario either positively, negatively or neutral toward a defendant in a murder conviction. Before collaborative deliberation, it was found that participants exposed to negative comments on the defendant resulted in a higher number of guilty verdicts and over half of those who took part reported that before a real life jury scenario they would be likely to conduct a social media search of the defendant if possible. This is not a factor in a real-life juror scenario that can be heavily monitored through the judicial system, with discussions ongoing on safeguarding against these effects on fair trials (Attorney General’s Office, 2019).
This bias is not limited to publicity surrounding trials but also can be influenced by the media the public choose to consume. The CSI Effect is one such term to describe the schema-based bias and influence that fictitious or sensationalised crime media can have on the perceptions and expectations of individuals (Turner, 2012). Schweitzer and Saks (2007) found that mock jurors who reported being viewers of the show CSI were more critical of expert testimony provided by a forensic scientist and judged forensic evidence more harshly than those in the control group, with only 18% of mock-jurors reaching a convicting verdict compared to 29% in the control. However, more recent research has suggested that mock-juror deliberations on forensic evidence, such as DNA, and the absence of evidence and crime drama viewing habits have a no relation to guilt judgements regardless of the strength of evidence presented for a conviction (Klentz et al., 2018).
Although evident from the above research areas, the field of psychology and juries is continuing to grow. Studies have attempted to mitigate these implicit biases within juries, and when judges were asked about their role in reducing these biases in a courtroom setting it was found that 72% do not alert jurors to these biases (Kirshenbaum & Miller, 2020). There is always the question of the ecological validity of using psychological research surrounding juries, which implements mock-juries and trials, utilises archived recorded from prior trials, as well as the use of post-juror interviews are common methodologies used in order to investigate and study juror behaviours (Willmott, 2017). Furthermore, cross-cultural analysis should be considered for future jury research, including but not limited to interpretations of behaviours such as nonverbal cues (Pang et al. 2024) and globally different legal systems and ethnocentrisms (Maeder & Yamamoto, 2015; Miller et al., 2021) are all factors of which make the research area more complex. Moreso, topics discussed above have real world implication, when looking at crime statistics there are disparities in gender identity (Evji et al., 2024; Flores et al., 2020). Further study taking these differences into account is currently in its infancy (Munger, 2007), and there is much work to be done in order to properly assess factors within the jury and judicial decision making processes. Although psychological research can help identify cognitive and social processes informed with decision making to aid with policy within the jury and legal system, continued effort within research should be pursued. 
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