Basic Acknowledgement format of AI tool use
I acknowledge the use of Chat GPT, (https://chatgpt.com/) on 09/11/2021 and 14/11/2024 to 
1. Tell me the word I couldn’t quite remember
2. Proofread my essay after completion]. 

I used the prompt(s): 
1. What is the word that is similar to a research studies findings, can you give 5 options, please? 
2. Can you check my essay on the contributions of psychological theories and evidence in aiding the judicial system, specifically the jury decision-making process 

I acknowledge the use of Google Scholar, (https://scholar.google.com/) throughout October, 2024-November, 2024 to
1. Find relevant research articles

2. Find relevant research journals

I used various prompts:
1. Psychology of the judicial system
2. Jury decision-making and psychology
3. Pioneer for psychology within the judicial system
4. Has psychology evolved within the judicial system
5. What are the key psychological factors within the jury decision-making process

I confirm that I have not presented any AI generated text as my own work.
I confirm I have copies of my drafts, notes, and other resources I used before, and after the use of AI tools which I may be asked to provide in evidence.





Critically discuss the contribution of psychological theory and evidence in aiding our understanding of judicial processes
Within the judicial system, juries are tasked with the core responsibility of morally rendering verdicts based on evidence and testimonies presented during legal proceedings (Ross, 2023). However, the efficacy of decision-making within a jury is influenced not only by the factual evidence presented in a case but also by the psychological processes that underpin human judgement (Curley et al., 2022). This essay aims to critically examine how psychological theories and empirical research highlight the complexities of jury behaviour, revealing the impact of cognitive biases, emotional influences, and social dynamics on decision-making processes, therefore enhancing our understanding of the judicial system's integrity and efficacy. The contribution of psychological theory and evidence within juries significantly enhances the understanding of judicial processes, particularly regarding the functions and importance of juries (Spruill & Hans, 2024). This discussion can be organised into several key areas: the role of juries, psychological influences on jury decision-making, and the strengths and implications for the justice system. Juries also interest psychologists who examine how individuals perceive, interpret, and remember evidence and the ways they reach consensus with others (Cheng, 2022). The involvement of juries lends legitimacy to legal process, fostering public confidence that justice is being served. This is particularly important in high-stakes cases that may evoke public interest or scrutiny. Juries also hold the legal system accountable to societal values, reinforcing the idea that the law should serve the public rather than an elite group of legal professionals (An & Fan, 2024).
The first application of psychological theory used in the courtroom can be traced back to Hugo Munsterberg in 1908 (Munsterberg, 1908). This pioneering work laid the foundation for the intersection of psychology and law, prompting a critical examination of how psychological principles could influence legal proceedings. As a result, the integration of psychological theory into the justice system became a prominent focus of research and debate, an area that continues to evolve today with ongoing investigations into the validity and applicability of psychological theory and evidence within legal settings (Bornstein & Greene, 2011).
In modern times, the integration and application of psychological theory in legal contexts has expanded significantly. However, the effectiveness of these strategies is still under scrutiny, with research suggesting their success may vary widely based on the specific context, the nature of the biases being addressed, and the implementation of these interventions in real-world settings (Sorby & Kehn, 2020; Smith, 2023). However, it is important to emphasise that much of the published empirical evidence comes from simulated courtroom settings rather than real-life trials. Real-world factors such as the emotional weight of a trial, the pressure of public opinion, or the complexity of the case may alter how jurors process evidence and make decisions. Therefore, there is a need for further research that examines jury dynamics in real-world settings to better understand how psychological theories play out in practice (Bornstein & Greene, 2011).
Emotional factors, such as stress or trauma, can significantly influence juror decision-making and the reliability of witness testimony. While research has shown that witnesses under duress may distort memories, the impact of jurors' emotional reactions during deliberations is complex and often influenced by underlying gendered stereotypes. For instance, studies have shown that male jurors' emotional reactions may carry more weight in deliberations compared to female jurors, but this dynamic could be exacerbated by cultural biases, further complicating the fairness of the deliberation process (Fischer, 1993; Salerno et al., 2017). Furthermore, these emotional dynamics may not be consistent across different trial contexts, suggesting a need for more research into how these biases manifest and interact during real trials. For instance, Salerno et al. (2017) found that male jurors expressing anger were more influential, while female jurors became less so under similar emotional conditions. However, this study fails to account for other variables, such as jurors' previous experiences with emotional expression or the nature of the case itself. Fischer (1993) highlights how women’s emotional expressions may be undervalued due to gendered stereotypes, but it remains unclear whether this dynamic is consistent across different cultural or trial contexts. Furthermore, while emotional expressions may marginalise women’s voices, there is a lack of research on how jury diversity or specific interventions, like jury training, might mitigate such biases. More research is needed to understand the underlying mechanisms that influence these emotional dynamics and how they impact the fairness of deliberations. Furthermore, in a study by Sheehan et al., (2017) it was revealed that jurors were more influenced on victim age, especially when the victim was either described as a child or adult. This study reveals that mock jurors viewed the defendant as more guilty in sexual abuse cases when both the defendant and the victim were described as young adults. It is possible that the ages used in this study were perceived as too advanced, leading jurors to believe young adults were more capable of dishonesty. Research indicates that adolescent victims are often viewed as less credible and more prone to lying compared to younger children (Dykstra et al., 2022; Weissman, 2022). These findings suggest that older children and adolescents may be viewed more negatively, influencing jurors’ perceptions of the defendant’s guilt.
Encompassing cognitive bias is significant when looking at jurors in the deliberation process. Cognitive biases, such as confirmation bias, have been widely documented as influencing juror decision-making, often leading to distorted interpretations of evidence (Edmond & Martire, 2019). While confirmation bias helps jurors make quicker decisions, particularly in complex cases, this tendency can also skew judgement by reinforcing pre-existing beliefs, sometimes at the cost of fairness (Cullen et al., 2024). Jurors may selectively recall evidence that supports their views, while dismissing contradictory information, a phenomenon exacerbated by group deliberations. This confirmation bias can skew the interpretation of evidence, leading to decisions that are less about objective analysis and more about reinforcing group consensus or pre-existing beliefs. However, research has also suggested that in some contexts, confirmation bias can help jurors reach consensus more quickly, which might improve efficiency in deliberations, though at the potential cost of fairness (Edmond & Martire, 2019; Cullen et al., 2024). However, it is essential to consider that this bias is not always detrimental. In certain cases, confirmation bias can allow jurors to maintain consistency in their judgements, which may aid in reaching a consensus more quickly. The research on confirmation bias tends to focus primarily on its negative effects, yet it is worth considering whether in some circumstances it may help juries feel more confident in their decisions. For example, in cases with ambiguous or incomplete evidence, a jury may reach a verdict that reflects shared beliefs, thus avoiding prolonged deliberations. Moreover, while confirmation bias can amplify prejudices related to race, gender, or socio-economic status, there are alternative perspectives suggesting that well-designed jury instructions and impartial facilitation of deliberations can mitigate such biases. Therefore, further investigation is needed into how jury instructions and the role of the judge in moderating deliberations may influence the strength of confirmation bias in practice, especially given the varying effectiveness of these measures in different jurisdictions. While jury instructions and open-minded deliberation can mitigate some effects, confirmation bias remains a significant challenge to fair and impartial trials. Confirmation bias has its own strengths and limitations, confirmation bias in jury decision-making can provide a sense of efficiency, allowing jurors to make quicker decisions by reinforcing initial judgements, especially in complex or ambiguous cases. However, its primary weakness lies in distorting the interpretation of evidence, as jurors may ignore or misinterpret information that contradicts their beliefs. This can lead to unjust verdicts, particularly when personal prejudices are amplified, and irrelevant factors like race, gender, or socio-economic status influence decisions. During deliberations, confirmation bias can also create a feedback loop, further entrenching biased group opinions.
In addition to cognitive biases like confirmation bias, jurors are often influenced by a range of biases that can distort their interpretation of evidence and the fairness of the trial. Jury bias can take many forms, including racial, gender, and socio-economic biases. These biases, which can be implicit or explicit, are frequently shaped by societal stereotypes and prejudices, influencing jurors' perceptions of the defendant, the victim, or even the legal process itself (Diamond & Hans, 2024). For instance, research has shown that jurors may be more likely to convict defendants from racial minorities, even when the evidence is the same as for a White defendant (Sommers & Ellsworth, 2000). Similarly, jurors may have biased perceptions of victims based on their gender or socio-economic status, leading to sympathy bias or attribution bias in cases involving diverse types of victims. This bias can affect both the credibility of witnesses and the perceived severity of the crime, with women and children often viewed as more sympathetic victims compared to adult males (Schmidt & Brigham, 1996). Jury bias can foster empathy and understanding in some cases by drawing on shared values or experiences. However, its limitations are far-reaching, as bias based on race, gender, or socio-economic status can distort verdicts, leading to significant disparities in trial outcomes. Research suggests that racial biases can result in harsher penalties for minority defendants, even when evidence is equivalent, raising serious concerns about the impartiality of the legal process (Sommers & Ellsworth, 2000). Moreover, gender and socio-economic biases can affect not just verdicts but also the perceived credibility of witnesses, especially in cases where victims or defendants fit certain stereotypical profiles (Schmidt & Brigham, 1996). This compromises impartiality and undermines the integrity of the judicial system.
In a study published in 1983, researchers investigated the influence of defence attorneys' gender on juror perceptions in rape cases (Villemur & Hyde, 1983). The experimental design involved manipulating several variables: the gender of the defence attorney, the attractiveness of the victim, the victim's age, and the gender of the undergraduate mock jurors. Participants were tasked with listening to a fifty-minute audio recording of a simulated trial. The findings revealed that the presence of a female defence attorney correlated with a lower incidence of guilty verdicts compared to a male defence attorney. Furthermore, a significant interaction was observed between juror gender and the gender of the defence attorney regarding fault attribution. These results underscore the complex interplay of gender dynamics within legal contexts, particularly in cases involving sexual violence.
While this study provides foundational evidence regarding the influence of defence attorney gender on rape trials, it fails to elucidate the underlying mechanisms driving these effects, particularly by not accounting for potential mediating variables such as attorney competence. Moreover, the researchers' study focuses exclusively on the gender of the defence attorney, without manipulating the gender of the prosecuting attorney or the gender ratio within the jury, restricting the analysis and presents a limited understanding of the dynamics involving female attorneys within the courtroom context. This oversight suggests the need for further investigation into how gender interactions among legal representatives influence juror perceptions and decision-making.
This study shows another key factor, which is the role of biases and stereotypes. Vast research has shown that jurors may bring personal preconceived notions into the deliberation process, which can affect interpretation of evidence and testimonies. The results of these studies indicate that jurors may also react differently to defendants based on race, gender, socioeconomic status, or how a defendant presents themselves within the courtroom (Grosso & O’Brien, 2024). Stereotyping in jury decision-making can help jurors process information more quickly, but it also poses significant risks. It may result in biased decisions based on factors like race or gender, compromising fairness and impartiality. This can reinforce discrimination and weaken trust in the justice system, highlighting the need for careful, unbiased deliberation. Stereotyping could be linked to the psychological theory, The Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).
The Story-Telling Model (Pennington & Hastie, 1992) emphasises the importance of narrative structure in shaping juror engagement and emotional responses. While it can make complex cases more relatable, this model also raises concerns about the fairness of the process. Emotional appeals, which are central to the model, can lead jurors to base decisions on emotional resonance rather than objective evaluation of evidence, potentially undermining impartiality (Younan, 2023). The ethical implications of using emotional manipulation in this context deserve further exploration, particularly in cases where vulnerable victims are involved or where evidence is ambiguous. Emotional engagement, which is central to the model, can lead jurors to base their decisions on emotional appeal rather than objective evidence. This becomes particularly problematic in cases involving vulnerable victims or ambiguous evidence, where emotional narratives may distort the jurors' judgement. Though the model improves juror involvement, its reliance on emotional influence risks undermining impartiality.
The Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) of persuasion, developed by Petty and Cacioppo (1986) (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986; Wagner & Petty, 2022), offers a valuable framework for understanding how jurors process information during trials. According to ELM, jurors can be influenced through either the central route, which involves careful, thoughtful consideration of evidence and arguments, or the peripheral route, where decisions are swayed by superficial cues, such as the likability of an attorney or emotional appeals. This supports and aligns with the Story-Telling Model of legal persuasion, which emphasises the narrative structure of a case. In the courtroom, attorneys often use the story-telling approach to craft compelling narratives, appealing to jurors' emotions, and shaping their perceptions. These narratives, whether through dramatic framing or emotional engagement, can activate the peripheral route of persuasion in jurors, causing them to focus more on the emotional or persuasive aspects of the case rather than its logical merits (Younan, 2023). This shift can lead jurors to make decisions based on emotional resonance or persuasive techniques rather than objective evaluation of evidence. The intersection of the ELM and the Story-Telling Model thus underscores a critical challenge in jury decision-making: while such strategies can make cases more relatable and engaging, they may also distort verdicts, reinforcing cognitive biases and undermining impartiality by prioritising emotional influence over rational deliberation.
Empirical studies in recent years have highlighted various issues. Research utilising experimental designs has demonstrated how factors like group dynamics or framing effects can alter perceptions of guilt or innocence. For example, studies have shown that the way evidence is presented can significantly influence jury decisions, emphasising the importance of effective communication in the courtroom. The storytelling model makes evidence more relatable by framing it as a narrative, fostering engagement but risking bias and oversimplification. The ELM suggests jurors are persuaded either by the central route or peripheral route, with the central route encouraging thoughtful decisions but the peripheral route introducing bias. Both models enhance engagement but can distort judgement if jurors focus on emotions or superficial factors over facts.
As discussions around fairness and impartiality continue to gain traction, there is an increasing emphasis on ensuring that legal processes remain impartial. Initiatives aimed at reducing implicit biases, such as training programmes for law enforcement and jurors are becoming more common (Su, 2020). These efforts seek to create a legal environment where decisions are based on facts and unbiased treatment, rather than unconscious prejudices.
A final area for further exploration is the role of diversity in the jury system. Research on this issue suggests that diverse juries may be more likely to challenge groupthink, identify reasoning errors, and reach fairer verdicts. This diversity could potentially help mitigate biases that emerge in deliberation processes. Additionally, the influence of modern technologies such as social media and digital deliberation warrants further investigation, as these elements may introduce new biases or influence jury members' decisions in unprecedented ways.
In summary, the integration of psychological theory into the justice system has evolved to encompass a broader range of factors, including emotional influences, cognitive biases, and empirical research. This ongoing exploration not only enhances the understanding of legal processes but also strives to promote fairness and impartiality in the pursuit of justice.
While psychological theory offers valuable insights into jury decision-making, a more critical analysis is necessary to fully understand its real-world implications. Additionally, the ethical concerns surrounding the use of emotional appeals in the Story-Telling Model warrant further scrutiny, as these tactics may undermine impartiality. Finally, a deeper examination of the intersectionality of biases, examining how factors such as gender, race, and socio-economic status interact, could reveal more about the nuanced ways in which jurors' decisions are shaped. Addressing these limitations would enhance our understanding of how psychological insights can be more effectively integrated into legal processes.
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